Friend
Only a handful of the Founding Fathers were Deists. 

 

Mark
Notice the makeup of the Constitutional Constitution:  28 Episcopalians, 8 Presbyterians, 7 Congregationalists, 2 Lutherans, 2 Dutch Reformed, 2 Methodists, 2 Roman Catholics, 1 unknown and only 3 deists.  I don't know if you've been a Lutheran or Episcopal or otherwise Friend but the majority of the constitutional framers were loose members of very liberal churches while just a handful were members of more Conservative churches.  
   
This is a site sponsored by the Virginia Gazette, the oldest newspaper south of the Potomac River, circa 1736, not from a clearly Christian apologetics web site such as the one used by Friend.  
 

http://www.earlyamerica.com/
http://www.earlyamerica.com/review/summer97/secular.html
George Washington 
Much of the myth of Washington's alleged Christianity came from Mason Weems influential book, "Life of Washington." The story of the cherry tree comes from this book and it has no historical basis. Weems, a Christian minister portrayed Washington as a devout Christian, yet Washington's own diaries show that he rarely attended Church. 
Washington revealed almost nothing to indicate his spiritual frame of mind, hardly a mark of a devout Christian. In his thousands of letters, the name of Jesus Christ never appears. He rarely spoke about his religion, but his Freemasonry experience points to a belief in deism.
Thomas Jefferson 
Even most Christians do not consider Jefferson a Christian. In many of his letters, he denounced the superstitions of Christianity. He did not believe in spiritual souls, angels or godly miracles. Although Jefferson did admire the morality of Jesus, Jefferson did not think him divine, nor did he believe in the Trinity or the miracles of Jesus. In a letter to Peter Carr, 10 August 1787, he wrote, "Question with boldness even the existence of a god." 
Jefferson believed in materialism, reason, and science. He never admitted to any religion but his own. In a letter to Ezra Stiles Ely, 25 June 1819, he wrote, "You say you are a Calvinist. I am not. I am of a sect by myself, as far as I know." 
John Adams 
 John Adams
Adams, a Unitarian, flatly denied the doctrine of eternal damnation. In a letter to Thomas Jefferson, he wrote: 
"I almost shudder at the thought of alluding to the most fatal example of the abuses of grief which the history of mankind has preserved -- the Cross. Consider what calamities that engine of grief has produced!" 
In his letter to Samuel Miller, 8 July 1820, Adams admitted his unbelief of Protestant Calvinism: "I must acknowledge that I cannot class myself under that denomination." 
In his, "A Defense of the Constitutions of GoFriendment of the United States of America" [1787-1788], John Adams wrote: 
"The United States of America have exhibited, perhaps, the first example of goFriendments erected on the simple principles of nature; and if men are now sufficiently enlightened to disabuse themselves of artifice, imposture, hypocrisy, and superstition, they will consider this event as an era in their history. Although the detail of the formation of the American goFriendments is at present little known or regarded either in Europe or in America, it may hereafter become an object of curiosity. It will never be pretended that any persons employed in that service had interviews with the gods, or were in any degree under the influence of Heaven, more than those at work upon ships or houses, or laboring in merchandise or agriculture; it will forever be acknowledged that these goFriendments were contrived merely by the use of reason and the senses. 
James Madison 

Called the father of the Constitution, Madison had no conventional sense of Christianity. In 1785, Madison wrote in his Memorial and Remonstrance against Religious Assessments: 

"During almost fifteen centuries has the legal establishment of Christianity been on trial. What have been its fruits? More or less in all places, pride and indolence in the Clergy, ignorance and servility in the laity; in both, superstition, bigotry and persecution." 

"What influence, in fact, have ecclesiastical establishments had on society? In some instances they have been seen to erect a spiritual tyranny on the ruins of the civil authority; on many instances they have been seen upholding the thrones of political tyranny; in no instance have they been the guardians of the liberties of the people. Rulers who wish to subvert the public liberty may have found an established clergy convenient auxiliaries. A just goFriendment, instituted to secure and perpetuate it, needs them not." 

Benjamin Franklin 

Although Franklin received religious training, his nature forced him to rebel against the irrational tenets of his parents Christianity. His Autobiography revels his skepticism, "My parents had given me betimes religions impressions, and I received from my infancy a pious education in the principles of Calvinism. But scarcely was I arrived at fifteen years of age, when, after having doubted in turn of different tenets, according as I found them combated in the different books that I read, I began to doubt of Revelation itself. 

". . . Some books against Deism fell into my hands. . . It happened that they wrought an effect on my quite contrary to what was intended by them; for the arguments of the Deists, which were quoted to be refuted, appeared to me much stronger than the refutations; in short, I soon became a through Deist." 

The U.S. Constitution 

The most convincing evidence that our goFriendment did not ground itself upon Christianity comes from the very document that defines it-- the United States Constitution. 

If indeed our Framers had aimed to found a Christian republic, it would seem highly unlikely that they would have forgotten to leave out their Christian intentions in the Supreme law of the land. In fact, nowhere in the Constitution do we have a single mention of Christianity, God, Jesus, or any Supreme Being. There occurs only two references to religion and they both use exclusionary wording.

Today, if ever our goFriendment needed proof that the separation of church and State works to ensure the freedom of religion, one only need to look at the plethora of Churches, temples, and shrines that exist in the cities and towns throughout the United States. Only a secular goFriendment, divorced from religion could possibly allow such tolerant diversity.

The Declaration of Independence 

Many Christians who think of America as founded upon Christianity usually present the Declaration as "proof." The reason appears obvious: the document mentions God. However, the God in the Declaration does not describe Christianity's God. It describes "the Laws of Nature and of Nature's God." This nature's view of God agrees with deist philosophy but any attempt to use the Declaration as a support for Christianity will fail for this reason alone. 

Of course the Declaration depicts a great political document, as it aimed at a future goFriendment upheld by citizens instead of a religious monarchy. It observed that all men "are created equal" meaning that we all come inborn with the abilities of life, liberty and the pursuit of happiness. That "to secure these rights, goFriendments are instituted among men." The Declaration says nothing about our rights secured by Christianity, nor does it imply anything about a Christian foundation.


FRIEND
... But again you missed the obvious point of the piece because of your bias against Christianity.

 

Mark

 

Ad hominem and no I didn't miss the point of the piece.  Remember, I sent it to you and my bias against any supernatural religion is based on lack of proof of their supernatural claims.  Christianity has other than divine origins and isn't without its faults, showcasing its human origins and I've thoroughly examined them.  
 

Friend
The author wrote, "None of this is to suggest that America was founded as a theocracy or that religion should direct national policy."  
 

Mark
But it does now.  As soon as the Bush's got into office, Bibles on desks were seen as a good way to 'get ahead' and those who didn't display them generally weren't promoted.  National issues such as abortion, abstinence only, the environment, and others took a distinctly religious 'right' shift and political offices were dolled out based not on qualifications but on ideology.  This is part of what my 'bias' is about:  ideologues who can't/won't see that their decisions should be based on facts not favors.  
 

Friend
But prior to that is this statement which is the beginning of his paper,"Even though a recent Gallup Poll shows that nine out of ten Americans believe in God, strangely enough there are those who are convinced that the bedrock of the creation of the United States is based solely on secular principles rather than religious ones." Which he demonstrates is patently false... 
 

Mark
Not really.  Reread the article and its obvious religious bias found in its language and revision of history are apparent.  Christian revisionism at work .  
 

Friend
" The "No Faith Test" was not ment as a test to eliminate faith from public offices but to ensure that "Faith" did not become a test for public office... 
 

Mark
Exactly, so why do all Presidents take the oath of office w/ their hands on a Bible?  That's a test of faith.  If you won't swear on a Bible, on what will you swear?  Perhaps a copy of the Constitution and swear an oath to 'We the People'.  If we elect a Muslim to office, will we allow them to swear on the Qumran?  
 

Friend
As to the Faith of the Founders... 
 

http://www.str.org/site/News2?page=NewsArticle&id=5703 

The denominational affiliation of these men is a matter of public record. Among the delegates were 28 Episcopalians, 8 Presbyterians, 7 Congregationalists, 2 Lutherans, 2 Dutch Reformed, 2 Methodists, 2 Roman Catholics, 1 unknown and only 3 deists--Williamson, Wilson and Franklin, this at a time when church membership entailed a sworn public confession of biblical faith.(John Eidsmoe, Christianity and the Constitution, (Grand Rapids: Baker, 1987), p. 43.) 

This is a very revealing tally. It means that the members of the Constitutional Convention, the most influential group of men shaping the political foundations of our nation, were almost all Christians, 51 of 55--a full 93%. 

Mark
And most of them were very liberal Christians, some who didn't believe in a literal hell, a literal 6 days of creation, etc.  
Indeed, most were Calvinists (the Presbyterians and the Dutch Reformed), considered by some to be the most extreme and dogmatic form of Christianity." 

Mark
The Presbyterians and Dutch Reformed only accounted for 10 of 55 delegates!  1/5th, not 'most', which reveals the overall somewhat liberal 'bent' of the Convention.  Revisionism Friend and an ignorance of historical facts.  Plus, Calvinism and its predestination doctrine was very fatalistic and as such precluded 'free will' and 'personal salvation', That's not today's brand of Christianity with its emphasis on a personal choice for salvation. With Calvinism, that choice is God's so why try too hard to be a good Christian?     
 

(Friend)  I would disagree with his conclusion
 

Mark
Thought you might!  Do you disagree w/ his methods for arriving @ his conclusions?  
 

"In a time when many have forsaken otherworldly religions, what does human life mean? What is its significance? 

[Friend ] Changing the subject? 
No...
to can man be moral with out religion? When did I say that? Your rant just proves my statement below, " I believe it answers those questions with appeals to the emotions in the same manner as any other religious movement.... "  Why do you assume that belief in a Creator cheapens life? 
Because life is valued more knowing the slow and gradual process from which it formed makes it more rare rather than easily 'created'.  A great meal takes time...
Why believe that Religious people don't value the environment, 
Because it will some day be destroyed (Armageddon) and rebuilt as Paradise.  Might as well take what we can from this planet before the great tribulation, eh?  No future vision for this world since we're gonna be 'raptured' off of it anyway.  That's a mindset that beleaguers many 'believers'.  Humanists appreciate the Mother Ship/Planet on which we live.  I'm not saying every religious person thinks that way, however...
 

or the acquiring knowledge? Seems you've developed a nasty little bias there... 
No bias, just a clearer picture of the world around me...
So if you value life so highly why abortions? 
Because God is such a good abortionist!  Remember me asking you when the soul enters the body?  At fertilization/conception, 1st trimester, birth?  If the soul enters @ conception then aborting the fertilized egg is abortion and many fertilized eggs don't embed in the uterus wall!  I've already said that I don't believe in abortion as birth control.  Education is the better option here.    
Why all the concentration on sexuality? 
 

Because...
· Sex draws people together 

· Sex gives life 

· Sex (simple affection) builds bridges instead of borders 

· Sex feels and looks good 

· Sex stimulates many parts of the human body (Epidermis for one) 

· Sex can be religious and promote states of 'bliss' w/ attendant physiological indicators 

· Need I continue?
Again, wouldn't you want your child to be a sexually adept adult as well as a responsible driver?  They both require training...
Friend, I had a non-sexual talk w/ my daughter when she was becoming sexually active about boys using condoms, illustrating to her with my two fingers how a condom should be applied to the male penis (much like a Doctor or Sex Ed. Teacher would).  She has since remarked how her mother never showed her that and from how much trouble that discussion saved her.    
 

Are some non religious people actually more moral than religious people? or do you mean to say that some non religious people are as moral as some religious people even though they don't base there morality on the same foundation? Think about what you wrote here.. It's an emotional argument... You're just to angry to see it...
 

Mark
I like to think that believing some Being created all life cheapens life because, surely, if It was able to so easily create life, it can destroy and recreate it without breathing heavy!  The knowledge that life arose on this planet slowly over long periods of time, with a great deal of trial and error or trial and success, makes even the simplest forms of life very valuable and worthy our study.  Trees and the environment worth protecting and life worth bettering through science and medicine.  
You can also be non-religious and be more moral than a religious person because you perhaps follow the dictates of nature rather than the dictation of some unknown author.  It's called Biological Imperativism or Evolutionary Psychology.  When you impose a moral dictate that runs counter to biology, you set up a conflict between the human mind and the human body and that has caused so very many people so very much grief.  The resolution to that conflict is found in bringing the belief inline with the biology because your genes are going to do what they want to do, despite how you feel about it!   
 

[Friend ] (So you don't want to control yourself, so don't? 
 

Mark
Assuming the consequent are we?  And ad hominem as well.  Who says I don't want to control myself?  It's easier for us to realize that our psychology is tied to our biology than to deny that and create all kinds of emotional trauma and mental conflict.  Then again, I keep forgetting that the Church makes money by acting as a moral haven for 'sinners' then requiring a 'tithe' from its attendants.      
  
Kurtz maintains that secular humanism answers these questions in a way that resonates with human aspirations and the findings of science."
 

(Friend)  I believe it answers those questions with appeals to the emotions in the same manner as any other religious movement.... Science really doesn't have that much to do with it...
 

Mark
Au contraire!  Take away the science of agriculture and when millions of people can't eat regular meals, morality will break down and chaos will reign!  As I told someone a couple weeks ago, 'the line between civility and anarchy is about 2 meals thin'.  Humanists would rather take the 10% of food or money tithed to God and give it to people who are down and out.  That's a more moral use of resources.  Sure, there are strong emotional ties to this issue on both sides Friend but Humanists aren't trying so hard to appease a jealous God that they forgot to appease other humans.  
The application of science has a direct and profound resonance on human aspirations for better health, better living standards, better protection from Terrorists (!), and a better tomorrow for everyone.  To say otherwise is simply ignoring the facts my friend.  Polio wasn't cured by prayer but by tough science.  Can't pray a severed finger back on; it has to undergo micro-surgery, vascular reconstruction, and physical therapy as well.  
I see you still equate science as a religion.  What supernatural element does science contain that would qualify it as a religion and not a philosophy?  That's what separates the two...  It's not enough to say 'science is a belief system' because religion adds the supernatural as a part of its definition.  Science does not, nor does it reject the supernatural because if, by using the scientific method, you found out God does exist, then by its very definition and methodology, science is obligated to go w/ that conclusion.  So far, that hasn't been the case.  We see natural causes for natural effects, not non-natural causes for natural effects. 
