
“I am struck by a disinclination  in both academic and journalistic accounts to critique empire and imperialism. 
Openness to, and engagement in, a critique of nationalism has seemed greater. And while it has been vital to our 
purposes in Ireland to examine nationalism, doing the same for imperialism is equally important and has a sig-
nificance far beyond British/Irish relations”  – Michael D. Higgins (Guardian, Irish Times, 12th February 2021)  
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“When we kill people”,  a British sea-captain says in the Indian novelist Amitav Ghosh’s Sea of Poppies, “we 

feel compelled to pretend that it is for some higher cause. It is this pretence of virtue, I promise you, that will 

never be forgotten by history” (quoted in Inglorious Empire, p.xxix) 

HE majority of Britons,  
according to opinion polls, 
think that the British Empire 

was something to be proud of. The 
majority of people in countries that 
were conquered  – not only Ireland – 
would probably disagree. Shashi 
Tharoor, an Indian politician, is cer-
tainly one of them. In 2017 he pub-
lished Inglorious Empire, an excori-
ating polemic indicting what the 
British did in India. It was, he says, a 
monstrous crime in which Britain looted his county for 
two centuries  – “a long and shameless record of rapaci-
ty”, he calls it. 

At the beginning of the 18th century, India’s share of the 
world economy was 23 per cent; by the time the British 
had departed India, it had dropped to just over 3 per 
cent. The reason was simple: India was governed for the 
benefit of Britain. Indeed, Britain’s industrial revolution 
was built on the destruction of India’s thriving manufac-
turing industries. Textiles were an emblematic case in 
point: the British systematically set about destroying In-
dia’s textile manufacturing and exports, substituting In-
dia’s textiles by British ones made in England. Ironically, 
the British used Indian raw materials and exported the 
finished goods back to India and the rest of the world, 
“the industrial equivalent of adding insult to injury” (p.5). 

This drain of resources from India continued throughout 
the 19th century. The Marquess of Salisbury, Secretary of 
State for India in the 1860s and 1870s, said: As India is 
to be bled, the lancet should be directed to those parts 
where the blood is congested…[rather than] to those 
which are already feeble for the want of it” (p.20). The 
blood was of course money and its ‘congestion’ offered 
greater sources of revenue than the ‘feeble’ areas. 

Tharoor also shows how the British used religion to di-
vide and rule, a strategy familiar here in Ireland. In 1859 
the British governor of Bombay, Lord Elphinstone, spelt 
it out: “Divide et Impera was the old Roman maxim, and 
it should be ours” (p.101). A few decades later, Sir John 

Stracey opined that ‘the existence of hostile creeds among 
the Indian people’ was essential for ‘our political position 
in India’. 

Under British rule Ireland suffered a catastrophic famine. 
Under British rule, India suffered about 15 in the period 
1770 to 1900, in which 25 million are estimated to have 
died. Later came the most notorious of all, the 1943 
Bengal famine in which about 3 million perished. The 
strategy is also familiar to Irish historians: a combination 
of non-intervention in free trade, Malthusian doctrine (let 
nature check overpopulation) and financial ‘prudence’. 

Tharoor rubbishes any notion of a benign despotism by 
recounting case after case of British brutality, the most 
notorious of which was the Amritsar massacre of 13th 
April 1919, when Acting Brigadier-General Reginald 
Dyer ordered troops to fire their rifles into a crowd of 
unarmed Indian civilians in Jallianwala Bagh, Amritsar, 
killing at least 1,000 (the British admitted 379). 

Tharoor’s damning indictment has inspired others to 
challenge the narrative by conservative writers such as 
Niall Ferguson and Andrew Roberts that Britain’s empire 
was benign and brought modernisation and democracy 
to its subject peoples. Padraic Scanlan’s Slave Empire is 
one of the latest. The British Empire, in sentimental myth, 
was more free and more fair than its rivals. Abolition of 
the slave trade in 1807 and of slavery itself in 1833 was 
the triumph of good over evil. Scanlan sets out to refute 
these claims in a scholarly yet devastating argument. 

He demonstrates how for 200 years 
the British developed slavery to the 
extent that in the 18th century 
Britons (including some Irishmen) 
were the world’s foremost slave own-
ers inflicting untold suffering on their 
human chattels. 

A key argument of Scanlan, however, 
is that the end of slavery in the 
British empire was not the end of the 
British slave empire. Britain used  ––> 
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abolition as part of the narrative in which it claimed that it 
was better than other European conquerors, even though  
in reality for long afterwards Britain was still entangled 
in global slavery. British manufacturers purchased Amer-
ican cotton grown by enslaved workers and promoted 
free trade policies that enriched American slaveholders. 

When the duties on sugar produced outside the British 
empire fell away, Cuba, Brazil, Louisianna and other 
slaveholding sugar bowls prospered. London solidified 
its position as the 19th century financial capital. British 
investors financed infrastructure that carried enslaved 
people and the things they produced, and bought up the 
debt of slaveholding states. 

Moreover, at the basic financial level the British govern-
ment paid colossal sums to compensate slaveowners, but 
gave nothing to formerly enslaved people, who were 
forced to continue to labour for six years on plantations 
as unpaid ‘apprentices’. 

In essence, Britain used the abolition of slavery in the 
Empire in 1833 to justify another century of imperial 
violence and capitalist exploitation. The takeover of the 
Nigerian protectorate and other African countries after 
1870 was claimed in the names of civilisation and anti-
slavery. An empire built on slavery thus became an em-
pire that was sustained and expanded by antislavery. This 
expansion was justified on the basis of the moral ‘superi-
ority’ of Britain’s ‘Christian’ principles. 

Linking the past to the present, we could turn first of all 
to the engrossing Empireland, which argues that imperi-
alism shaped modern Britain. Its author, Sathnam 
Sanghera, is a journalist and novelist who was born in 
Britain of Sikh Punjabi immigrants. He relates the racism 
experienced in his childhood in 1970s and 1980s Wolver-
hampton to the policies used to enforce the empire across 
the world – an empire that at one stage covered 24% of 
the earth’s land area. It was, he says, ‘one of the biggest 
white supremacist enterprises’ in history. 

He believes that the empire still corrupts Britain in the 
21st century, though the British choose not to see it. We 
see it in the delusions of exceptionalism, in the racism, in 
the immense private and public wealth, in the dominance 
of the city of London, in Brexit, and even in the entitled 
and drunken behaviour of British expats and holiday-
makers abroad (drunkenness is the sort of bad behaviour 
that imperial Britons pioneered abroad). “Empire”, he 
writes, “explains the feeling that we are exceptional and 
can go it alone when it comes to everything from Brexit 
to dealing with global pandemics” (p14). 

Brexit, he suggests, is actually in part 
‘an exercise in empire nostalgia’. 
And in Boris Johnson Brexit has had 
a leader who has, more than any 
other modern politician, sought im-
perial inspiration. His supporters 
include Toby Young, who confesses 
to “a kind of mystical belief in 
Britain’s greatness and her ability to 
occasionally bring forth remarkable 
individuals…I’ve always thought of 
Boris as one of those people” (p.119). 

The dissolution of the remaining em-
pire after 1945 left Britain in search of 
a new identity in a world where other 
great powers made the rules. The 
American Secretary of State Dean 
Acheson famously summed up the 
dilemma in 1962 by suggesting that 
“Great Britain has lost an empire but 
not yet found a role”. 

As the Financial Times journalist Philip Stephens points 
out in his brilliant Britain Alone, which retraces the path 
from Suez to Brexit, Churchill had optimistically imag-
ined that the country remained uniquely placed at the 
intersection of three concentric circles of power – the 
United States, Europe and Commonwealth. But although 
all three circles were pursued, they fell apart sooner or 
later. In particular, the competing currents of the Atlantic 
and the Channel are at the heart of the post-war story. 

It wasn’t long before the US had ruthlessly usurped 
Britain’s global power. Bretton Woods in 1947 estab-
lished the West’s financial system, with the dollar rather 
than sterling as the basis of international trade.  

As Stephens indicates, the closer the relationship with the 
occupant of the White House, the easier it seemed to 
sidestep the issue of Britain’s waning world role. Riding 
America’s coattails and propagating the myth of an inde-
pendent nuclear deterrent  – a ‘psychological prison’ 
Stephens calls it  – were intended to conceal Britain’s lack 
of any real global influence. The ‘special relationship’ 
was a one-way process. America served her own interest, 
meaning that she had lots of other special relationships.  

During Suez, for example, Eisenhower ordered the US 
ambassador at the UN to vote with Moscow, against its 
ally. Even the majority of Commonwealth members, in-
cluding India, opposed the UK over Suez at the UN.  

Tony Blair thought he could square the circle by being as 
influential in Paris and Berlin as he wanted to be in Wash-
ington – until the terrorist attacks of 9/11, when he made 
the choice he had previously eschewed by slavishly back-
ing George W. Bush’s Iraq War. In a note he assured Bush 
that “I will be with you, whatever” (letter of 28th July 
2002, quoted p.315). A million died and after the war Iraq 
descended into violent chaos. By backing Bush, Blair lost 
his most important friends in Europe. 

The last two chapters of Stephens’s gripping history deal 
with the departure from the EU. Although some leaders – 
notably Macmillan, Heath and Major – realised the im-
portance of Europe to Britain, others  – notably Cameron, 
May and, above all, Johnson –  treated it with defensive-
ness or disdain. When the British Leavers promised to 
‘take back control’ by leaving the EU and Trump promised 
to ‘make America great again’, both were looking back to 
the 1950s: the president to an era when, outside the Soviet 
bloc, America’s writ went unchallenged around the world; 
the Brexiters to a time when Britain thought she could 
count itself above its European neighbours. Johnson in 
particular was living in a world freighted not so much 
with history as post-imperial illusions. Moreover, Brexit 
might be the catalyst for the eventual break-up of another 
union. Would it be Britain alone or England alone?        q
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HE Taoiseach Micheál Mar-
tin's formal apology regard-
ing the final report of the 
Commission of Investiga-

tion into Mother and Baby Homes 
seemed genuine. Nevertheless it did 
not fully address the true relation-
ship between Church and State in 
setting up and running these bar-
baric institutions.  

These so-called caring homes con-
demned tens of thousands of un-
married mothers and their babies 
to callousness and cruelty in mainly 
Catholic institutions, though a 
small number were Protestant. The 
figures produced by the Commis-
sion are staggering. About 56,000 
women and 57,000 children were 
placed or born into the homes from 
1922 to 1998. Other countries did 
have similar institutions but the per 
capita numbers in Ireland were 
probably the highest in the world, 
the Commission found.  

The report estimated 9,000 chil-
dren, 15% of the total, died – an 
appalling infant mortality rate that 
was about double the national av-
erage. Neglect, poor food and ex-
treme austerity all played a part. 
Instead of saving the lives of chil-
dren deemed illegitimate, the 
homes as stated in the report “sig-
nificantly reduced their prospects 
of survival”. 

The institutions in which women 
were incarcerated were de facto 
asylums and the individual women 
were referred to as ‘inmates’. They 
regularly received dehumanising 
treatment (they had their hair cut 
and were told: “you are here for 
your sins”) and fanatical religious 
intimidation (“God doesn't want 
you, you’re dirt”). This is just a 
small example of the horrific vic-
timisation that women in the 
mother and baby homes suffered. 

Controversy has arisen because the 
Commission said that responsibili-
ty for the system lay mainly with 
the fathers of the children and fam-
ilies of the women who sought to 
hide them from view and that 

women were not forced into homes 
but many had no alternative. It is 
distasteful to suggest that responsi-
bility for the way these women –
some as young as 12 years old – 
were ostracised and condemned 
rests ‘mainly’ with the men who 
impregnated them. 

Amnesty International and women 
and survivors groups have chal-
lenged this view and the other at-
tribution to the amorphous ab-
straction known as the ‘wider Irish 
society’ as dangerous deflections. 
By doing so it locates the blame on 
the victims’ personal behaviour and 
welfare and ignores the role of 
tribal norms, social scapegoating 
and the overarching power struc-
ture of the Catholic Church which 
controlled morality within Irish 
society. 

For a country as intertwined 
with organised religion as Ire-
land has been for centuries, it 
would be misguided to let the 

Church off the hook 

Interestingly, Michael Foucault, the 
French philosopher, viewed soci-
eties such as Ireland as dominated 
by organised religion. Those who 
most offended the sensibilities of 
the status quo were simply sent 
away, permanently to be se-
questered from an otherwise vul-
nerable populace.  

For a country as intertwined with 
organised religion as Ireland has 
been for centuries, it would be mis-
guided to let the Church off the 
hook. And yet here is what the re-
port has to say about the influence 
of religion on social attitudes: “The 
Catholic Church did not invent 
Irish attitudes to prudent marriages 
or family respectability”. This as-
sertion is unbelievable and formu-
lated without evidence, it seems to 
imply that there was no such influ-
ence at all? Are we to take it that it 
was ‘Irish attitudes’ that shaped the 
views of the church, and not the 
other way round? 

What happened in the homes was 
not a ‘massive societal failure’. 
What occurred was but an aspect 
of the newly established State 
which was profoundly anti-women 
both in its laws and in its culture. 
Out of it emerged the Mother and 
Baby Homes. While it was wrong 
for families and others to send vul-
nerable unmarried pregnant girls to 
be incarcerated, the homes were 
handsomely paid for by the tax-
payers of Ireland. The nuns and 
Protestant women who adminis-
tered them on behalf of the State 
were not entitled to deprive the 
young girls of their legal and con-
stitutional rights and the right to be 
treated with dignity and respect. 

What must not be overlooked is 
the fact that the Government, the 
Catholic Church and Protestant 
churches ran the Homes together 
hand in glove. What they did repre-
sents a damning indictment of 
church and state. They jointly bear 
legal responsibility for the ill-
treatment and abuse and the gross 
breach of human rights that  
occurred in the homes. 

Sadly, Mother and Baby Home 
survivors have criticised the Com-
mission of Investigation’s Final 
Report as incomplete, a cop-out 
and worse. They also say that it has 
not brought closure or the solace 
they wanted. 

The Taoiseach's apology is just not 
good enough. What is required is a 
full criminal investigation and the 
assets of the institutions  
sequestered for the benefit of the 
survivors. 

While this article focuses on the 
events in the Irish Republic it is 
important to mention the recent 
findings in a report by researchers 
from Queen’s University Belfast 
and the Ulster University. It high-
lighted similar inhuman practices 
to which mothers and babies were 
subjected in near-identical institu-
tions in Northern Ireland.  

This has prompted the UN Com-
mittee Against Torture and the UN 
Committee for the Elimination of 
Discrimination Against Women to 
recommend that the government in 
Northern Ireland establish an in-
quiry into abuses in such institu-
tions.                                           q                                                
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IKIPEDIA gives 28 attributes of the Christian god. 
It is impossible in this article to deal with such a 
number and so I will confine myself to the Omni 

attributes of Omnipotence (all powerful), Omniscience (all 
knowing), Omnipresence (present everywhere) and Om-
nibenevolence (all good), their relationship to each other and 
some of the other alleged attributes. The illogicality and inco-
herence of these fictive attributes is the subject of this essay.  

These particular attributes arise in the philosophy of religion 
based on Anselm’s “perfect being” ontological proof of 
god’s existence that attempts to show that “god is a neces-
sary perfect being that none greater can be conceived”. This 
attempted proof is strictly “a priori” which means it is en-
tirely dependent on reason and logic and not on experience. 
It is about a god with all the maximal positive attributes 
theology can think of. With these attributes theologians 
have created a god that theology itself seems unable to com-
prehend, a morally and mentally supreme being which to 
theologians and believers is a mystery, and to the godless a 
chimera. Theologians have inverted the faults, flaws and 
weaknesses of man and created their own Ubermensch, giv-
ing him supernatural qualities and then glorifying them in 
their anthropomorphic divine god. 
  
OMNIPOTENCE  

This attribute includes creation of the universe ex nihilo as 
well as the supernatural worlds of heaven and hell and the 
inhabitants of both. I will not deal with some of the philo-
sophical arguments against gods omnipotence such as can 
he make a stone so big that he cannot lift it, as obviously I 
can, given enough cement and sand. Nor such as can he 
make a square circle. I am taking omnipotence in the sense 
of being capable of doing anything which is logically possi-
ble. Although if he is capable of miracles, theophanies and 
resurrections, he should be capable of illogicalities as we 
must presume logic is also of his creation and omnipotence 
should mean totally unlimited power. 

This universe with man at the apex is supposedly God’s 
perfect creation. This is a god who could have created any 
other logically possible world. Any modern  person, given 
God’s abilities and powers, could design and create a much 
better world. Why did he not create a world without natural 
or moral evil? If evil exists, as it surely does, then it is also 
part of God’s creation. Everything is supposedly his creation 
except himself. If he is omnipotent then there is nothing he 
cannot do. However if he is all good or omnibenevolent, 
then he cannot do bad or evil things such as sin. But to be 
omnipotent allows one to do evil. Not being able to sin lim-
its his omnipotence and he is therefore not fully omnipotent. 
Omnipotence allows him to spare man’s suffering and hurt, 
yet he does not spare us. Omnipotence and perfect goodness 
are inconsistent. God cannot be both. If he is perfect and 
living in total perfection why create at all? What reason 
would God have? Creation implies a need or a desire. A 
need or a desire signifies a lack and a lack implies imperfec-
tion. With his omnipotence he could imagine or sense a uni-
verse and man without having to actually create it. A perfect 
god would also create perfectly. To do otherwise would sig-

nify imperfection. It is obvious to mankind, let alone God, 
that creation is imperfect. 

The Holocaust on its own is sufficient to show the unintelli-
gibility and bad design of an Omnipotent and all loving god, 
not to mention the millions of species which have gone ex-
tinct. God, according to the theologians, is the cause of 
everything, which means he is the cause of both good and 
evil. If he is not the cause of everything then he is not om-
nipotent. So is evil in the world by God’s will or is it here in 
opposition to God’s will? If God is omnipotent, wholly 
good, and evil exists, there is a contradiction between these 
three propositions.  If any two are true then the third is 
false. Omnipotence, perfectly good and the existence of evil 
together are both incoherent and illogical. 
  
OMNISCIENCE 

This means God knows everything including his own ac-
tions in advance and, with perfect foreknowledge, he could 
not change his mind. Accordingly he has no free will or 
choice. This also shows the illusoriness of prayer. There are 
many instances where you cannot know that you don’t 
know something. This must also be true of God. Religionists 
place their god maximally above humans in positive attrib-
utes and abilities. If there is even one thing that God does 
not know, that invalidates his omniscience. Perhaps this god 
of the theologians is a lesser god and knows nothing of a 
higher god or gods who may have attributes far in excess of 
his attributes and of which he knows nothing and who cre-
ated him? This is as provable as the god of the theologians 
we are dealing with here. Perhaps there is a group of gods, 
some more superior than others of which he is unaware.  

Perhaps some entity, a being or group of beings, in some 
other physical universe unknown to us may have created 
our universe or arranged our singularity. Certainly physicists 
envisage and theorise about multiple universes. There is no 
logical reason to assume the originator or creator of our 
universe is a supernatural being of any sort and certainly not 
required to have all the attributes attributed by theologians. 
And then of course wouldn’t the existence of any such being 
need to be explained in terms of its origin or creation and so 
we get into infinite regress. Looking at our world as it is, if 
there is a god, he certainly does not have the properties of a 
perfect designer or of being all good. It is possible to have a 
god who could have created a world similar to this but 
without suffering or evil. Such a god would be a greater god. 
  
If God knew everything from eternity and before he created, 
then he knew Adam would eat the apple even before Eve 
was created. He knew his creation was imperfect yet contin-
ued on and then finally destroyed most of his creation at the 
time of the flood, again even though he knew before his 
creation that he would destroy all mankind apart from 
Noah and his family. So, at the exact moment God was cre-
ating humans, he knew they were imperfect and that he 
would wipe them out with a flood. By knowing this, God 
created humans with the express intention of killing them, 
and he did this while also knowing that he would one day 
send Jesus, his son, to Earth to redeem us from our  ––> 
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sinfulness once and for all. None of this makes any sense. 
And this conclusion raises serious charges at the door of this 
allegedly “loving” god. God must thereby share in the guilt 
of Adam. What about Satan? Satan is another of God’s cre-
ations who, with his omniscience, God knew would rebel 
and tempt humans.   
  
OMNIPRESENCE  

This attribute means present everywhere and at all time. If 
god is omnipresent then he is also where evil is –- in rape, 
war, hunger, thirst, illness, the holocaust. If he is not in such 
places then he is not omnipresent. He must also be in hell. 
He must be in every atom and particle, he must be in every 
bomb, bullet and missile. He must be in all sin, dirt and filth, 
defilement and corruption. 

God is also allegedly timeless and immutable. Now if he 
exists outside of time then he cannot exist within the uni-
verse which is in time and constantly changing. To be in the 
world he would need to be temporal. Any change to God 
would alter his perfection. Because god is perfect he cannot 
change. To change would be to improve or disimprove and 
either such movement would mean not being supremely 
perfect prior to the change. Being unchanging means God 
cannot have a human body as bodies constantly change. If 
he exists outside universal time means not to exist in the 
universe at all. So why bother? Some apologists would say 
God lives in an eternal present. An eternal present is a self 
contradiction and illogical. Who or what was this god be-
fore the universe?  There was no time, no space, no things, 
and no events.  Just god existing, no light no sound, no 
nothing. There was no god. What we call God is a human 
concept and construct to try and explain ultimate questions. 
The theological concept of the omnigod fails utterly in this 
attempt. What is happening with the omnigod is the confu-
sion between the concept of a god or controlling force and 
the thing in itself. 
  
OMNIBENEVOLENCE  

This refers to God’s moral perfection and implies his moral 
responsibility for his actions including perfect justice, mercy, 
compassion and love. It is one of the easier attributes to 
dismiss. Gratuitous and natural evil in the world are obvi-
ous to everyone. Evil and suffering of themselves contradict 
an omnibenevolent and omnipotent god. Not to forgive, or 
show love and compassion would not be omnibenevolent. 
The creation of Hell, a place of terrible and everlasting pun-
ishment, is not the act of an omnibenevolent, omnipotent 
god.  Hell was created by a god who knew his creation was 
imperfect and knew how much of humanity would finish up 
there. It was quite possible for him not to allow those he 
knew would finish up in hell not to be born, yet he did not 
do so. Our birth was compulsory. We had no choice in it. 

There is in Christianity only one god: as such the Yahweh of 
the Old Testament is the same god as the Jesus of the New 
Testament. The father and the son are one in the trinity. 
Jesus is Yahweh’s son and indeed the embodiment of the 
first person of the Trinity, God the father. The Yahweh of the 
Old Testament, according to Richard Dawkins, is: 
“arguably the most unpleasant character in all fiction; jeal-
ous and proud of it; a petty, unjust, unforgiving control-
freak; a vindictive, bloodthirsty ethnic cleanser, a misogynis-
tic, homophobic, racist, infanticidal, genocidal, filicidal, 
pestilential, megalomaniacal, sadomasochistic, capricious 
malevolent bully”.  

Yahweh and Jesus are one. This whole issue of evil is of 
course the obvious and outstanding evidence against  
omnibenevolence, as we all “walk mourning and weeping in 
this valley of tears”. 
  
If God cannot create good without evil then that is a restric-
tion on his omnipotence. The fact of unnecessary suffering 
in the world is inconsistent with a god who is omnipotent, 
omniscient and omnibenevolent. Why did God create a tree 
that gave knowledge of evil, and with his omniscience know 
that Adam would eat of it and thereby cause suffering for all 
mankind? If god really had man’s qualities maximally mag-
nified, would he not exercise his infinite power to render all 
men happy?  

We can scarcely find anyone on earth who is fully satisfied 
with their lot. If Omnigod clearly always knew from eternity 
that the sacrifice of Jesus would ultimately provide redemp-
tion for sin, then why does he destroy the cities of Sodom 
and Gomorrah, and all life apart from Noah and his family 
at the time of the flood? This must somehow not have been 
part of Yahweh’s divine plan of Jesus’s redemption? Yet the 
Bible implies the redemption was for all of humanity. If so 
this makes the destruction of the two towns and the flood 
unnecessary and malicious. Such an entity would not qualify 
as an omniscient and omnibenevolent god. 

Why would this all-perfect god tempt Adam? Why is he so 
immersed in the puny concerns of one bronze age, goat 
herding tribe, trying to capture a piece of land on this small 
planet, concerned enough to assist in having the native peo-
ple of that land, women and children included, slaughtered ? 
Why come to this particular desert tribe, who after two thou-
sand years are still waiting on their messiah. Surely a failure 
of divine thought! There were many sophisticated cultures 
around at that time to whom he could have appeared. 

Omnigod is supposedly without needs or appetites, yet in 
the Bible he can be angry or loving. These attributes are also 
contradicted in Jesus who is supposedly god and man. As 
man he changes, has feelings, emotions, and needs and 
therefore is not this perfect being of the attributes.  

The supposed Trinitarian nature of God also contradicts the 
omnigod who is simple, one and unchanging. This Omnigod 
bears no resemblance to the god that the average religionist 
believes in and prays to. The god we have been discussing is 
really only a glorified human. It comes from the thought 
that the universe must have a cause and the cause must be 
greater than man. As the highest creation we know is man, 
so is this god anthropomorphised.  

The absence of all evidence of God’s existence is sufficient 
reason to make it most unlikely he exists. It is the illogicality 
of these attributes and the failure of the arguments for his 
existence that make ‘faith’ necessary for belief. There is a 
major difference between the idea of God and his existence. 

The proposition that a god or gods exist does not logically 
imply he or they are the creator of the universe. Even if the 
god with the maximal attributes we have discussed were 
shown to exist, it does not in any way prove the Christian 
god. It would only prove the existence of a particular god in 
a possible pantheon. Ultimately, this omnigod of theology is 
nothing more than an abstraction to be debated philosophi-
cally and theologically.                                                       q                                
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