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God Talk

In the opening sentence of the last chapter oféig book,' Reason, Faith and Revolutidrihe British critic Terry Eagleton asks, “Why ahe tmost
unlikely people, including myself, suddenly talkiagout God?” His answer, elaborated in prose thalteérnately witty, scabrowd angry, is that tl
other candidates for guidance — science, readmeralism, capitalism — just don’t deliver what Itimately needed. “What other symbolic forning
queries, “has managed to forge such direct linkadsen the most universal and absolute of truthstle@veryday practices of countless millions of
men and women?”

Eagleton acknowledges that the links forged arealvedys benign — many terrible things have beeredoneligion’s name — but at least religion is
trying for something more than local satisfactidos,its “subject is nothing less than the naturd destiny of humanity itself, in relation to wliat
takes to be its transcendent source of life.” Arid only that great subject, and the aspiratibgemnerates, that can lead, Eagleton insists, tadizal
transformation of what we say and do.”

The other projects, he concedes, provide varioogas and pleasures, but they are finally supiatfiend tend to the perpetuation of the status quo

rather than to meaningful change: “A society ofkaayed fulfillment, administered desire, managezétipolitics and consumerist economics is
unlikely to cut to the depth where theolog questions can ever be properly rai”
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By theological questions, Eagleton means questikas‘Why is there anything in the first place®yhy what we do have is actually intelligible to
us?” and “Where do our notions of explanation, fedgty and intelligibility come from?”

The fact that science, liberal rationalism and eooic calculation can not ask — never mind answesueh questions should not be held against
them, for that is not what they do.

And, conversely, the fact that religion and theglegnnot provide a technology for explaining how thaterial world works should not be held
against them, either, for that is not witatydo. WhenChristopher Hitchens declaréisat given the emergence of “the telescope andhtbescope”
religion “no longer offers an explanation of anyidpimportant,” Eagleton replies, “But Christianitias never meant to be an explanation of anything
in the first place. It's rather like saying thaattks to the electric toaster we can forget aboek8bv.”

Eagleton likes this turn of speech, and he hasursedo it often when making the same poiri]élieving that religion is a botched attempt tgkmin
the world . . . is like seeing ballet as a botchgdmpt to run for a bus.” Running for a bus iseused empirical act and the steps you take are
instrumental to its end. The positions one assumkallet have no such end; they are after somgteise, and that something doesn't yield to the
usual forms of measurement. Religion, Eagletomysng, is like ballet (and Chekhov); it's after setimng else.

After what? Eagleton, of course, does not tellexsgept in the most general terms: “The coming kamyebf God, a condition of justice, fellowship,
and self-fulfillment far beyond anything that migidrmally be considered possible or even desinaltlee more well-heeled quarters of Oxford and
Washington.” Such a condition would not be desgablOxford and Washington because, according gbefan, the inhabitants of those places are
complacently in bondage to the false idols of weglbwer and progress. That is, they feel litti¢hef tragedy and pain of the human condition, but
instead “adopt some bright-eyed superstition sisdha@ dream of untrammeled human progress” anthpirtbaseless “trust in the efficacy of a spot
of social engineering here and a dose of liberbdletenment there.”

Progress, liberalism and enlightenment — thes¢harevatchwords of those, like Hitchens, who belithat in a modern world, religion hasthing tc
offer us. Don’t we discover cures for diseasesyeday? Doesn't technology continually extend owvers and offer the promise of mastermagure”
Who needs an outmoded, left-over medieval supershit

Eagleton punctures the complacency of these quesstiben he turns the tables and applies the ldWslperstition” to the idea of progress. It is a
superstition — an idol or “a belief not logicallglated to a course of events” (American Heritagetibnary) — because it is blind to what is now
done in its name: “The language of enlightenmesttieen hijacked in the name of corpomgiteed, the police state, a politically compromiseignce
and a permanent war economy,” all in the serviegl&on contends, of an empty suburbanism thatuysexlever more things without any care as to
whether or not the things produced have true value.

And as for the vaunted triumph of liberalism, wahout “the misery wreaked by racism and sexismsthdid history ofolonialism and imperialisn
the generation of poverty and famine™? Only by igng all this and much more can the claim of hurpesgress at the end of history be maintained:
“If ever there was a pious myth and a piece of wi@as superstition, it is the liberal-rationaligief that, a few hiccups apart, we are all stgaeiil
route to a finer world.”

That kind of belief will have little use for a cibéhat has at its center “one who spoke up for Envé justice and was done to death for his pais.”
wonder “Ditchkins” — Eagleton’s contemptuous amafgaf Hitchens and Richard Dawkins, perhaps witfdalseng glance at Luke 6:39, “Can the
blind lead the blind? Shall they not both fall inbe ditch?” — seems incapable of responding te kimd of commitment made manifest by a human
being at the end of his tether, foundering in desay pain, and bewilderment, who nevertheless renfiaithful to the promise of a transformative
love.”

You won't be interested in any such promise, yomveee the point of clinging to it, if you thinkat “apart from the odd, stubbornly lingering spot
of barbarism here and there, history on the wietill steadily on the up,” if you think that “nonly is the salvation of the human species possibl
but that contrary to all we read in the newspapehas in principle already taken place.” How, Edon asks, can a civilization “which regards itsel
as pretty well self-sufficient” see any point inrered of “faith or hope™?

“Self-sufficient” gets to the heart of what Eagletsees as wrong with the “brittle triumphalism'libkral rationalism and its ideology of science.
From the perspective of a theistic religion, thedzeal error is the claim of the creature to bdf“seiginating”: “Self-authorship,” Eagleton prodtas,

“is the bourgeois fantasy par excellence,” anddwdcchave cited in support the words of that gbeatrgeois villain, Milton’s Satan, who, upon being
reminded that he was created by another, rettfit¢]no saw/ When this creation was...?/ We know mogiwhen we were not as now/Know none
before us, self-begot, self-raised” (Paradise \ds856-860).That is, we created ourselves (althdugw there can be agency before there is being
and therefore an agent is not explained), and idkgeable to do that, why can’t we just keep omgaind pull progress and eventual perfection out of
our own entrails?

That is where science and reason come in. Scisage,Eagleton, “does not start far back enouglraritrun its operations, but it can’t tell you what
they ultimately mean or provide a corrective tooiten excesses. Likewise, reason is “too skin deeeed to tackle what is at stake”; its laws — the
laws of entailment and evidence — cannot get guiitigout some substantive proposition from whichytpeoceed but which they cannot contain;
reason is a non-starter in the absence of an agpézification of what is real and important, avttere is that going to come from? Only from some
kind of faith.

“Ditchkins,” Eagleton observes, cannot ground el “in the value of individual freedom” in scigfic observation. It is for him an article of fhit

and once in place, it generates facts and reasmhgidgments of right and wrong. “Faith and knowjed Eagleton concludes, are not antithetical but
“interwoven.” You can't have one without the othéespite the Satanic claim that you can go it alpnapplying your own independent intellect to an
unmediated reality: “All reasoning is conductedhivitthe ambit of some sort of faith, attractiorglination, orientation, predisposition, or prior
commitment.” Meaning, value and truth are not “réitile to the facts themselves, in the sense ofgoeieluctably motivated by a bare account of
them” Which is to say that there is no such thing asra bacount of ther (Here, as many have noted, is where religion astnpodernism mee
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If this is so, the basis for what Eagleton calle“tejection of religion on the cheap” by contragtits unsupported (except by faith) assertionh e
scientifically grounded assertions of atheism gl&s; and we are where we always were, confronithdavehoice between a flawed but aspiring
religious faith or a spectacularly hubristic faiththe power of unaided reason and a progres$itisaho content but, like the capitalism it refleutsl
extends, just makes its valueless way into eveokrmd cranny.

For Eagleton the choice is obvious, although hes dmé have complete faith in the faith he preféfsere are no guarantees,” he concedes that a
“transfigured future will ever be born.” But we cha sure that it will never be born, he says irldss sentence, “if liberal dogmatists, doctrindlegy-
wavers for Progress, and Islamophobic intellectualscontinue to stand in its way.”

One more point. The book starts out witty and thets angrier and angrier. (Therdheg possibility, of course, that the later chapteere written firs
I'm just talking about the temporal experienceexdding it.) | spent some time trying to figure ity the anger was there and | came up with two
explanations.

One is given by Eagleton, and it is personal. Glangy may or may not be the faith he holds todbesn't tell us), but he speaks, he says, “partly
defense of my own forbearers, against the chagete creed to which they dedicated their livesasthless and void.”

The other source of his anger is implied but nexgte made explicit. He is angry, | think, at hayte expend so much mental and emotional energy
refuting the shallow arguments of school-yard atisdike Hitchens and Dawkins. | know just how &el$.
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1. 1. May 3, 2009 11:04 pirink
| have not read Eagleton’s book, and so, | can dielglwith Fish’s summary. From that summary, ipaars that Eagelton engages in repeated
circular reasoning to support the conclusion thatfaith-based religious arena (encompassing aftamsistent or contradictory theological
views) somehow opens a reliable path to truth asatiers outside the competence of science andneas
In reaching that conclusion, Eagelton seems t@gidgle any requirement that fatih based theologyomsimate its competence. The inability of
science to provide accurate answers concerningupernatural is not proof that one of the multfgiéhs does so or that we will be able to
reliably recognize which of those faiths does so.
It is odd that, in his summary, Fish does not ntenthe roles of rational and cultural ethics ingamenting the truths we learn from science.

It would be more useful to discuss whether right\arehg depend upon whetl there is a God, an af-life and faith, and whether o

http://fish.blogs.nytimes.com/2009/05/03/talk/ 5/18/200!
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knowledge of what is right and wrong depends uperniritermediation of clerics and theologians.
HJBoitel

— HJBoitel
2. 2. May 3, 2009 11:05 pirink

| know how he feels too. It's nice to read a soéidponse to “Ditchkins.”

— Scott G
3. 3. May 4, 2009 12:04 afrink

Dr. Fish,

| was surprised with your phrase “that great boaigillain” to describe Milton’s Satan. I've alwayhought of Satan as a kind of aristocrat of
sin, for Milton characterizes him as a rebel printevil, guilty of overweeing pride and totallycking in humility. Perhaps the greatest thing
religion teaches us is the importance of a loveotorCreator that is steeped in humility, howewenisolic He or She may be. Regardess of my
view of Satan, your review of the Eagleton textuperb, although you must admit that the title @€hens’ latest screed, “God is not Great,” is
right up your provocative alley.

— Martin Yanosek
4. 4. May 4, 2009 12:06 aftrink

Eagleton asks of religion, “[w]hat other symbolirh... has managed to forge such direct links betwleemost universal and absolute of
truths and the everyday practices of countlessanglof men and women?” Perhaps the implicatiorfsrdamental scientific laws for the daily
lives of “men and women” cannot be determined gakilt of course such implications exist. Substityitheories that sacrifice truth in favor of
simplicity (or familiarity) for theories whose uitiate objective is truth might quench the psychaalghirsts of some, but cannot, in the final
analysis, instill confidence that we, in fact, castpend the non-trivial.

The questions that Eagleton (as interpreted by) Elsissifies as ‘theological’ strike me as lyinghim the province of sciencéhat reason do
Eagleton/Fish have for thinking that science ishlm#o tackle these questions? Philosophers oAtfigophone tradition have beénterested ir
guestions such as these for quite some time. Mathese philosophers deem themselves ‘naturalistisat is, they believe that in order to
address these questions, the philosophy/scientieatiisn must be abandoned, so that philosophy dnaw upon scientific methods (along with
scientific ideas) in theorizing about such issdiesight be that this approach is wrong-headed Hagleton/Fish would do well to consider such
approaches before declaring a priori that sciemdgcapable of resolving these problems.

The claim that “religion and theology cannot pr@valtechnology for explaining how the material warorks” because “that is not what they
do” is similarly put forward without motivation. thay be true that there is more to religion anadlitgy than the historical narratives presented
in the sacred texts of the world’s dominant religipbut that does not mean that such historicahtiaes cannot be placed before the tribunal of
truth. Nor is it the case that literalism represemtnarginal current in religious thought, pagpr@sent. As such, to verify (or falsify) the claims
of major religious texts is not to reduce religmmtheology to literal doctrine, but just to examithe one dimension in which religion comes
into conflict with science — namely, the inconsisies between our mature scientific understandfrigeoworld and the propositions of
countless sacred texts.

The tale about the ‘liberal-rationalist’ is thegaf a strawman. No sensible person, ‘liberal-ratiist’ or otherwise, would insist that the history
of human civilization is one of blemish-free praggenor one of progress laced with minor diffi@stin its unfolding. Nor does being a liberal,
or a ‘rationalist’ (by which | suspect Eagletonlirimeans someone who holds scientific methods im fggard), commit one to such silly
illusions. Furthermore, the supposed “complacemgyscience, liberalism, etc., in all of the tragesdof human history is, once more, declared
without demonstration. It is, to be sure, a wordagstion, whether the post-Enlightment rhetoripiiresl by science contributed to the tragedies
to which Eagleton/Fish alludes, but this is a goedior social scientists. Eagleton/Fish doesdlitth convince one of its position on this
complicated question.

Fish writes: “Science, says Eagleton, ‘does nat &aback enough’; it can run its operations, ibean’t tell you what they ultimately mean or
provide a corrective to its own excesses. Likewisason is ‘too skin deep a creed to tackle what s$ake’; its laws — the laws of entailment
and evidence — cannot get going without some sobgéaproposition from which they proceed but whibhy cannot contain; reason is a non-
starter in the absence of an a prior specificatfomhat is real and important, and where is thangoo come from? Only from some kind of
faith.” The idea that science “does not start fckbenough” once more limits what science is capabkxploring in a random fashion.
Naturalism counsels that philosophical questiormiathe ‘foundations’ of science must be constragthemselves scientific questions if
progress is to be made. Again, perhaps naturatidtawed, but Eagleton/Fish ought to grapple wiihstead of just stipulating it out of the
picture. It is not clear what is meant by ‘faith’this context (I suspect a deliberate effort fiish to equivocate two (or more) senses of
‘faith’), but it is not true that the kind of faittharacteristic of religion is needed to ‘grounciesice.

| hope that Fish will clear up some of these issndsture columns.

— Lebombo Bone (http://lebombo-bone.blogspot.com/
5. 5. May 4, 2009 12:25 afrink

You don't really tell us where you stand on Eaghtarguments in themselves, but when Eagletogppasay, claims that our choice is
between the values of religion and contentless @bgrfaith in “progress,” isn't he attacking a strenan? Even by his own argument, a faith in
liberal progress has its own values (individuatiily, freedom from want, etc.). So how can he &ttach a faith both for being valueless and
for having values it claims not to have? Is this nobatradiction

http://fish.blogs.nytimes.com/2009/05/03/talk/ 5/18/200!
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10.

11.

12.

13.

— Fred

. 6. May 4, 2009 12:50 afrink

Hmm... | am not sure | understand. The claim thagrsm is just another faith is old reactionary heisagree that reason is not equipped to
handle the “theological” questions — if anythingisia more spiritual experience dealing with sahpuactical matters of eternity rather than
abstract faith-based ideas; even if reason isastdith, it approximates experience far bettentimany others. | guess the problem is not
everyone is educated enough to appreciate theigahd®eligion and reason really should be abledexist, but religion does a pretty good job
of making sure that doesn’t happen. Not to sayore@®esn't but into religion, but believers andHahased institutions are not exactly infant,
struggling, marginalized powers...

Are “school-yard athiests” that difficult to igncéte

— pear

. 7. May 4, 2009 1:14 ainnk

So the proposition is that it is better to havéhfai a divine being because it feels better? \éheaying that reason was self-invented and what
does that have to do with the truth or falsehoothefexistence of the divine? The logic is flawEle proposition of the existence of god is not
furthered by moral considerations..

— Nate

. 8. May 4, 2009 1:33 ainink

The arguments of some atheists may be shallowthbugvidence proffered in this column is just abmn-existed. The idea certainly suggests
itself that the more sophisticated arguments aveys going to be on the side that lacks evidewidh was after all the point of sophistry in
the first place.)

The evidence for human progress since the Enlightenis irrefutable: more people, longer life-spams reported levels of life satisfaction
that are either static or rising (meaning thatanjunction with longer life-spans, more people astially enjoying more happy years on
average than their forebears).

That this has been achieved at the cost of theodesmt of something like, say, 70% of the life-beg capacity of the planet, is true enough,
but it is unclear that the bargain offered by thighful (human lives less injurious to the envir@mhbecause they are spent in misery and
wretchedness) is more appealing.

— Jean L.
9. May 4, 2009 1:38 ainink

So Hitchins and Dawkins have just “school-yard"umgnts unlike those of course who use the ternthRins’ when trying to refute them. Oh
Mr Eagleton is just joking there so we don’t haweake him seriously but can someone point out wieemakes any kind of argument that is to
be taken at face value?

Eagleton likes faith of some form but will not sggavhich one, only the fact that he likes somethamything as long as it is not atheism. Mr
Eagleton is very happy with faith in faith-whatetleat means. Mr Fish also does not like “shalloguanents” ,is very keen on this faith thing,
but does not define anything while being very hafgpgrgue against atheism.

So if | believe in scientific progress it makes ame“Islamophobic intellectual”? If this is what aomts to reasoned argument in Mr Eagleton’s
world then give me the test tubes any time.

— AndyB
10. May 4, 2009 1:42 ahink

Go Terry! Food for thought.

— L Carson
11. May 4, 2009 1:44 ahink

He's angry at having to refute his opponents?...saaore likely his anger is directed against his us@mding that the pro-science culture he
is a part of is incomplete, it has a hole that tha'filled, but it rejects the available thingligen) that could make it whole...The only way we
don't drive ourselves mad is to ignore this conigtion...focusing on this problem is like nails orfzalkboard for the soul...l can imagine that
writing a book about such a fundamental problemld/de quite enraging.

— Jacob Gerber
12. May 4, 2009 1:47 ahink

“...school-yard atheists like Hitchens and Dawkins.”

| can’t so much speak for Dawkins since | am nat-wersed in his work, but sir let me assure yaat thlr. Hitchens would destroy you in a
debate about religion, atheism, or virtually anyenttopic. You are out of your league there, mgrfd. Most people are.

— John L. Griffon
13.May 4, 200¢1:4€ arr Link
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14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

If the arguments of Hitchens and Dawkins are shaltbey shouldn’t require much energy to refute.

— howard etlinger
14. May 4, 2009 1:50 ahink

Stan,

You seem to have almost completely forgotten Nature

Science and religion aren’t the only ways to achithe sense of belonging to something bigger thiasetves.
A jump in the deep ocean or walk in quiet woods aian get one there.

Try it. And take your time at it.

J.

—1J
15. May 4, 2009 1:51 ahink

Dr. Fish states that anger over refuting athesstieé justification for the rants he is ranting atbdheres a lot of flowery words concerning tri
bandied about.

Religion abhors truth since it is definable anesce is a method to measure truth. | know, | krtbere’s the metaphor of the cave and the
shadows but this is just a way to describe the ateth the inexperienced.

Personally, | think the anger and the rants arastevof time. Religion doesn’t answer questionsays “don’t worry, be happy” instead. I've
always wanted answers so | chose science. I'mypsate that Dr. Fish will be passed over in thefeit(by me) since he doesn’t have any
answers either, just like Eagleton. Maybe that'y Wwh's angry!

— charles M
16. May 4, 2009 1:52 ahink

| would suppose that Mr. Eagleton wrote his texa@omputer, or at least with the benefit of eledight. | would also conjecture that he rides
gasoline-powered vehicles made in modern indugitéaits. He is probably fully vaccinated againshowon pathogens, and eats food that is
prepared using electric or gas ranges. He no ditdstd movies occasionally, speaks on a cell pheears clothes made with modern
manufacturing processes. | could go on. It is obsipthe height of hypocrisy for someone like tioisail against “progress” and “reason”. |
will take him seriously when he dispenses withodllhese benefits of “reason” and becomes a moskdatusion.

— Billy Bob
17. May 4, 2009 1:54 ahink

To quote the late (great) George Carlin, “Atheisma inon-prophet’ religion.” Need more be said?

— WorldWideTed
18. May 4, 2009 1:55 ahink

We should think of both science and religion asswafyperceiving, interpreting, and understandirgwiorld, each purporting toe dealing witl
the same thing those times when it actually ismig with different things, the times when thosepgeapto be the same thing.

But, caveat, applicable where both sides are caederunchecked relativism rooted in ignorance ésmiost dangerous of all.

—m
19. May 4, 2009 1:57 ahink

Professor Fish seems to believe that the smugnesdaisive attitude Christopher Hitchens has tawaeligion is common to all atheists. This
is not the case. | am an atheist who respectsehefits faith can confer on individuals and recagaithe value religious communities can
provide to human societies.

He also seems to think that a belief in the divina prerequisite for aspiring to something beytadal satisfactions”. Non-believers can and
do care about posterity and the relationship hubsangs have with nature.

Darwin’s famous remark, which inspired the titleSiEphen Jay Gould’s wonderful series of essa{Natural History”, provides us with a
secular idea of transcendence which many peopdgiist as satisfying as anything provided by religi“There is grandeur in this view of life,
with its several powers, having been originallydthed into a few forms or into one; and that, whiiss planet has gorgycling on according
the fixed law of gravity, from so simple a beginpiendless forms most beautiful and most wondeduktbeen, and are being, evolved.”

— Justin Pickens
20.May 4, 200€2:0F an Link
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21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

Does Eagleton actually believe that he was creatéte image of God? If he does, there is no roondiscussion, for such faith presupposes a
delusion so profound that no reasoning can posbitggk it. It sounds to me like he’s angry becawese afraid and conscious of the flimsiness
of his faith when measured against evidence. &dalourage to take on truth. The bottom line istiienan intellect and consciousness are so
limited and shallow that such limitation precludesunderstanding of such a being as commonly uttdet$o be God, given the vastness and
complexity of the cosmos. Therefore it is a moahpto even try to argue about such entity. Religimwever is often time not in any way
associated with such an entity and is being usa@asing as a political instrument, a military instent, a social engineering instrument, and
we, as a species, will be better off the sooneragegnize religion for what it really is- its beiegerything that imprisons the human spirit and
nothing to do with God. As such | am proud to b&Bkin.

— nick
21. May 4, 2009 2:08 ahink

I’'m not quite sure what you have against the sifiemhethod and, more generally, reason itself. &gt youwill about the fallacy of perpetu
progress (an area in which | fully agree with ydu)t the methods used to critically evaluate ourldvbave no place in your theistic argument.
If not reason, then what do you propose? Indispetaimwavering faith? That answer falls embarraggishort, Mr. Fish.

— Patrick
22. May 4, 2009 2:09 ahink

It's an amazing article. I've often meet people vetith think that being atheist means being opended, liberal, revolutionary. But | disagree
with that statement. Eagleton has explained inrathbis wonderful essays the real notion of beapgn-minded. | recommend ‘After theory”
for instance. By the way | agree with this quotatitChristianity may or may not be the faith hed®to (he doesn't tell us), but he speaks, he
says, “partly in defense of my own forbearers, mgfathe charge that the creed to which they degtictteir lives is worthless and void.”

— Sebastian Pineda
23. May 4, 2009 2:09 ahink

My oh my was this article excessively wordy (andog The entire argument could have been condeinse single sentence. You could
have just said, “Science, reason, and liberalisy exalain much of our world, but since they caxXplain everything, stop thinking and just
accept these tenants of religion”.

If science can’t explain the entirety of our pastd reason can’t determine the entirety of ourrytand liberalism can't elevate the entirety of
our present, then logically we should reject alkthas devices of Satan and just believe in aestigrg holy love for mankind...Did you take
your medication this morning?

And by the way, all those questions that you akéngssound a lot like philosophy, not religion. R@n gives an answer. Reason and
philosophy ask you to find one. But | guess you gren’t interested in something that requiresadtwught.

— Nat
24. May 4, 2009 2:11 ahink

It is not so easy for us religious - believers aglEton and Fish make it. For religion does malttrclaims about the world. And the great
religions have stories of origins and ends whidirtiophisticated followers may take to be ‘mythist which may not have been intended to
have been taken that way.

So while it is true that Science and Technologynctiprovide the kinds of answers and meanings$asuReligion can, it is not true that the
kinds of realities they reveal do not create protdend raise questions about the validity of religiviews of the world.

— Shalom Freedman
25. May 4, 2009 2:12 ahink

Science and spirituality are different symbolstfer same reality. It's now possible to prove thighat religion calls G-d is what science calls
the anomaly. Selettp://www.SolomonsProof.com

— RAB
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Stanley Fish is the Davidson-Kahn Distinguishedvdrsity Professor and a professor of law at Flohidarnational University, in
Miami, and dean emeritus of the College of Libéek and Sciences at the University of lllinoisGiticago. He has also taught at the University of
California at Berkeley, Johns Hopkins and Duke @msity. He is the author of 10 books. His new bonkigher education, "Save the World On
Your Own Time," has just been published.
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wrote under his own name, he lied. It was a delibeiatgoure and simple. I'mshamed to be on the same faculty as he is.

— Elizabeth
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The Belgian term for a day upon which people abstaim meat — literally, “veggie day.”
Freakonomics

When Airline Tickets Start Looking Like Cigarettes

Cigarettes are some of the most heavily taxed gaoalsnd. According tthis source the average state tax per pack of cigarette$.23$plus an
additional $1.01 of federal taxes, as well as acgplltaxes. With an average price per pack in thiged States of $4.82, the combined state and
federal taxes make up 46 percent of the price Hic&go, total taxes per pack are a whopping $4e8pack! | dont know the exact price of cigaret
in Chicago, but taxes must be around two thirdheftotal cost.
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