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Abstract

On September 24, 2026, a short thread appeared on 4chan’s paranormal board, /x/, asking why God is regarded as the
greatest being, why human beings are expected to worship him, and whether refusing to do so results in hell. The replies
quickly sharpened the accusation: worship was called “blind,” humanity was compared to an “ant farm,” and gods were
characterized as “parasites” supposedly nourished by human worship and suffering and capable of being starved through
neglect. Primary thread.

This paper treats that exchange as a case study in internet-era religious argument. It does not assume that anonymous
posters were sincere, trolling, role-playing, knowledgeable, traumatized, or expressing fixed worldviews; the available
evidence cannot establish any of those things. Instead, it asks narrower questions: What exactly is being claimed? What
evidence would those claims require? Which ideas have historical precedents? What rhetorical and psychological
mechanisms can make such claims persuasive? How do the claims compare with classical Christian philosophical
theology? Most importantly for this study, how accurately do they describe the God portrayed in Scripture?

The analysis finds that the thread begins with legitimate philosophical problems—including divine authority, the
rationality of worship, judgment, freedom, evil, and hiddenness—but then moves into a different metaphysical model
without arguing for the transition. The “parasite” theory has historical analogues in ancient sacrificial conceptions,
modern occult thought-form traditions, contemporary egregore and tulpa discourse, and fantasy literature in which
supernatural beings depend upon belief. Historical existence of such ideas, however, is not evidence that this is how an
actual deity operates. See Foster on Atrahasis, Gudme on divine provisioning and Psalm so, Mikles & Laycock on tulpas,
and Sanchez Perez on digital esotericism.

Neither is worshipped with men's hands, as though he needed any thing, seeing he giveth to all life,
and breath, and all things.

Acts 17:25 (KJV)

When the claim is applied specifically to the God of the Bible, it encounters unusually direct textual counterevidence. Acts
17 denies that God is served “as though he needed any thing”; Psalm so rejects the inference that sacrifice feeds God;
Romans 11 denies that creatures first supply something God must repay; and biblical creation theology consistently
reverses the proposed direction of dependence.

The purpose of this paper is therefore not to ridicule the thread. Its better questions deserve better answers than the thread
itself supplies.

Contents & Research Path

e I The thread and the claims it actually makes

o II Definitions before debate

o IIL Line-by-line philosophical and biblical analysis

o IV. Historical genealogy: sacrifice, thought-forms, tulpas, egregores, and fiction
e V. Evidence, burden of proof, and falsifiability

o VI Psychology and rhetoric—with explicit limits on what can be inferred

e VIL Classical theism, divine self-sufficiency, worship, suffering, and judgment

o VIIL Steelmanning the skeptical case

o IX. Scripture correction as a cumulative model

¢ X.Limitations, conclusions, and external references

METHODOLOGICAL RULE

Identify the claim. Identify the evidence. Test the inference. Establish the relevant historical or conceptual context.
Only then compare the claim with Scripture.
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1. What We Are Actually Studying

The primary source is 4chan thread No. 43004269 on /x/ - Paranormal. The opening post asks why God should be
understood as supreme, why worship is required, and why hell is connected with refusing God. A second post recasts this
as “blindly” worshipping God. A third answers with the metaphor of an “ant farm.” A fourth supplies the thread’s
strongest positive metaphysical assertion: “gods are parasites,” allegedly drawing sustenance from worship and suffering
and capable of being deprived of that sustenance through human forgetfulness. View the primary thread.

The distinction between question and assertion matters. “Why should God be worshipped?” is a request for justification.
“Gods are parasites” is a positive claim about what supernatural beings are and how they function. The second statement
therefore assumes a burden of evidence that the first does not.

The live thread included an attached GIF. The initial fact-checking interface could identify the attachment but did not
reliably expose the animation’s full content. This study therefore limits itself to claims that can be grounded in the visible
textual record rather than pretending to analyze visual information that was not securely available.

The Library of Rickandria page is the original web edition of this research paper: libraryofrickandria.com/parasite/.

2. Method: Five Questions for Every Claim

The governing procedure throughout the paper is deliberately repetitive because category mistakes thrive when disciplines
blur together.

o What exactly is the proposition being asserted?

o What kind of proposition is it—historical, empirical, philosophical, psychological, theological, or rhetorical?

¢ What evidence would establish or weaken it?

o Does the conclusion follow from the evidence, or has an analogy, definition, or emotional association supplied a
missing premise?

o If'the claim is about Christianity, does it accurately describe the biblical text before broader theological interpretation
is added?

A psychologist can explain why a metaphor may be persuasive without determining whether Christianity is true. A
historian can show that ancient people believed gods received food without showing that gods actually ate it. A
theologian can show that Christianity teaches divine self-sufficiency without proving Christianity to an atheist. A Bible
quotation can establish what the Bible says; quoting the Bible to a skeptic does not, by itself, establish the truth of the
quoted proposition.

For that reason, the sources in this paper carry different evidentiary weights. The live thread is primary evidence for what
appeared in the thread. The KJV is primary textual evidence for what that translation says. Ancient texts and scholarship
establish the history of religious ideas. Peer-reviewed psychology establishes tendencies observed in studies, not hidden
motives in anonymous posters. Philosophical sources map arguments and distinctions. Occult writings establish what

occult writers claimed. Fiction establishes the circulation of fictional motifs.

EVIDENCE DISCIPLINE

An idea’s existence is evidence that people have entertained the idea. It is not evidence that the idea accurately
describes reality.

3. Claim Map

Thread proposition Type Evidence required Assessment

God is the “greatest entity Metaphysical Clarify what Christianity means by God Inexact description of classical Christian
in the universe” definition theism


https://boards.4chan.org/x/thread/43004269
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Thread proposition Type Evidence required Assessment

Humans are required to Theological /moral  Biblical texts plus an account of why Scripture commands worship; the

worship God worship is fitting justification still deserves examination

Worship must be “blind” Epistemological Evidence Christianity idealizes belief Too broad; key texts commend
without truth or examination examination

Reject worship and “endup  Soteriological Account of judgment, grace, faith, works, = Partly Christian, but compressed into a

in Hell” and hell language transaction

Humanity is “in the ant Analogy Show that morally relevant features Suggestive metaphor, not evidence

farm” correspond

Gods are parasites Ontological Evidence real gods are dependent No evidence supplied

extractive entities

Gods feed on worship or Causal A mechanism and discriminating No mechanism supplied
suffering observations

Forgetting gods can starve Causal /predictive Evidence reduced attention causes Assumes what it needs to prove
them ontological decline

The thread changes genre as it proceeds. It begins in philosophical questioning and ends in speculative cosmology.

Recognizing that transition is half the work.

4. Definitions Before Debate

God

In ordinary speech, God can mean “the most powerful supernatural being.” Classical Christian theology usually means
more: the uncreated source upon which created being depends. Major philosophical formulations speak of first cause,
necessary being, divine simplicity, or the ground of being. Not every Christian philosopher accepts every component of
the classical package, and the Bible itself is not a scholastic metaphysics textbook. The essential distinction remains:
rebutting a finite super-creature does not automatically rebut classical theism. SEP: Divine Simplicity.

A god
A lowercase god may refer to a finite supernatural being, a member of a pantheon, an idol’s supposed referent, an angelic

or spiritual power, a fictional deity, or another superhuman agent. Such a being could in principle have needs even if the
God of classical theism does not. The thread moves between God and gods without defending their equivalence.

Worship

Biblically, worship includes reverence, allegiance, praise, thanksgiving, obedience, prayer, and recognition of divine
worth. Jesus reserves ultimate worship for God, while John 4 connects acceptable worship specifically with spirit and
truth. Whatever else Christian worship is, falsehood is not presented as its ideal condition.

Faith

Online debate often treats faith as belief without evidence. Philosophy of religion is less tidy: models include
propositional belief, trust, commitment, hope, relationship, and practical venture. Biblical texts include trust while also
praising examination. The Bereans check what they hear; 1 Thessalonians says, “Prove all things.” See SEP: The

Epistemology of Religion.

Hell

The English word hell gathers multiple biblical terms and a long history of interpretation. Christian traditions also
disagree about the final fate of the wicked. None of this erases severe New Testament judgment language; it means the
popular single-picture shorthand should not be mistaken for the entire textual and theological field. See SEP: Heaven and
Hell and St Andrews Encyclopaedia of Theology: Hell.


https://plato.stanford.edu/entries/divine-simplicity/
https://plato.stanford.edu/entries/religion-epistemology/
https://plato.stanford.edu/entries/religion-epistemology/
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https://plato.stanford.edu/entries/heaven-hell/
https://www.saet.ac.uk/Christianity/Hell

Parasite

Biologically, a parasite obtains resources from a host at the host’s expense. Applied to a deity, the word already implies
dependency, extraction, and harm. It is therefore not a neutral synonym for “being that receives worship.” Calling a god

a parasite imports a causal and moral model that must itself be shown.

5. “Why Is God Supposed to Be the Greatest Entity in the
Entire Universe?”

This is a worthwhile question, but the wording begins with a category that classical Christianity normally rejects. Genesis
begins not with God emerging inside the cosmos but with God creating the heavens and the earth. Acts 17 describes God
as maker and Lord of the world. Colossians says that all things were created by and for Christ and that he is “before all
things.”

In the beginning God created the heaven and the earth.
Genesis 1:1 (KJV)

If we stay close to the biblical text, we can say this confidently: God and creation are not presented as two members of the
same class competing for first place. Classical Christian metaphysics draws the stronger inference that God is not a being
within the created order at all. That tradition developed concepts such as necessity, simplicity, and aseity precisely to avoid

imagining God as a very large creature. SEP: Divine Simplicity.

This distinction does not prove that such a God exists. It tells us what proposition must actually be evaluated. A skeptic
who asks, “Why believe there is an uncreated, necessary Creator?” has posed a stronger question than one who asks why
one supernatural creature is ranked above the others.

6. What Makes God “Great”?

If “great” means raw power, the skeptical objection is important. Sheer power does not obviously create moral worth. A
tyrant does not become good by acquiring a larger army. Christianity therefore cannot responsibly answer, “because God
can defeat you.”

Scripture’s descriptions of God combine power with holiness, righteousness, truth, mercy, faithfulness, wisdom,
creatorship, judgment, and—within New Testament proclamation—self-giving love in Christ. Revelation 4 grounds
divine worthiness in creation; Revelation s grounds the Lamb’s worthiness in redemption.

The philosophical question remains: why should creatorship generate authority? A parent causes a child to exist but does
not thereby possess unlimited moral authority over that child. Classical Christian answers add further premises: God is
held to be the continuing ground of creaturely existence, perfectly knowledgeable, perfectly good, and the source rather
than merely one participant in the moral order. Contemporary philosophy continues to debate whether those premises
and arguments succeed. SEP: Religion and Morality.

This is where the Euthyphro-style problem becomes relevant: is something good merely because God commands it, or
does God command it because it is independently good? Modified divine-command accounts often ground obligation in
God’s essentially good character rather than sheer arbitrary choice. Power alone is not enough. SEP: Religion and

Morality.

7. “Why Are We Supposed to Blindly Worship Him?”

The word blindly performs much of the argumentative work. No evidence is supplied that biblical worship is supposed to
be blind.


https://www.biblegateway.com/passage/?search=Genesis+1%3A1&version=KJV
https://plato.stanford.edu/entries/divine-simplicity/
https://plato.stanford.edu/entries/religion-morality/
https://plato.stanford.edu/entries/religion-morality/
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God is a Spirit: and they that worship him must worship him in spirit and in truth.
John 4:24 (KJV)

Acts praises the Bereans because they received teaching while searching the Scriptures to determine “whether those things
were so.” First Thessalonians commands, “Prove all things; hold fast that which is good.” Those texts do not teach
unlimited skepticism or modern scientific evidentialism, but they make “blindness” a poor universal definition of
Christian faith.

The history of Christian philosophy makes the same point differently. Debates over evidentialism, natural theology,
testimony, religious experience, revelation, trust, and rational warrant exist precisely because Christians and their critics

have spent centuries asking what justifies religious belief. SEP: Religious Epistemology.

FAIR CORRECTION
Christian faith cannot accurately be defined in advance as blind belief without considering either the relevant

biblical texts or the religion’s intellectual traditions.

8. “Worship Him or End Up in Hell”

Here the thread touches a real difficulty but compresses several doctrines into the structure of an extortion scheme: supply
worship and receive heaven; withhold worship and receive punishment. That formulation makes worship function like

protection money.

The New Testament’s ordinary salvation language is different. John 3 centers God’s giving of the Son. Ephesians 2 calls
salvation “the gift of God” and explicitly denies that it is earned by works. Romans 6 contrasts the “wages of sin” with
“the gift of God.” Romans 10 speaks of faith in the risen Christ and calling upon the Lord.

For by grace are ye saved through faith; and that not of yourselves: it is the gift of God: Not of
works, lest any man should boast.

Ephesians 2:8-9 (KJV)

So worship is not presented as a commodity God needs, with salvation functioning as payment for supplying it. That does
not make the problem of judgment disappear. Matthew 25, 2 Thessalonians 1, John s, and Revelation 20 contain severe
judgment language. A responsible Christian treatment must allow those passages to speak rather than solving the
difficulty by pretending judgment is absent. See SEP: Heaven and Hell and SAET: Hell.

The better question is not whether Christianity teaches consequences for rejection of God. It plainly does. The better
question is what theological relationship exists among sin, judgment, unbelief, grace, reconciliation, worship, and final
destiny.

9. Threat or Warning?

A useful distinction is the difference between a threat and a warning. “Give me money or I will set your house on fire”
creates harm in order to compel compliance. “Leave the house because it is already on fire” warns of a danger rather than

manufacturing it as leverage.

Christian proclamation normally understands itself closer to the second model: sin and death are genuine disorders from
which God saves. Romans 6 says death is sin’s wage while eternal life is God’s gift. Ezekiel depicts God calling the wicked
to turn and live rather than delighting in their death.


https://www.biblegateway.com/passage/?search=John+4%3A24&version=KJV
https://plato.stanford.edu/entries/religion-epistemology/
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As I live, saith the Lord GOD, I have no pleasure in the death of the wicked; but that the wicked
turn from his way and live.

Ezekiel 33:11 (KJV)

But the distinction does not instantly solve the skeptical problem. If God created the world, defines its moral order,
judges creatures, and has power over ultimate consequences, a critic may reasonably ask whether God is merely warning
about a fire or is also the architect of the system in which the fire occurs. That leads into providence, freedom, justice, the

origin of moral obligation, and the problem of evil.

Calling judgment a warning does not settle those questions by changing the noun.

10. Christian Views of Hell Are Not One Undifferentiated
Position

Historically, major Christian positions have included forms of everlasting conscious punishment, conditional
immortality or annihilation, and universal reconciliation, with additional variations inside each family. Contemporary
philosophical theology likewise treats final punishment as a real field of disagreement rather than a single popular image.
See SEP: Heaven and Hell and SAET: Hell.

The biblical evidence responsible for those disagreements must be treated seriously on all sides. Matthew 25 juxtaposes
“everlasting punishment” and “life eternal.” Revelation 20 combines torment language with the “second death.” Other
texts use destruction, perishing, exclusion, fire, darkness, and death imagery.

The purpose here is not to settle the entire intramural debate. It is to prevent a compressed internet slogan from being
mistaken for the totality of Christian eschatology.

11. “Because We're in the Ant Farm”

The third post answers with a compact metaphor: humans are ants, reality is the enclosure, and God is the keeper.
Metaphors matter because they carry more information than their literal words. Experiments by Paul Thibodeau and
Lera Boroditsky showed that metaphorical framing can affect how participants reason about social problems and which
solutions they prefer. The effect should not be exaggerated into mind control, but metaphor can cue frame-consistent
inferences. PLOS ONE: Metaphors We Think With.

The ant-farm metaphor captures one feature Christianity certainly claims: radical inequality of knowledge and power
between Creator and creature. But it may also import features that have not been established—indifference,

experimentation, entertainment, triviality, disposability, or cruelty.

The analogy can therefore illustrate an argument. It cannot supply the missing premise. “A keeper can manipulate ants
for amusement” does not establish “God manipulates humans for amusement” unless the morally relevant similarity has

independently been shown.

12. Why Hostile Metaphors Are Persuasive

The next post shifts from ant farm to parasite, and the emotional temperature changes immediately. A parasite is not
merely stronger than its host. It is dependent upon the host, extracts from the host, harms the host, and is ordinarily
something one seeks to remove.

Thus the word silently converts several unproven claims into one compact picture. Similar effects occur when religions are
called viruses, political opponents cancers, or institutions predators. Sometimes the analogy describes a genuine structure.
Sometimes it borrows the emotional implications of one domain and inserts them into another.

The methodological question is simple: which properties belong to the evidence, and which arrived only because the
metaphor carried them in? Metaphor research.
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13. When Metaphor Becomes Metaphysics

The thread’s progression can be reconstructed in four steps: first an analogy (“ant farm”), then an identity claim
(“parasites”), then a mechanism (“feed on suffering and worship”), and finally an intervention (“starve them” by
forgetting them).

At the beginning, ant farm is recognizably figurative. By the end, the figurative language has become an implied
biological or energetic process. Nothing between those steps supplies evidence for the conversion.

REASONING PATTERN

metaphor — mental model — assumed ontology — causal prediction

The mental model may be coherent. Coherence is not confirmation. One can invent a coherent world in which gods
literally metabolize emotion without showing that we inhabit that world.

14. The “Parasite” Idea Has a Real History

Dismissing the parasite idea as something invented on 4chan would itself be historically careless. Several older traditions
contain partial analogues. The important point is that they are not identical, and collapsing them into one lineage would

create a new category €rror.

15. Ancient Mesopotamia: Humans Working for the Gods

The Akkadian Atrahasis is especially important. Benjamin Foster summarizes the narrative as one in which laboring gods
rebel against their workload and human beings are created to do the work instead. Broader scholarship on Mesopotamian
myth likewise treats the service of gods as an important theme while warning against reducing divine-human relations to
a one-size-fits-all picture of exploitation. See Foster: Atrahasis and Pryke: Religion and Humanity in Mesopotamian Myth
and Epic.

This comes considerably closer to the thread’s imagination than classical Christian aseity does. Human beings serve;
divine beings benefit; and sacrificial provisioning belongs to that larger religious world. But even here, “parasite” would
be our interpretive label rather than the ancient category, and Mesopotamian literature contains varied, sometimes
reciprocal, sometimes destructive forms of divine-human relationship.

History therefore corrects both sides. The poster did not invent the broad intuition that gods might benefit from human
service. But ancient evidence that some cultures imagined gods this way does not establish that the biblical God is such a
deity—or that any real supernatural being actually operates this way.

16. Sacrifice as “Food for God”: The Biblical Evidence Is More
Nuanced Than a Slogan

A simplistic apologetic response would say that pagan gods needed food while the Bible never uses food language for
sacrifice. That would be inaccurate. Anne Katrine de Hemmer Gudme notes that sacrifices in the Hebrew Bible can be
described using food terminology consistent with the wider ancient Near Eastern world. At the same time, passages such
as Psalm so explicitly reject the inference that Israel’s God requires those offerings as sustenance. Gudme: Care and
Feeding of the Gods.

If T were hungry, I would not tell thee: for the world is mine, and the fulness thereof. Will I eat the
flesh of bulls, or drink the blood of goats?

Psalm 50:12-13 (KJV)
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Psalm so is therefore more interesting than a simple denial. Sacrifice is real, but divine dependency is rejected. The logic is
ownership and self-sufficiency: even the hypothetical of divine hunger would not put God in dependency upon
worshippers because the world already belongs to him.

The thread reverses precisely that relationship.

17. Modern Occult Thought-Forms

A second genealogy comes from modern Western esotericism. Annie Besant and C. W. Leadbeater’s Thought-Forms
presented thoughts and emotions as generating objective forms perceptible to clairvoyant observation. The book is
historically useful as a primary source for Theosophical teaching, not as scientific evidence that such entities exist. Project
Gutenberg: Thought-Forms.

That distinction is foundational: we can establish that Besant and Leadbeater claimed thought could generate forms. We
cannot move from that historical fact to the empirical conclusion that human thought objectively generates autonomous
supernatural organisms.

18. Tulpas, Egregores, and Internet Occulture

The contemporary tulpa provides a still closer parallel. Natasha Mikles and Joseph Laycock describe the modern
paranormal tulpa as a being that begins in imagination and is understood by practitioners as acquiring sentience or
reality. Their historical analysis argues that the Western concept is more indebted to Theosophy than popular accounts of
an ancient Tibetan origin often suggest. Mikles & Laycock: Tracking the Tulpa.

Christopher Laursen’s work on online tulpa communities traces the emergence of internet tulpamancy communities to
around 2009. More recent work on digital esotericism discusses the importance of 4chan in the spread of such practices
and describes the egregore as a collectively produced thought-form in modern esoteric discourse. See Laursen and

Sanchez Perez.

Now we are close to the thread’s implicit ontology: minds generate or sustain an entity; collective attention strengthens

it; withdrawal of attention might diminish it. But historical proximity is not verification.

Anthropologists and psychologists can study people who report tulpas or spiritual voices without deciding the
metaphysical status of the beings involved. Work by Tanya Luhrmann and colleagues examines how cultural models,
repeated practices, trained attention, and discernment shape reported voice-like experiences while keeping the
metaphysical interpretation open. Luhrmann et al..

KEY DISTINCTION

An experience may be real as experience without every interpretation of its cause thereby being established.

19. From Occultism to Fiction

The “belief sustains gods” motif has also become a recognizable fictional device. Terry Pratchett’s Small Gods imagines
divine power in relation to faith and followers. The point is not that Pratchett proves anything metaphysical; the point is
that the mechanism is culturally familiar. Official Small Gods page.

Familiar fiction creates an epistemic hazard. A model encountered repeatedly in novels, games, films, occult forums,
memes, and online lore can begin to feel like a recognized law of supernatural reality. Research on the illusory truth
effect shows that repetition can increase perceived truth under many conditions, including for misinformation, although

the size and boundaries of the effect depend on context. Udry & Barber review.

Familiarity is not evidence. A concept can become culturally intuitive long before it becomes empirically supported.
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20. The Most Important Category Error

The discussion slides among at least three kinds of being:

e The God of biblical/classical theism: uncreated Creator and source of creaturely existence.
e A finite supernatural deity: a powerful being within a larger metaphysical environment.
o A thought-dependent entity: an egregore, tulpa-like being, or fictional god whose existence or power depends upon

minds.

A parasite theory is conceptually possible for the second or third category. Applying it to the first requires an argument
that the first is secretly reducible to the third. The thread never provides one.

This matters because disproving one category does not automatically disprove another. Demonstrating psychologically
constructed agents would establish something about psychologically constructed agents. Demonstrating that some
ancient gods were imagined as hungry would not establish that every concept called God refers to a hungry being.

21. What Would Count as Evidence for the Parasite
Hypothesis?

Instead of merely saying “there is no evidence,” it is more useful to ask what evidence would look like. Suppose the
hypothesis is that real supernatural beings derive energy or continued existence from human worship. Then several
questions become unavoidable:

o What is the proposed resource?

o How is it transferred from human beings to the deity?

o What observable difference follows from receiving more or less of it?

e Does worship strengthen the deity independently of strengthening the deity’s human institution?

o How would we distinguish “the god is weakening” from ordinary sociological decline in temples, clergy, money,
stories, rituals, and influence?

o What observation would count against the hypothesis?

Karl Popper made falsifiability famous as one criterion of scientific claims. Philosophy of science has substantially
complicated the simple textbook version, and non-falsifiable does not mean meaningless or false. Still, testability is a
useful question when a supernatural model is offered as a causal explanation of observable reality. SEP: Science and
Pseudo-Science.

If every possible outcome confirms the parasite theory—growth means feeding, decline means desperation, silence means
hiding, another religion’s growth means another parasite—then the theory may remain a metaphysical story, but it has
ceased to function as a discriminating empirical explanation.

22. Burden of Proof

Skeptical discourse sometimes accidentally grants itself an exemption it should not have. The Christian who says “God
exists” bears a burden of argument. The occultist who says “gods are psychic organisms” bears a burden of argument. The

atheist who merely says “I am not convinced either claim is true” need not produce a competing supernatural ontology.

But the moment someone says “gods are parasites that feed on suffering,” the person has moved beyond withholding
belief. A positive metaphysical claim has been proposed and needs evidence.

LOGICAL INDEPENDENCE

“Christianity has not convinced me” and “therefore psychic parasites exist” are independent propositions.
Skepticism toward one worldview is not evidence for an unrelated supernatural alternative.


https://plato.stanford.edu/entries/pseudo-science/
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23. Psychology: What We Can Responsibly Say

Psychology can be useful here only if we resist the temptation to weaponize it. Four anonymous posts cannot tell us
whether anyone involved was angry with religion, traumatized, mentally ill, trolling, spiritually curious, atheist,
occultist, Christian, role-playing, or posting multiple times under the same anonymous identity.

Psychology can instead help us understand features of communication environments and reasoning processes. That is the
safer task.

24. Anonymity and Online Disinhibition

John Suler’s classic work on online disinhibition identifies anonymity, invisibility, asynchronicity, and reduced authority
cues among factors that can change online behavior. Importantly, the theory does not justify treating uninhibited
expression as a transparent revelation of a single hidden “true self.” Online behavior remains contextual. Suler: The
Online Disinhibition Effect.

Research specifically on 4chan reinforces the importance of anonymity and ephemerality, but with an important
limitation: Bernstein and colleagues studied /b/, not /x/. Their numerical findings should not simply be assigned to this
thread. What the study establishes is that anonymity, ephemerality, and unstable identity signals have been important

features of 4chan’s architecture. Bernstein et al..

Thus four Anonymous labels do not prove four distinct people. They do not prove one person either. The text is
analyzable; hidden biographies are not.

25. Reactance: Why “Worship or Hell” Can Feel Like an
Ultimatum

Psychological reactance refers to resistance that can arise when people perceive their freedom as threatened. A 2025 meta-
analysis across 28 articles, 33 studies, and 146 effect sizes found that high freedom-threatening language produced more
anger, negative cognitions, and measured reactance than low freedom-threatening language, on average, with contextual

moderators. Li & Shi meta-analysis.

“Worship or suffer” is structurally a high-threat formulation, so reactance theory helps explain why that wording may be
especially resistant to persuasion. It does not permit us to say that this particular anonymous poster rejected God because
of reactance.

The same research cuts both ways. A preacher who unnecessarily formulates Christianity as “obey because you have no
choice” may intensify resistance and then misinterpret the resistance as evidence of bad character. Psychology can correct
the apologist too.

26. Motivated Reasoning and Confirmation Bias—On Both
Sides

Ziva Kunda’s influential review argues that desired conclusions can influence which beliefs and strategies people access

and how they evaluate information, while still being constrained by the need for apparently reasonable justification.
Raymond Nickerson’s review of confirmation bias likewise examines the tendency to seek or interpret evidence in ways
partial to existing beliefs or hypotheses. See Kunda and Nickerson.

These concepts become intellectually abusive when used as insults. “The skeptic rejects God because he wants to sin” and
“the Christian believes only because he fears death” do not follow from the psychological literature.

Motivated reasoning is a human problem. A skeptic can selectively notice exploitation. A believer can selectively notice
confirmation of a favored doctrine. An occultist can reinterpret coincidences as signs. An apologist can reinterpret

unanswered objections as spiritual blindness.
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The proper response is methodological: ask what would change your mind; ask whether the same evidentiary standard is

applied to preferred and disfavored claims; ask whether another explanation fits the same evidence.

27. Group Polarization and Repetition

Laboratory research has found circumstances in which anonymous computer-mediated discussion can increase group
polarization—the movement toward more extreme versions of initial group tendencies. This particular thread is far too
small to establish that such polarization occurred, but the broader mechanism is relevant to online epistemology. Sia, Tan
& Wei.

Repetition adds another layer. Reviews of the illusory truth effect find that repeated exposure can raise perceived truth
under many experimental conditions, including for misinformation. This does not mean that everything repeated online
becomes believed; it means recognition and truth can become psychologically entangled. Udry & Barber.

The researcher therefore asks: Do I recognize this idea because evidence has established it—or because I have encountered
it many times?

28. Anthropomorphism

The parasite model also imagines God through an organismic template. Humans need food. Organisms consume energy.
Rulers enjoy flattery. Online creators need attention. From there it is psychologically easy to imagine that God wants
praise because God psychologically or metabolically needs praise.

Research on anthropomorphism examines why people attribute humanlike minds, intentions, and motives to
nonhuman agents. It does not establish that every religious attribution is false, but it clarifies why familiar agent-models
can be projected onto very different kinds of proposed entities. Waytz, Epley & Cacioppo.

Classical Christian theology has often stressed precisely this problem: God should not be imagined as a larger specimen of
creaturely life. SEP: Divine Simplicity.

29. A Note on “Hyperactive Agency Detection”

Popular explanations of religion sometimes invoke a Hyperactive Agency Detection Device (HADD): humans supposedly
evolved to over-detect agents, and gods are then treated as one by-product. This proposal should not be presented as
settled science.

Recent reviews note conceptual and empirical challenges, including failures to find the predicted hyperactive bias and
unclear links between agency-detection propensities and supernatural belief. Even authors sympathetic to cognitive
explanations of religion treat the picture as substantially more complex than the popular slogan suggests. Recent CSR/
HADD review.

More importantly, even a successful psychological account of why supernatural belief is cognitively intuitive would not by
itself prove that supernatural agents do not exist. Explaining belief formation and determining truth are different tasks.

30. Language Is Not Always a Transparent Window into
Thought

Internet language is compressed. “Parasite” may be intended literally, metaphorically, provocatively, humorously, or as
some mixture. The paper therefore analyzes what the statement would entail if taken as a serious claim without
pretending to know exactly how seriously the anonymous writer intended every word.

That is another reason not to psychoanalyze strangers from a handful of sentences.
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31. Classical Theism and the “Creature in the Universe”
Problem

Classical Christian theism does not normally say that God is the strongest organism inside reality. Scripture presents God

as prior to and productive of the created order.

Before the mountains were brought forth, or ever thou hadst formed the earth and the world, even
from everlasting to everlasting, thou art God.

Psalm 90:2 (KJV)

Isaiah calls the LORD “the everlasting God” and “the Creator of the ends of the earth.” Acts says God made the world
and gives life and breath. Colossians places Christ before created things. Later theology synthesizes such material into
doctrines such as aseity and divine simplicity. SEP: Divine Simplicity.

Exodus 314—“I AM THAT I AM”—has played a major historical role in that synthesis, but responsible exegesis should
not pretend that one English phrase by itself settles every later metaphysical question. The cumulative pattern is stronger
than the isolated prooftext: God precedes creation, creates, gives life, and is not depicted as receiving the created order as a
necessary external supply.

32. Does the Biblical God Need Worship?

Here the biblical answer becomes unusually direct.

Neither is worshipped with men's hands, as though he needed any thing, seeing he giveth to all life,
and breath, and all things.

Acts 17:25 (KJV)

The dependency runs in the opposite direction from the parasite model. Romans 11 asks who has first given to God so that
repayment would be due and concludes that all things are “of him, and through him, and to him.” Psalm so denies
sacrificial nourishment. John s speaks of the Father having “life in himself.” Isaiah 40 says the Creator does not faint or

grow weary.

Or who hath first given to him, and it shall be recompensed unto him again? For of him, and
through him, and to him, are all things.

Romans 11:35-36 (KJV)

A person may reject those biblical claims as false. But the claim that the Bible’s God survives by consuming praise does not
accurately describe what these texts say.

33. Then Why Does God Command Worship?

A thing can be owed without being needed. A judge does not metabolically need truthful testimony in order for

truthfulness to be obligatory. A benefactor does not need gratitude in order for gratitude to be fitting. A fact does not
require acknowledgement in order for acknowledgement to be rational.

Christian theology understands worship along those lines: not as nourishment supplied to God but as creaturely
recognition of reality, gratitude, allegiance, love, and participation in right relationship. Revelation’s worship scenes give
reasons—creation, holiness, sovereignty, and redemption—rather than depicting worship as divine fuel.

Whether those premises are true remains an apologetic question. But command and need are logically distinct.
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34. Does God Feed on Suffering?

The thread adds something more serious than worship: suffering itself supposedly feeds the gods. No evidence is offered

for a causal mechanism.

Biblically, the proposition also meets counter-texts. Ezekiel says that God has no pleasure in the death of the wicked and
calls the wicked to turn and live. John 3 frames salvation in divine giving. Christian proclamation culminates in a
Messiah who enters suffering and death rather than an untouched deity consuming pain from a safe distance.

None of this solves the problem of suffering. Scripture itself contains judgment, warfare, catastrophe, discipline,
persecution, martyrdom, and texts in which God permits or ordains suffering. The stronger skeptical question is
therefore: If God does not delight in suffering, why does an omnipotent good God permit so much of it?

That is the problem of evil. It begins with publicly observable suffering rather than adding an invisible nutritional
mechanism. SEP: The Problem of Evil.

35. The Problem of Evil Is the Argument the Thread Almost
Reaches

A steelmanned version of the thread’s concern might be: There is staggering suffering. Religions ask humans to worship a
being said to possess overwhelming power. Some religions also teach judgment. Why should the being presiding over such
a world be called good, much less worthy of worship?

That is a serious argument. Christian responses include free-will defenses, soul-making approaches, appeals to stable
natural order, eschatological restoration, skeptical theism, the incarnation and cross, and combinations of these. Each
has defenders and objections. SEP: The Problem of Evil.

The methodological distinction matters: the problem of evil challenges whether classical theism fits observed suffering.
The parasite hypothesis adds a further invisible mechanism for which the suffering itself supplies no independent
evidence.

36. Divine Hiddenness: Another Stronger Question

The argument from divine hiddenness asks why a perfectly loving God would permit capable, nonresistant people
sincerely open to relationship with God nevertheless to remain unbelievers. In contemporary philosophy this argument is
associated especially with J. L. Schellenberg. SEP: Hiddenness of God.

This is much stronger than simply saying “God demands blind worship.” It grants, for argument’s sake, that a loving
God would desire relationship and asks whether sincere nonbelief is what we would expect if such a God existed.

Theists have proposed responses; critics dispute them. The point here is that strong skeptical questions already exist. There

is no need to replace them with unverified psychic-energy cosmology.

37. Moral Authority and the Euthyphro Problem

If God’s commands are good merely because the most powerful being issued them, morality appears arbitrary. If God’s
commands are good because they conform to a standard entirely external to God, then the critic asks whether that
standard—not God—is morally ultimate.

Contemporary divine-command theories often distinguish goodness from obligation and ground commands in God’s
necessarily good character rather than arbitrary will. Whether that strategy succeeds remains disputed. SEP: Religion and
Morality.
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WHAT CHRISTIANITY NEED NOT DEFEND
Christian theology does not need to defend the proposition “power makes worship deserved.” If God were
maximally powerful and maximally evil, the moral question of worship would remain.

38. The Biblical Causal Model Versus the Parasite Model

The thread’s implied model

Human beings = worship / suffering = usable resource — deity gains sustenance or power = control =
more worship

This model makes the deity dependent and extractive.

The biblical model

God — creation and life = humanity = sin and judgment — divine initiative in redemption - grace =
worship as response

Acts 17 supplies the life-and-breath direction. Ephesians 2 supplies grace. Romans 6 distinguishes sin’s wage from God’s
gift. John 3 frames the mission of the Son in terms of salvation.

One may deny the biblical model. But one cannot refute it by silently replacing it with the first.

39. What Scripture Does Not Say

o Scripture does not say that God continues to exist because humans believe in him.
o It does not say that declining worship reduces God’s intrinsic power.

o It does not say that God metabolizes emotional suffering.

o It does not say that praise supplies an energy deficiency.

o It does not present salvation as wages earned by accumulating sufficient worship.

o It does not say that forgetting God causes God to die.

By contrast, Scripture says that God existed before the world, created all things, gives creatures life, needs nothing from
human hands, possesses life in himself, and does not receive some prior creaturely gift that obligates repayment.

That is a textual finding. Whether the text is true is the next question. The two inquiries should remain separate.

40. What Scripture Does Say That We Should Not Soften

o Scripture commands worship and exclusive allegiance to God.

o Scripture commands repentance and obedience.

o Scripture speaks of divine wrath and judgment.

o Scripture speaks of condemnation, destruction, punishment, death, fire, exclusion, and final judgment.

o The New Testament makes acceptance or rejection of Christ eschatologically significant.

A Christian answer that erases these claims to make the religion more comfortable would be no more honest than the
thread’s caricature. The textual correction is not that Christianity has no frightening claims. It is that those claims must
be understood inside Christianity’s actual theological structure rather than converted into a feeding mechanism for a
needy god.



41. Rhetorical Anatomy of the Thread
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Each successive term contributes an image with built-in causal assumptions. The reader can experience the conclusion
before the premises have been established.

42. Steelman Versus Strawman

Weak formulation

“God is a parasite who needs praise and threatens people with hell if they refuse to feed him.”

Stronger skeptical formulation

If the Christian God is perfectly good and self-sufficient, why would he command worship? Why should creatorship
confer moral authority? Why would a perfectly loving God permit sincere unbelief? How is divine goodness compatible
with severe suffering and final judgment? In what sense can refusal of God be free if the stakes are ultimate? What
independent reason is there to trust biblical claims about God’s character?

Stronger Christian formulation

The Bible does not describe God as receiving life from worship. Worship is appropriate, within the Christian system,
because God is Creator, source of being, morally perfect, and redeemer. Salvation is presented as grace rather than
payment for praise. Judgment is real and requires theological explanation. The truth of these claims must be argued
rather than assumed merely because Scripture contains them.

Acts 17 can strongly challenge the neediness claim. It does not by itself resolve evil, hiddenness, moral authority,
epistemology, or hell. Good argument requires keeping those questions open long enough to answer them.

43. The Psychology of Believers Must Be Subject to the Same
Scrutiny

A Christian paper becomes intellectually weaker if psychology is used only against opponents. Religious communities can
exhibit conformity pressure. Believers can reason defensively. Repeated doctrinal claims can become familiar enough to
feel self-evident. Authority structures can discourage questions. Fear can influence belief. Identity can make

counterevidence painful.



None of those facts proves Christianity false. Ignoring them would nevertheless violate the methodology used elsewhere
in this paper.

Prove all things; hold fast that which is good.

1 Thessalonians 5:21 (KJV)

44. Why “Psychology Explains Religion” Does Not Settle
Religion

Suppose researchers explain why humans anthropomorphize. That does not show every attributed mind is imaginary.
Suppose researchers explain why repeated claims feel familiar. That does not show every repeated claim is false. Suppose
fear makes some people more receptive to religion. That does not show the religion is false. Suppose resentment makes
someone reject religion. That does not show the religion is true.

A causal account of belief formation and an evidential account of belief truth are different projects. The same rule applies
to supernatural experiences. Luhrmann and colleagues can investigate trained attention and cultural models without
thereby proving or disproving a supernatural interpretation. Luhrmann et al..

Psychology is essential to understanding how arguments are received. It is not a back door through which metaphysics
can be settled.

45. Internet Anthropology: What /x/ Adds to the Discussion

The thread’s home matters, but not because “it came from 4chan, therefore it is false.” That would be a genetic fallacy.

4chan’s architecture foregrounds anonymity, ephemerality, rapid reply, weak persistent identity, and a culture
historically associated with irony, experimentation, memes, provocation, and collaborative improvisation. Research on /
b/ documents the architecture’s anonymity and ephemerality, while its board-specific scope cautions against transferring
exact percentages to /x/. Bernstein et al..

For this thread, tone is therefore difficult to interpret. A compact metaphysical assertion could be settled belief,
speculation, fiction, bait, humor, or loose shorthand. We do not know.

RULE

Analyze claims rather than souls.

46. The “Parasite” Claim as Internet Folklore

When ancient sacrifice, Theosophical thought-forms, modern tulpas, egregores, fantasy gods powered by belief, online

occultism, and conspiracy-flavored rhetoric occupy the same media ecosystem, hybrid ideas are unsurprising.

Recent scholarship on digital esotericism documents precisely this sort of recombination: old terms and practices are

hybridized and resignified in internet subcultures, including meme-magic and thought-form discourse. Sanchez Perez.

That makes the 4chan claim culturally intelligible even without assuming it is empirically true. It can be read as a
syncretic internet cosmology: ancient sacrificial intuitions plus modern occult mental entities plus fictional belief-
powered gods plus anti-authoritarian rhetoric.

That is an interpretation of the idea’s structure, not a diagnosis of the person who posted it.
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47. The Difference Between Social Power and Divine Power

There is one version of “religion feeds on worship” that is plainly true in an ordinary sociological sense. Religious
institutions require participation. Buildings require money. Clergy require material support. Traditions require
transmission. Movements lose cultural influence when adherents disappear.

A forgotten god can “die” culturally in the sense that nobody continues the cult, tells the stories, performs the rituals, or
organizes society around the deity. That is historically observable.

But cultural disappearance is not the same proposition as the supernatural entity itself losing ontological existence. The
parasite hypothesis must show why a supernatural-energy mechanism explains something that ordinary social
transmission does not.

48. “Let Them Starve as We Forget Them”

The final proposal depends entirely on the prior causal claim. If belief sustains gods, withdrawing belief might weaken
them. If belief does not sustain gods, forgetting them does nothing to their intrinsic existence.

Thus the conclusion cannot function as evidence for the premise. It merely repeats the premise in practical form: gods
require attention; therefore remove attention; therefore they will starve.

Against biblical theology, this directly conflicts with the stated ontology. Psalm 9o places God before humanity; Isaiah
40 presents God as unwearied Creator; Acts 17 makes creatures dependent on God; Romans 11 denies creature-first
provisioning.

A religion can certainly be forgotten. The biblical God, if the biblical description is true, cannot thereby be starved.

49. A Fairer Treatment of “God Needs Praise”

There is nevertheless a difficult emotional question behind the accusation. Why would a perfect being repeatedly
command creatures to praise him? In a human being, constant demands for praise can signal vanity or insecurity.

The classical Christian answer depends on the Creator-creature distinction. If God is the supreme good and source of
creaturely flourishing, directing creatures toward God is not analogous to an insecure celebrity demanding compliments;
within the Christian framework, it is closer to directing persons toward truth, goodness, and the source of their life.

The phrase “within the Christian framework” matters. The answer works only if God’s goodness and creaturely
fulfillment in God are true. If God were merely an insecure superbeing, the objection would have real force.

So Christian theology cannot simply say, “God deserves praise because God says so.” It needs the larger account of who
God is.

50. What the Thread Gets Right

o Power alone does not settle moral worth.

o It islegitimate to ask why worship is warranted.

o Hell can create a coercion problem if it is formulated simplistically.

o Some historical religions do imagine significant human provisioning of deities.
o Religious institutions can exploit worshippers.

o Religious claims deserve scrutiny rather than immunity.

o Words such as God, worship, faith, and hell carry major conceptual baggage.

o The moral character of the being worshipped matters.



What the thread does not establish is the alternative explanation it introduces. Legitimate suspicion is not evidence for a

parasite ontology.

51. What the Thread Gets Wrong or Leaves Unsupported

o It treats classical God-language as though it referred to a creature occupying first place in a cosmic hierarchy.
o It calls worship blind without establishing that truth or examination is excluded.

o It compresses Christian salvation and judgment into an exchange of praise for immunity.

o It treats an analogy as though it established the morally relevant features of the relationship.

o It turns parasite from metaphor into ontology without evidence.

o It supplies no mechanism by which suffering or worship becomes divine nourishment.

o It assumes gods can be starved through disbelief and then offers disbelief as the solution.

o It shifts from the biblical Creator to a thought-dependent supernatural organism without arguing that the two are
the same kind of being.

These are not minor technicalities. They are the structure of the argument.

52. Questions the Thread Should Have Asked

o What does Christianity actually mean by God?

o Does the Bible say God needs worship, or only that God commands it?

e Why should a Creator be worthy of worship?

o Does superior power create moral authority?

o What relationship does Christianity claim between God’s goodness and God’s commands?
o What does faith mean in biblical and philosophical contexts?

o How much evidence should religious belief require?

o How do Christians account for sincere nonbelief?

o What does the Bible mean by hell, judgment, death, destruction, and punishment?

o How should competing Christian interpretations of final judgment be evaluated?

e Why would a good and omnipotent God permit apparently gratuitous suffering?

o What historical religions actually portrayed gods as dependent upon sacrifice?

o Where does the modern idea of thought-fed or belief-fed supernatural beings originate?

o What empirical evidence could distinguish an egregore hypothesis from ordinary psychology and sociology?

Those questions do not make the problem easier. They make it real.

53. Scripture Correction: A Cumulative Reading

No single verse should carry the entire argument. The cumulative pattern is more important.

o Genesis 1 — God creates the world rather than emerging from it.

o Psalm 9o:2 — God is placed before the formation of the world.

o Isaiah 40:28 — The everlasting Creator does not faint or grow weary.

o Psalm so:r2-13 — Sacrifice is not nourishment required by divine hunger.

o Acts17:24-25 — God needs nothing from human hands and instead gives life and breath.

o John 5:26 — The Father is described as having life in himself.

o Romans 11:35-36 — Creatures do not first supply God; all things are of, through, and to him.
o Colossians 1:16-17 — Christ is before created things, which exist through and for him.

o John 4:24 — Worship is joined to spirit and truth rather than blindness.
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o Acts17:1 — The Bereans are commended for checking teaching against Scripture.

o 1 Thessalonians s:a1 — Believers are told to test and hold fast what is good.

John 3:16-17 — Salvation is framed in divine giving and saving purpose.

o Ephesians 2:8-9 — Salvation is grace and gift, not a work that purchases God’s favor.

o Romans 6:23 — Sin’s wage is contrasted with God’s gift.

o Ezekiel 33:1 — God denies pleasure in the death of the wicked and calls for repentance.

o Matthew 25:46 — Judgment is not softened away; everlasting punishment language remains.

e Revelation 20:10-15 — Final judgment, torment language, and the second death remain part of the biblical evidence.

Together, the texts yield a coherent correction: the biblical God is worshipped, but not because worship keeps him alive;
judges, but is not described as feeding on suffering; gives life rather than receiving life from human attention; and
presents salvation as divine gift rather than payment for supplying praise.

That is what the text supports.

54. Historical Evidence, Scripture, and Theology Must Stay
Distinct

Historical conclusion: Ancient Near Eastern religion includes models in which humans labor for and provision gods;
later occult traditions develop thought-form concepts; modern online and fictional cultures further develop belief-
dependent supernatural beings. See Foster, Gudme, Mikles & Laycock, and Sanchez Perez.

Psychological conclusion: Metaphor, anonymity, freedom-threatening language, motivated reasoning, repetition, and
anthropomorphism can influence how claims are formed or received. See Thibodeau & Boroditsky, Suler, Li & Shi,
Kunda, Udry & Barber, and Waytz et al..

Biblical conclusion: The KJV texts examined here reject divine dependence upon human provisioning and describe the
direction of dependence oppositely.

Theological/philosophical conclusion: Classical Christian theology synthesizes such texts into doctrines such as aseity and
distinguishes God from finite beings. Whether that synthesis is philosophically successful remains open to argument. SEP:
Divine Simplicity.

None of those conclusions entails all the others automatically. Keeping them separate is not pedantry; it is what fact-
checking looks like where history, metaphysics, psychology, and revelation overlap.

55. Limitations

This study analyzes a tiny anonymous thread, not a representative survey of /x/, 4chan users, atheists, occultists, or critics
of Christianity.

The visible posts cannot establish poster identity, sincerity, motive, age, education, religious background, mental state, or
whether multiple Anonymous posts originated from the same person.

Research on /b/illuminates aspects of 4chan’s platform architecture but should not be numerically generalized to /x/.
Bernstein et al..

Psychological research establishes mechanisms and tendencies observed in studies; it does not diagnose anonymous
individuals. Historical material documents concepts of divine provisioning and thought-forms; it does not validate their
metaphysical truth. The biblical section primarily answers, “Does this claim accurately describe the Bible’s portrayal of

God?” It does not assume that demonstrating textual consistency proves divine inspiration or Christianity as a whole.

The philosophical section introduces major objections but cannot exhaust centuries of literature on evil, hiddenness,

divine command theory, religious epistemology, or hell.

These limitations reduce overconfidence. They do not prevent useful conclusions.
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56. Conclusion

The 4chan thread begins better than it ends. Its opening question—why God should be regarded as supreme, why
worship should be given, and how judgment relates to refusal—is philosophically serious.

The addition of “blindly” prejudges the epistemological question rather than answering it. The ant-farm analogy
captures human-divine asymmetry but imports morally significant features that have not been demonstrated. The
parasite metaphor then changes categories entirely: a question about classical theism becomes a theory about dependent
supernatural organisms.

That theory has interesting historical relatives. Mesopotamian literature can depict humans relieving divine labor.
Hebrew sacrificial language exists within a wider ancient world of divine provisioning while texts such as Psalm so
explicitly deny that Yahweh requires sacrifice as sustenance. Theosophy develops thought-form teachings. Western
paranormal culture develops tulpa concepts. Digital esotericism speaks of egregores and collective thought-forms. Fiction
makes belief-dependent gods culturally familiar. See Foster, Gudme, Thought-Forms, Tracking the Tulpa, digital
esotericism, and Small Gods.

That history explains where a claim could come from. It does not establish that the claim describes reality.

When the parasite model is applied to the biblical God, it meets direct textual contradiction. Psalm so denies sacrificial
hunger. Acts 17 says God is not served as though he needs anything. Romans 11 denies that creatures first give something
God must repay. Isaiah describes the Creator as unwearied. Psalm 9o places God before the world. John describes divine
life as intrinsic. Colossians presents creation as dependent upon Christ rather than Christ dependent upon creation.

That does not prove the Bible true merely by quoting it. It establishes something narrower and necessary: the worship-fed
parasite described in the thread is not an accurate representation of the God the biblical texts themselves describe.

A critic who wishes to reject Christianity still has substantial arguments available. The problem of evil remains. Divine
hiddenness remains. The relationship between creatorship and moral authority remains. The rational warrant for

revelation remains. The nature and justice of final judgment remain. The Euthyphro problem remains.

These questions deserve serious treatment precisely because they are stronger than the parasite claim.

METHODOLOGICAL CONCLUSION

Do not allow a metaphor to become a fact without an evidentiary step. Do not allow cultural familiarity to
masquerade as verification. Do not psychologically diagnose a speaker when the argument can be examined. Do not
use Scripture to answer a question Scripture is not addressing. Do not soften difficult biblical texts, and do not
attribute doctrines to the Bible that the text itself contradicts.

Prove all things; hold fast that which is good.

1 Thessalonians 5:21 (KJV)
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