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Beginning in 2019 I’m
publishing 14 volumes of my fiction, inc 7 novels in most genres,
& 21 works of non-fiction covering cults, politics,
conspiracies, religion, disasters, science, philosophy, warfare,
crime, psychology, new age, green issues & all areas of the
unexplained, inc ufology, lost worlds and the paranormal. Hopefully
appearing at the rate of one a month, check out the latest launch
at my bookstore at http://anthonynorth.com or
buy direct from Smashwords for all devices at: https://www.smashwords.com/profile/view/anthonynorth

In addition to the
above, you may like my ‘I’ Series – 8 volumes of flash fiction
(horror, sci fi, romance, adventure, crime), 4 volumes of poetry
& 5 volumes of short essays from politics to the unexplained.
Available from same links as above. Also check out my bookstore for
news of my books out in paperback.
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INTRODUCTION


This is my
third volume of short essays to make you think. I look for patterns
and generalisations; keep things simple - not to offer truths, but
to highlight where complication and specialisation might get things
wrong. From the nature of God to what is knowledge, I theorise on
subjects as varied as politics and psychology. I even attempt an
explanation of Adam's Rib. If you like, you might also try the
sister volumes:

I, Society:
https://www.smashwords.com/books/view/272861

I, Essayist:
https://www.smashwords.com/books/view/259928

 


 



SENSE &
SENSELESSNESS

 


I like learning
what others have thought and done. The one leads to the other. It
isn’t necessarily the case that thought and action are in the same
person. Often it is a thinker who has the thought, and a whole
society that continues with the action. This is, infact, the
process of history and philosophy.

It can lead to
sense and senselessness.

For instance,
most of a scientific view see their paradigm as sense, whilst the
religious view is senselessness. This does, of course, work the
other way round, too.

This suggests
that sense is not necessarily a definite, but a state of mind in
itself. Thought, it seems, is needed to decide between the two –
and never the twain shall meet. Which to me is insanity.

We can find
little sense in Communism.

At least, we
can’t how it turned out. It becomes repressive and totalitarian.
Yet surely there is sense in the idea that we should all be equal?
That people should share?

Of course it
makes sense – as a sentiment, if not a reality. But why did it all
go so wrong? Why did a beautiful foundation of Christianity in
Jesus turn so many into mass murderers in his name? (If you
disagree, think Witchhunts and many other atrocities).

I think the
answer is this: there is usually a large degree of sense in any
argument or stance. But then it all descends into senselessness
when people decide it is the only way to think. Thinking is always
right and sensible – but the fanaticism that arises from action
from the thought is always senseless and wrong.

 


 


NATURE OF GOD -
THOUGHT


The problem
with God is He causes far too many arguments. And the main bone of
contention is whether God does, or does not, exist. Yet, to me,
this is a shallow argument. All it does is place people on two
sides of the paradigm.

I like to look
at the problem in another way – basically, to what extent could God
exist? After all, if He doesn’t exist, then we’re saying that
people have been deluded for a long time. Do we really think us
modern people are so superior?

Descartes came
up with the dictum: I think, therefore I am.

This was the
cornerstone of the western intellect, for in the ability to think,
man had risen above himself to the point that what he could think
about was a form of reality, validating himself.

Yet this
argument can be brought into the theological debate concerning God.
For instance, could thinking about God bring Him into existence?
Think about it. In accepting His reality, does it have a
consequence?

Thought leads
to action.

Hence, by
thinking that God actually exists, your actions are exactly how
they would be if God did exist. And if you transfer that to a whole
society that accepts God’s existence, then everything in that
society would be as if He did.

So let me ask a
simple question: in what way does that society differ from a
society if God was real? And the answer, good reader, is it would
be no different at all. Hence, the simple fact that a ‘culture’ of
belief is identical to it being true, then God must exist at some
level.

 


 


THE FIRST SPIRITS


One of the
first known religions was animism. Known to be practiced in most –
if not all – ‘primitive’ tribes, it was based on the idea that,
running parallel to the physical world, was a world of spirits.

These spirits
were reflections of the physical world. Hence, every animal, river,
mountain, and even storm, had a supernatural element. Today we
dismiss this belief as superstition.

We now know
better. The world is purely physical, with the supernatural a
quaint little anomaly born from unintelligent people. But is this
really the case?

I would agree
that the ‘supernatural’ cannot be proved, and in a rational world,
it must be discounted. But if we place psychology on this ancient
tribal belief, it is not so easy to discount.

For instance,
it is well known that suggestion can cause the person to
hallucinate forms that he expects to see. In a less rational
society, it is all too easy to see how the belief materialized,
with the proverbial witch doctor suggesting entities to his tribe.
Yet in one sense, we can see this as more than mere
superstition.

Such beliefs
tied the members of the tribe to each other, giving them culture
and direction. We could do with a bit of that today in a modern,
fragmented society. The idea that animism bonded the tribe together
as a society can be extended. Most of the ‘spirits’ they believed
in were inherently connected to nature. Indeed, they worshipped
natural forms.

Such a belief
system tied the tribe directly to their environment. In later,
known, tribal forms, we can see this connection in action. Indeed,
it continues in eastern practices such as Feng Shui, which is all
about harmonizing our habitats to the pulses of nature.

Again, we could
do with some of this attitude to tackle our own environmental
problems. These belief systems came to an end with the rise of
Monotheism, which led, in Europe, to Christianity. Animism based
belief in the local, which split loyalty away from Christianity,
which was universal, or Catholic.

To do so,
ancient tribal practices became known as ‘evil’, and the work of
the Devil. The practices themselves – or, at least, advances of
them – survive in the Occult and Witchcraft, where the incorrect
belief in making a pact with the Devil is a remembrance of the pact
a tribe made with nature.

Bearing in mind
the obvious psychological ‘demons’ that can arise if an amateur
attempts such practices, it is worth remembering that the ancients
had a ‘supernatural’ system that bonded man to his society, and
that society to the environment.

It makes you
wonder who is the most stupid – them, or us?

 


 


A MODERATE KIND OF
GUY


Let’s take
feminism. One view on the subject is that women should stay in the
home, cook Hubby his dinner, clean the house and leave things in
the real world to men. After all, this is how it’s been through
most of history.

Alternatively,
men have had it good for too long. Women are far superior in many
ways, and the world would be a better place if they were in charge.
So move aside you men – women rule, OK!

Both arguments
are, of course, absolute rubbish. Yet …

In some fields
I’d accept women are superior to men. This is because both male and
female bring different attributes to a job – basically, equal but
different. And similarly, some women prefer to stay in the
home.

The world is
varied and both my opening views can apply in certain conditions.
So what is wrong with my opening statements? The problem is the
degree to which the idea is taken – to the point of the absolute;
to the region of fanaticism.

This is the
problem with many ideas today.

A thinker will
get something into his head and decide that is how the world should
be. Well, sorry, the world just isn’t like that. Rather, the world
is, other than a small percentage of fanatics, a moderate kind of
place.

Infact, I’d say
over 90% of people just want to get on with life, but are
constantly pulled this way or that by a minority of loud mouthed
morons who think they know best. Well, fanatics, you don’t. For no
matter what sphere you are ranting in, you are wrong.

Fanaticism, you
see, is always wrong. To me, there is only one way to a form of
knowledge that is acceptable. And that is the way of the
moderate.

 


 


 THE PSYCHOLOGY OF CREATIONISM

 


There is a
feeling among rationalists that the world is slowly going mad. The
reason? The continuing growth of fundamentalist beliefs concerning
Creationism. But what is at the root of this growing
phenomenon?

Well, first of
all, science cannot – ever – prove it wrong. They can rant and
rave; they can show how science shows it is not the case – but at
best, this can only show the working mechanisms of a process, and
not the ‘whys’.

Thus, God is
immune to the scientific process.

And the sooner
science accepts this and stops decrying the Creationist, the sooner
there may be the return of a little commonsense in the debate – on
both sides.

This is not
simply an opinion of mine. I think it can be backed up by sound
reasoning. And not reasoning to do with science or Creationism, but
the process of the very conflict involved.

I think there
is a valid law for such conflicts.

I call it the
‘law of opposite effect’. It can be explained quite simply. The
more one stance becomes entrenched, the more the other will dig in
its heels.

Thus, the
condemnation from either side will guarantee the reasons for
condemnation will increase. Hence, the problem isn’t science or
Creationism, but the battle between the two.

And it gets
worse.

As the conflict
continues, and stances become more fundamental, the point comes
when both sides become fanatical. When this point arrives, all
commonsense disappears.

But more than
this, my law has another element: basically, the more fanatical you
become, the more you will further the opposite outcome to that
intended. Hence, science guarantees Creationism, and vice
versa.

And the problem
is also of paradigms.

Science is now
grounded in a totally material world, with nothing other than what
can be observed. Well, one thing can be observed above the material
– the innate need in people for something above the material.

I’m talking
about a form of spirituality. Now, to me, spirituality is about
bonding – of man to man, mankind to nature, and nature to the
universe. It is a form of holistic love, I suppose, and I assume
scientists DO fall in love, despite their rationality.

Hence, in a
world that does not offer intellectual ideals concerning this
process, the gap will be filled by systems that do. And the
ultimate expression of this is an entire universe created through
love by God.

An urge towards
spirituality will always exist. Whether this means there is a
supernatural or not is beside the point. And as long as science
decides there is no such thing, they will continue to fuel
movements that say there is. And to be quite honest, in terms of
the knowledge we have, they could be just as right as scientists
think THEY are.

 


 


WHAT CAN WE KNOW?


There are many
opinionated people in the world, and they all think they know about
this or that. But do they really know? Indeed, does our knowledge
allow us to really ‘know’ anything?

Knowledge comes
in three main forms. First, we have religious knowledge. However,
when ‘facts’ concerning religions are analysed they can all be
reduced to belief. This may not be a bad thing if you’re peaceful,
but in terms of real knowledge it is flawed.

At the opposite
end we have science.

This is the
‘in’ knowledge today. Through the scientific approach we find out
about the world, and provide ‘proof’. However, this is not so.
Rather, science can only provide a probability of proof.

This is not
properly understood. Science itself is concerned with conceptual
answers to how things happen as they do. And a concept is always
open to interpretation. Indeed, this was understood in the middle
form of knowledge, which is often shunned today.

Between
religion and science is philosophy.

Philosophy is
the use of the human mind to ‘reason’ why something is. Caught
between a belief and a probability, it is not much used today.
Which is maybe a big mistake.

This is so
because it is philosophy that has been used to rationalize, here,
what religion and science can really know. Hence, philosophy cuts
through the assumptions of the two extremes and tells us we cannot
really know anything.

Maybe this
should be understood more. For when knowledge is properly
deconstructed we learn that any knowledge is simply a way for us to
make sense of an enigmatic world. And in this sense, knowledge is
important, for it defines who we are.

But bearing in
mind that this is ALL it is, we should maybe learn a degree of
tolerance for the concepts of others.

 


 


ICON FEVER


When Princess
Diana died in a Parisian tunnel Britain experienced one of the most
incredible weeks of its long history. By the million, we wept, the
whole country descending into a form of subtle mass hysteria. And
it was inevitable that
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