


CHAPTER 10: RELIGIONPRIVATE 


Great doubt, great enlightenment


Little doubt, little enlightenment


No doubt, no enlightenment. 

Religion has had (and still has) such a profound effect on our values, social relationships and sense of ourselves, for good and ill, that a book like this could not really avoid some exploration of it. As Armstong
 says, "Whatever conclusion we reach about the reality of God, the history of this idea must tell us something important about the human mind and the nature of our aspiration." (p 7). That is to say, because social relating is what our evolved minds are constructed for, it is not surprising that our experiences of the spiritual are often constructed in forms of social relationship. Nor is it surprising that religions often seem principally concerned with how we should (morally) relate to each other to avoid serious in-group conflicts. Thus, religion can easily become a vehicle for the projection of the archetypes of our evolved, jerry-built minds.  So our problem is, how do our minds construct relationship with God(s) with whom we cannot relate directly? 

The historical texts on religion show that just about any concept of God that could exist has been presented by someone at sometime. In fact when it comes to God and religion we find ourselves in a highly varied supermarket of choices. We have:  

God as beyond human reason and human understanding - the unknown (as in Aristotle) versus God as human-like with feelings, passions and desires (e.g., Christianity); 

God as accessible only via deep mediation, intuition and mystical knowledge versus God who relies on science, reason and philosophy to reveal himself; 

God as a personal and available deity with whom we can personally relate versus God as an impersonal, pantheistic force (as in Star Wars movies; or Buddha consciousness); 

God as awakening via the consciousness of humans (as in Jung) versus God as already fully formed and conscious and in the process of revealing himself to us.2 

Some see the idea of, and belief in, God as archetypal, as did Jung and more recently the sociobiologist Wenegrat.
 Others have taken a mystical-sociological approach and have linked religious beliefs and forms to the various stages of consciousness. This view sees both the body and consciousness as evolving processes.
 Yet others suggest that religious knowledge depends on normal psychological processes; that is there is nothing especially different about religious knowing from other forms of knowing.
 While some have argued that religions tend to be destructive, entrapping people in pathological beliefs
 others have argued that some (but, of course, not all) religious beliefs and practices can function to promote mental health and social harmony.

The Archetypal Nature of Religious Relationships
In this chapter I will explore the potential craziness that we can be caught in when the archetypes (especially the competitive-rank archetypes) become the lens through which our relationship to God and the spiritual are created. In fact all the four basic archetypal forms for social relationships that we met in chapters 2 and 3 can be observed in people's experiences of their religions. As a rather crude outline we can note the following:

Care-eliciting: This aspect of our nature is activated when we see ourselves in a state of need; a need that cannot (in the first instance) be satisfied by recourse to our own selves or human social relationships. When care eliciting motivates the religious relationship to God, God is constructed as a superior other, sometimes in the form of a parent (Father or Mother figure) to whom we turn for love, help and understanding. This is the God of intimate (child parent) attachments and our language reflects this. We may seek some kind of healing or simple acceptance. Our ideal is for unconditional love. There is a yearning for closeness, union, protection and rescue, and a fear of abandonment. We are rescued from the oblivion of death by the fact of God (some say). The upside is that we may indeed find a way to create these feelings and satisfy our need for care and love; we open ourselves up to `receive'. In prayer we ask for things (love, knowledge, wisdom, strength etc.) The down side is that we can remain dependent on the external deity. 

Care-giving: One cannot elicit love and investment from another unless the other is prepared to give it. So God is created as a limitless source of love, care and wisdom. More importantly perhaps, the caring archetype invites us to be caring to others; to develop our basic compassion for others and to utilise our altruistic strategies in relationships. We believe that God has our best interests at heart (is not indifferent) and wants to see us mature, grow and prosper, to come into a closer relationship with him/her. Jung, in his book Answer to Job came up with the idea that God needs us as much as we need God.

Cooperation: Here the relationship is seen more as a transaction; God gives us something in exchange for something, and we are aware of this trade. It is not unconditional love but love that is conditional - if you behave `this way' you are accepted, if you don't, you are not. Cooperation also tends towards the desire for conformity; that is religion is used to subdue intra-group conflicts and to harmonies values and beliefs. We are invited to think we are all the same, of one tribe and group, with one leader.

Competitive-rank: Here our beliefs and experiences of the spiritual are textured by complex hierarchical, leader-follower relationships. Then arises all the questions of the powers of the leader to ordain and order, to punish disobedience, to make special and offer prestige. The themes of inferior-superior, dominate-subordinate, shame and pride, weave their plots. Today the strife that arises as religions `compete' for the minds and souls of people is enormous and some fear that religion will be used as a focus for yet more major wars. Sometimes people within such social structures are into crusades, to win converts to the armies of God. Often certain individuals will give themselves status and prestige, and there is a ladder or highly ranked structure to God, with the priests and popes etc. at the top.

It is, of course, rare that one form is experienced in any pure way. The authoritarian religious person may be very submissive and care-eliciting to their God, whilst those who approach God through care eliciting and giving archetypes may still see their religion (and God) as superior to others. So different religions and their sub-groups tend to accentuate these different aspects and none are purely one or other. It is in their patterns (e.g., of caring versus competing) that key differences are found. Eisler,
 for example, draws a distinction between competitive/rank and dominator religions in contrast to partnership and caring one's.

What Makes a Religion?
The word religion comes from the Latin religiere meaning `to reconnect'. What makes a set of beliefs and practices religious is actually rather complex.  Not all religions are concerned with life after death or the supernatural (e.g., Confucianism). Although many believe in the existence of deities who may control certain forces (e.g., of nature) not all believe in a God (e.g., Buddhism). Many religions and ideas of God have been sculptured by socio-economic pressures and inter-group conflicts. The main monotheistic religions have a belief in a single, usually male God and they gradually defeated and subordinated earlier Goddess figures and beliefs as existed in places like early Crete.2,8 Religions, such as Islam, Judaism and Christianity all originated in one small area on planet Earth - the Middle East - and their tribal conflicts and beliefs have been exported all over the world. This says much about the power of history and traditions as shapers of social discourses, identities and conflicts.

At times of conflict and war, male (warrior-like) Gods come more to the fore - as one might expected from inflation of the rank archetype. But in general, apart from sharing common conflicts and origins, and serving to support the social psychology of the times (e.g., needs for strong in-group ties, subordination to a power elite, and increased externally-directed hostility and defensiveness) what the many different religions share is to do with the rituals, ceremonies, internal practices, basic values, a sense of belonging and existential beliefs. So religion can act as a focus for a group to bind itself together. What we often see in religion is a canvass on which we (collectively) project ideas reflecting types of relationship and answers to key existential questions. 

Religions use myths and stories (often of past heroes of God figures) to describe types of relationships. At times such events are meant to be only symbolic representations; a source for meditation and internal reflection, although often they are taken literally. Thus, various human fears and archetypal relational processes can come into play. Indeed, as we have noted, just about any type of human relationship that we can have with other humans can be projected into God-human relationships, e.g., personal, involved, loving, accepting, family-like, compassionate, or distant, indifferent, authoritarian, vengeful, sadistic etc. 

This is called anthropomorphic - seeing the other as human-like and imputing human desires and feelings into the other. While it is true that Aristotle, Buddha and many others warned against this tendency to anthropomorphism, that it is foolish to believe God could feel anger, love, sexual desire, or take offense, still anthropomorphism remains one of the most common ways people create and understand their God-Self relationships. Indeed, Jesus can be said to be a key person in the anthropomorphisation of religion. Through the myths of his life we are told God has a son, encourages family metaphors (father, sons and daughters) and that God is able to share in human suffering - and incidently by allowing his son to die so cruelly on the cross shows himself as powerless as the rest of us to end suffering, at least in this life. This impotence in the face of suffering, especially but not only, in the death camps of Nazi Germany, meant that for many God as a hope and idea also finally died. But we jump ahead of ourselves.

What do we seek in Religion?
In America around 80% believe in God and only 6% actively reject the idea, while 44% feel very close to God most of the time.
 And according to one newspaper survey around 60% of Americans believe the Bible contains the literal words of God. And the Bible is used to impute all kinds of armageddon tales and predictions, especially as the turn of the millennium approaches.

Different people seek very different things from religion. In times of social and economic upheaval (as now) there is a fragmentation of religious beliefs, (especially if mainstream religions fail to offer certainties or security) into cults. There is a vigorous competition by charismatics (mostly men) for converts, who offer new visions, hope, close in-group ties and a sense of being chosen and special.10  They may offer various threats to outsiders who `don't change their ways.' 

No religion without faith, nor for that matter any science, can  answer the questions which matter most to us. Why am I here? What will become of me when I die? Will I see my loved ones again? Why did these bad things happen to me/us. Is there a place where conflicts end and I will find peace, be loved, accepted and wanted? Is there are a place where sunny holidays are forever.

Baumeister's
 chapter on religion in his book, Meanings of Life, suggests that religion serves many functions related to our needs for salvation, meaning, hope and self-worth. He does not have an archetypal approach nor does he focus on the nature of social relating as I do here. However, he gives fascinating insights into how religion satisfies many basic, personal fears and needs for meaning and purpose. He includes:

1. Promises of salvation and the release from suffering if one either discovers the secrets of life (e.g., via meditation or engaging in ritual practices) or behaves in certain (moral, or heroic) ways.

2. Religion offers moral codes which are often associated with rewards or punishments and can reduce ingroup conflicts. 

3. Religion can offer a sense of efficacy and purpose - we can make sense of the things that happen to ourselves and others by recourse to the religious texts/authorities. This reduces our uncertainties and holds back a fearful collapse into a view of life as a meaningless struggle. 

4. Religion offers a sense of self-worth; a sense of being part of a large group of like-minded others, and, moreover, a sense of superiority over others who are not in our (religious) group.

So, it is possible that it is our evolved human psychology which often drives religion and gives it its social shapes. It also based on the need to find answers. On becoming sufficiently conscious of ourselves and others we were confronted with a world of immense suffering and the recognition that our own life, and the lives of those we love, will decay and end. Not surprisingly most are not too keen on that idea. To the more scientifically minded we are confronted with less personal questions. We are confronted with such mystery as to why the universe exists at all (why something rather than nothing) that it immediately increases our awareness of the limitation of our understanding that is of truly gigantic proportions. But to the scientist that is a quest not to be sided-stepped by simple solutions, for or against God and life after death.

The spiritual quest is thus blown along by a search for knowledge, understanding and meaning on the one hand, but also by fear and an enormous need for love, acceptance and status on the other. God and religion are, in a part at least, offered as solutions. When St Augustine struggled to understand God in his Confessions, we could just as easily see him using God to gain insight into the passions and conflicts in his own mind.
 Many of the despairs, fears and the joys of relating found in the Confessions are not that dissimilar to those the existentialists would write about centuries later. They argued that all of us suffer from the existential fears of meaningless, aloneness and death.
 Some also argue that to create a God to resolve these all too painful human experiences is to suffer a loss of courage. 

Creating the Gods
There has been long debate over we whether we created our Gods from the projection of our psychology into the cosmos or whether he/she/them created us. Whatever the case, our view of God and religion has certainly evolved and changed over history and this evolution of ideas reflect fundamental aspects of our psychology.
 So if our ideas of God and religion are human creations, arising from projections of an evolved mind, what creations do we bring to life? 

The origins of religion are lost in the history of time. It is believed that Neanderthal peoples - those who preceded modern humans - buried their dead and pollen seeds found around their remains suggest that flowers might have been involved in some kind of ceremony. But according to Armstrong2, it was probably around 14,000 years ago that religion in any recognisable sense got going. Thus, the origins are mostly lost on the shores of our prehistory where the meanings of the complexity of life could not be framed in any way other than the everyday experiences of people.

The Origins of Victimhood
The first Gods are basically Gods of nature involved with the control of the elements and seasons. These were also very human-like (anthropomorphic), who could be angry, happy, appeased and so forth. To be sure the ancient Gods had powers that went way beyond the human. And that is not too surprising because early humans were surrounded by such powers; in the thunder storms, the winds, the seasons, and the rebirth cycles of nature. It was probably very clear to early humans that they were in some sense victims to forces of immense power they neither understood nor controlled. The ideas that such effects were the result of systems, like biology, metrology or movement of the earth around the sun, were obviously beyond them. So they invented Gods and spirits of the wind, the sea, creation, fertility, death, war and so forth. Basically, the forces of nature become personified.

This personification of impersonal forces into deities, which ones finds throughout the world, is the root source of many religions. And even though today us moderns do not see thunder as Thor's hammer striking his anvil, still we, like our ancestors, often desire to make a personal relationship with someone more powerful than ourselves who might have the power to change things in our favour. So at least by making deities we have created a potential form of relating which allows us to use our evolved psychology for understanding, relating, and give us some way of interacting with and exerting control over these forces/Gods.

But without caution we can run into trouble here for this way of thinking can bring problematic constructions to life. For example, it may bring into play subordinate or victim psychology, and the key purpose of submission and appeasement, for humans and animals, is to calm the potential anger and aggression of the dominant. Indeed, early relationships where based on the need to appease and find favour with the Gods and inhibit their anger. In humans this can show up in the sacrifice of animals, other humans or even the self (giving oneself to God), or the giving of approbation (SAHP) to the dominant, proclaiming his/her/their greatness.
 

Subordination
The idea is that if one gives something to the dominant then one not only acknowledges one's subordinate status, but also there is recognition of one's potential vulnerability to the wrath of the dominant. It is very clear that on the whole, in monotheistic religions, our relationship with God is often seen as a ranked one - and we are not in the dominant position. We cannot approach these Gods (forces of nature) as equals. After all, they only exist for us in the first place because they represent things more powerful than ourselves. There is also a sense that we may be tied to our Gods because he or they are our creator(s), the source of our origins. So being subordinate to them we immediately recruit our subordinate, ranked psychology to relate to them. A psychology that arose from sexual selection is now transferred to all those who we see as having more power than we do. So we have to appease them, acknowledge their superior power, find out their desires for us, accept them as potential leaders, show ourselves willing to sacrifice things to them, do what we are told, acknowledge their wisdom and so forth. At times the religious texts tell us that we cannot look at the face of God and should approach with head bowed. The avoidance of eye contact and bowing the head is, of course, a submissive behaviour. And as I noted in chapter 8 we can show reverted escape behaviour; e.g., if we think we have sinned we can try to return, humble in spirit and seek reassurance (renew our feeling of being accepted) by subordinate confession.

Our subordinate status is also confirmed when we use God to make sense of, and give meaning to, life's pain. A person who losses a child may try to comfort themselves with the idea that God wanted the child in heaven - or that God has "taken them unto himself." The importance of obedience and acceptance, indeed, the whole education of the `masses,' not to question or dispute the authorities, but accept the texts and words as they are written, is also symptomatic of our subordinate psychology.
 We think God knows best or must have a purpose for our suffering. Some may say this is to do with faith, but where the boundaries of blind obedience and faith lie is often difficult to know. Nietczhe recognised the problem and how Christianity had alienated spiritual man and man of the flesh. He proclaimed God to be dead and though also mournful of his passing, recognised that a subordinate relationship with God could not be a free one.

There are, however, fundamentally different forms of submission. Some cases of submitting to (what one believes to be) the will of God may lead to good works and exploration of love and personal sacrifice. One identifies with (what one takes to be) the power, wisdom and goodness of God and tries to emulate him/her. God becomes like an ideal that one tries to be like. Although the language may be of serving God, this is a very different from of submission than sacrificing (or conquering) others to appease a potentially angry God. Indeed, the transition from God as dominant (male) other who should be appeased and obeyed, to God as an ideal of love is probably one of the most important transitions in the maturation of a religion. This transition is not only made historically in texts of the religion, but can also be made personally. 

Justice: Reward and Punishment
The notion of God and a life here-after can also be used to provide us with a belief in justice and God becomes a Judge; e.g., bad people may get away with it in this life, but on the other side, they get their punishment (portrayed in the recent movie Ghost). Indeed, religions with authoritarian tendencies are keen to peddle the old myths, `good is rewarded and bad/naughty is punished'.17 It is the basis of social control. From the time we are knee high our parents indoctrinate us with these ideas. The problem is that if tragic things happen to people they can have an overwhelming sense that God is punishing them. A patient who had lost her child in a cot death had, "this feeling that God is angry with me." She saw her baby's death as punishment for an earlier abortion. The linkage of pain/suffering to transgression is even captured in the Buddhist concept of Karma.
 I see these as mostly cruel tricks which are based on threats for not being good; useful perhaps for social control but not helpful for spiritual development. The facts of life are that it is often harsh and completely unjust. Justice is a human concept and has to be created by us; it does not exist in nature. There is no justice in the millions starving from drought. It is only bad luck and the chance variations (maybe helped by human ecological interference) that sentences these people and their children to a painful death. 

Conformity
The rituals and beliefs that are shared give opportunities for shared activities of cooperation, friendship and conformity; we are on the same journey, are in the same group, have the same values, obey the same moral codes, have the same leader. Here religion gives a focus and meaning to interactions. The image of God can also be used to project xenophobic tendencies separating and marking ingroup from outgroup, chosen from unchosen. But from my point of view the most important aspect of this harmonising processes is that it is top down, i.e., imposed by a ranked relationship. Even if this is overlaid with attachment, group identification needs, and moral proscriptions to reduce in-group conflicts, still the undercurrents of this ranked relationship can often be present. To break `ranks,' and become non-conformist can spell trouble.

Caring
But as I noted above a submissive position is far from the only one. As Watts and Fraser note,
 although at times we are concerned with calming God's anger (or justifying it), it is also true that we turn to God to calm us down. So, as noted above, God can become an attachment object, a father/parent we turn to in times of stress and pain and from whom we seek care, protection and/or comfort.3 We reach out seeking the experience of love, forgiveness and compassion. Such experiences feel so emotionally powerful because they are archetypal. Or to put this another way, we have linked our internal, evolved, archetypal mind to the construction of the spiritual and seek in the spiritual, solutions and meanings to the social lives we live.

So our reasons for creating Gods are complex: To satisfy our feelings of being small and insignificant and to have someone or something to subordinate ourselves to and appease; to create an authority who can be used to threaten and reward and thus be a vehicle for social control and social order; to find an attachment relationship to give us a feeling of love and acceptance; to fend off existential fears of meaningless, aloneness and death; to give us a sense of the universe as just and in balance, `reward the good, punish the bad'; to give us a focus for our moral behaviour; to answer scientific problems of why something exists rather than nothing. In so far as we can intuit that God-images and ideals represent parts of ourselves then by developing a relationship to them (via, as it were pretending that we are relating to another) we may be able to mature and grow. But if our internal psychology becomes too rank focused and defensive this might inhibit the very insight we need; that it is parts of our selves we are discovering. Then it is a stunting, rather than a maturing process.

And The Gods Themselves?
So what of the Gods themselves? Well, although later this was to get rather complex and some would put God beyond human comprehension (which could become only another form of acceptance of our intense subordinate, ignorant status), in the early days the Gods were seen to have created the universe and life though all too human failings. In the older Hindu, Egyptian and Greek-Roman myths, there were many Gods. The stories reflect the same kinds of problematic relationship that we as humans have. Issues of betrayal, love, sexual passion, rape, children sired by the wrong sort, vengeance, sibling rivalry, favouritism, being cast out, rage of the father and so forth are all part of the plots. The old myths are rather interesting soap operas that reflect human life. Indeed, some have even been made into soaps. But we learn little from them, only that they are reflections of our internal worlds (although those interested in archetypal psychology, including myself, think this makes them of no small interest). 

The point is that we have these stories because we have become a certain type of species. If we were a species who produced hundreds of their own kind (like turtles) then these stories would mean little to us. If we were solitary predators then these stories would seem silly. If we were nocturnal animals then it is uncertian whether we would see the spiritual as `seeking the light' or `enlightenment'. So the question is how come the Gods act just like human beings, yet human beings evolved in a specific way over many millions of years? How come so many myths have the notion of creations coming out of bodies? How come the Gods never lay eggs? Some say that evolution may account for animals but God created us. If that is so why use 99% of chimpanzee genes to do it and use most of the some brain structures? Why leave in a reptilian brain? Why make us so much like any other animals with our dominance hierarchies, fighting for superiority, and the same forms of procreation? Creationists just don’t confront the fact of human forms.

How to Relate?
Now if you want to relate you have to be able to communicate. How to do it though? Through dreams? Intuition? Training the mind? Visions, or directly? There are certainly many psychotic people who believe they hear the voice of God. What is interesting is that even people who have been deaf from birth can hear the voice - although what he says is usually rather similar for many people suffering psychosis and not always very profound or pleasant. This tells us interesting things about the brain and how God's voice responds to modern drugs. Still, we have this problem in communication and as Armstrong points out,2 this was no small problem. I mean, how could one submit to a God, win his/her favour, be for him/her what they want you to be, if you don't know what he/she wants of you?

But not to worry because as certain individuals discovered, sometimes without wanting to, they had a psychic phone line to on high. God appeared to choose certain individuals to carry the message. And so, because of this communication problem, there arose a whole group of people who would become the priests, prophets and others who could decipher the word (desires or orders) of God. They would be our intermediaries. Frankly, many of these folk were probably rather disturbed individuals, and very much caught in the dominant-subordinate psychology, with authoritarian tendencies. As we saw in our chapters on leadership and followership some of the forces that are unleased in these relationships are not very healthy.

Later Jews, Christians and Islamic religions would develop a passion for science, philosophy and mysticism. All would have their sects, often opposed by the established hierarchy. It is certainly quite incorrect to see these faiths through the eyes of the media. In fact, they have all had their fair share of brilliant, compassionate people who have struggled sincerely with the complexity of religious meaning and experience. The problem is that these complex discourses rarely reach down to others and we are left, in common usage, with the more autocratically inclined peddling of out-dated beliefs and simple ideas that fix the archetype into dominant-submissive relationships to a deity and allow for the more primitive projections to occur. 


Authoritarianism
In overcoming our tendencies to craziness we usually have to overcome our tendencies to aggressive dominant-subordinate (reptilian) patterns of relating. This is also true for religions. When they regress (or fail to progress) out of aggressive, dominant-subordinate structures they can be extremely destructive.

God as Bully
Our relationship with God (at least in Judaism and Christianity) did not get off to a good start. There was the problem of the apples affair and the seeking knowledge. Not only did God disappear in disgust, but he was in a rather vindictive frame of mind that day and had it in for Eve and her descendants. As Burford and Shulman
 note:


Unto the women he said, I will greatly multiple thy sorrow and conception; in sorrow thou shalt bring forth children; and thy desire shall be to thy husband; and he shall rule over thee. (Genesis, 3:xvi).

So now we know the reason for the pain and risk of child-birth. Nothing to do with the evolved design of the female pelvis, or the fact that the foetus carries both her own and her partner's (alien) genes. Burford and Shulman point out that this vindictive, authoritarian attitude was to pervade much early teaching so that St Ambrose (AD 340-397) writes:


Adam was led to sin by Eve and not Eve by Adam. It is just and right that women accept as lord and master him whom she has sinned. (p 17)20 

And onto Martin Luther and early protestantism when he wrote in Vindication of Married life:


Woman is a stupid vessel over whom man must always hold power, for the man is higher and better than she; for the regiment and dominion belong to man as the head and master of the house... (p. 25)20
God (it was believed) and these religious teachers were not too keen on women and fearful of sex. It was as if they could not come to terms with the fact that nature is harsh and often brutish. They had to believe that God could not have created it thus. And moreover, that there must have been a garden of Eden, or some better place. Today we hope it is in heaven. The only reason we are in the state we are in must be because someone had upset the almighty (- the sods). The harsh state of nature was seen as a punishment, a sin, a fall from grace; thus we needed scapegoats. Woman fitted the bill, of course.

But it is also the case that from an evolutionary view these religions were born in times of tribal conflicts and these conflicts inflate the reptilian mind with its focus on conquest (of territory) ownership and possession. As I have mentioned many times before, in competitive and aggressive times male reproductive strategies revert to the primitive; of dispensing with love and compassion in favour of subordinating, owning and controlling. And in chapter 5 we saw how groups operate when they are under threat (e.g., cluster into more rigid hierarchies, seek out strong leaders and maximise differences between them and outsiders, etc.) So nowadays, we believe that the desire to dominate women is to do with reproductive strategies in certain social contexts e.g., arenas of high male competition. We have gone from seeking an explanation of female subordination in terms of the vast, infiniteness of God, to the tiny microcosm world of genes. When God speaks of such things we are more likely to hear the language of the DNA. 

Because the many ideas of the old Gods arose in times of intense persecutions, tribal wars and territorial conflicts, these experiences tune up and sensitise the internal archetypes. Being caught in conflict, where one's friends and family suffer tends to activate rage and needs for vengeance; social conditions call forth ways of relating. So when the God of the Jews, Yahweh, starts communicating what does he say? Sadly he says nothing of our crazy-making reptilian psychologies, gives no warning about our genes, tells us little about bacteria, viruses and other things that made their way into the grand design and says not a lot about how to care for our children to stop them becoming delinquent. He speaks in the all too familiar masculine tones of war, conquest, victories, glory, fear of God and subordinate obedience.

Let me give some examples of how problematic this is. Remember poor Abraham? He had to take his long desired for son up a mountain and then knife in hand, sacrifice him to God. Apparently God had asked him to do it, to prove himself, and like a fearful, dutiful subordinate, instead of telling God where to go, he reluctantly agreed. Thankfully, at the last moment the voice said "it's okay - just testing". But the problem is, these stories are not written to tell of the social contexts of relating, nor the craziness that can infect religious experience. Nor to warn us of the unreliability of the Bible as evidence of God. More worryingly, those who teach such stories do not recognise the craziness in them. When I heard this story in school I was supposed to marvel at Abraham's faith. Whatever modern theologians may say about possible deeper meanings of these tales, I was taught this in such a way that I worried that this might one day be expected of me. I also remember thinking what might happen if God had asked my father to do that. 

To me these tales are tales of serious craziness. When years later I heard the case of the woman who had drown her two four year old boys in the bath because God had told her, was I still suppose to marvel at her faith? And what should we say about the prostitute killer Sutcliff who thought he was doing God's work? Or what about those who stone their victims for breaking God's laws? Or the inquisition? Or the David Koresch's of this world. Or what about Baruch Goldstein's shooting of Muslims at worship in Hebron in 1994. Where are the boundaries between madness, archetypal projection and something more genuinely mystical? Is there a boundary? Tricky isn't it.

If you are going to decipher messages for people then how can you stop them from thinking that your visions, your ideas, are not just so much crazy speak. Well, you've probably guessed it, there is a way. Most important is to get hold of a person's fear; fear of death, fear of exclusion, fear of the lost of love, fear of punishment, fear of becoming an outsider, and later fear of hell. Mix these with stories of being special or chosen and if possible mix in also ingredients of territorial claims. All humans like to think they are chosen and more special than their neighbours, especially if they are down trodden and persecuted. And territorial claims, now that really is an ancient and powerful archetype. We're in business.

The fact of the matter is the source of many of our religions have grown out of territorial tribalism and subordinate psychology, encased with attendants psychologies of, fear, envy, rivalry, shame, need for glory and superiority. Thus, the God that first comes to us in the Bible is a paranoid tyrant who thinks nothing much for his own people who offend him and is quite keen on the butchery of men, women and children in the other gang. He is not able to transcend the other Gods but has to have humans slug it out on his behalf. Moreover, like any dominant he wants to be top dog, the sole leader and thus forces through a belief in his sole ownership of power. Like some other primates he does not want competitors around, and he wants to have a say in the sexual activates of his subordinates.
 He seems to be an insecure dominant (see chapter 7). These ideas of God are still very much with us today. As soon as one sees the projection of subordinate psychology with its need for submission, obeying orders and so forth, and fear (often terror) of a punitive, male authority (punishment) then one immediately sees what is at work here - and it is not a supernatural God but a primitive archetypal psychology, born in an aggressive territorial clash of tribes. Of course, there have been very many spiritual thinkers who have seen though all this nonsense, of God as bully, and seen it for what it was, an archetypal projection.

Tyrannical Entrapments
There is another domain that is important to our craziness, especially when an insider-outsider (ingroup-outgroup) and rank psychology becomes the lens to construct God. This is the domain of entrapment and our freedom to move away from God and religious groups. In the chapter on shame I explored various aspects on the nature and illusions of freedom. Here's another twist to it. 

To begin with insider-outsider psychology, we have noted that in terms of the origins of civilisation it seems that early on humans were free to come and go between different groups. The social structure was relaxed and freedom of movement valued.8 However, with the advent of agriculture, increasingly large settlements, and the need for an elite to protect its resources and positions within the group, humans began to experience more and more pressure on them to stay in certain groups and not defect out. This may have increased the pressure to think in terms of `insiders and outsiders' at various levels in the group, and conform to group values/beliefs. We were, to use Mann's term, `caged' or trapped.
  Once one has a highly institutionalised mindset of insiders and outsiders then we can be in trouble and paranoia increases. Just as in all armies defection and being a traitor is seen as the most serious crime, so also in religious groups and cults, defection can be given the most severe punishment. Moreover, the fear of deception and defection by subordinates grows in these types of group. Indeed, it is often how the group (and its leaders) deal with defectors and those who do not wish to toe the party line that one may see the under-hand of the punitive authority (see chapter 7). 

Hell is the ultimate punishment for defection, disobedience or failing to love (subordinate oneself to) God. It is in my view the ultimate in paranoid thinking. Those who study paranoia rarely acknowledge that these persecution fantasises (of hell) are quite common in some religious texts, yet are not seen as pathology. With the development of the early churches needing to ensure subordination to the holy moral order and their authority structure, religious deception, defections, insubordination and insults to God were given new meanings as expressed in new words such as blasphemy and heretic - and those accused of such things could expect horrendous punishment.

If one is cheating on parental orders and rules, or those of other human authorities, then at least there is the possibility that one's cheating wont be discovered if one can keep it secret enough. But when it comes to God the consequences of one's bad behaviour is something one cannot escape from. In that sense one's relationship with God can become an entrapped one. Unlike any other form of relationship which exists between self and other, the nature of the God-self relationship is such that one cannot get away from the relationship. We cannot, as it were, leave the room or move house. God is constantly with us. This is an entrapped internal relationship. The psychotic mind is an example of the terror of the experience of an entrapped internal relationship par excellence. There is no relationship with real people that is like this (assuming that the person is mobile enough and able to move away). Yet even in psychotic states where voices are not heard, the paranoid experience can still be one of being sought out, with a fear that there is no getting away, the person is being relentlessly hounded or hunted down; "they are coming to get me," experience. Pursuer and pursed are locked together.
  The idea that God can hunt down sinners, or that in death they will be drawn like iron fillings to a magnet to God to meet their punishment is not uncommon in some religious texts. 

But again this is a projection of all too human behaviour. Humans are known to relentless pursue those they feel have offended them; remember what Caesar did to his captors, what happened to Trotsky etc. (see chapter 7), the current threats to the writer Salman Rushdie, and Jane Goodall's description of Chimpanzee wars (see chapter 9). Humans can and do pursue, torture and kill those who disobey the rules or who have been made outsiders (e.g., the linch mobs, stoning the sinful etc.). Paranoia reflects these archetypal themes. God (and his followers) can be created in this image - as pursuer(s) of the sinful. There's no getting away.

How abnormal is this type of experienced relationship; an experience in which one cannot get away from the observations of the other? We don't know but I suspect it is quite common even when not psychotic or clearly paranoid. Certainly, in my own case as a child I always had a sense that God and his angels could see me and know my deepest thoughts, wherever or what ever I was doing. To a young lad this was rather frightening and therefore mildly paranoid. In fact, some do construe God like this, as an ever watchful presence and this sense that there may be others (Gods) from whom we cannot hide, nor deceive, nor defect goes back to the myth of Adam and Eve. Thus, as religious beliefs suggest, so common is the experience of another as "ever watchful" we can suggest that to some extent this is a potential for self-other creations that we all have. It is archetypal. Jung (who had a psychotic break down himself) had no doubt, however, that these experiences were from the archetypal unconscious. It is indeed tragic that God can be reduced to not much more than a spy in the night or a dominant watching over his group to ensure good behaviour.

We can also think of (the fear of) entrapment in the confines (territory) of a dominant as an evolved potential state of mind (the Adam and Eve myth). Such archetypal potentials may have evolved from the fact that subordinates of many species did (and do) have to be ever watchful that their actions did not elicit the attentions of the dominant. Indeed, when subordinate non-human primates make a move for sexual relationships, their actions show high vigilance (frequent and tense looking about) as if they do anticipate being watched, caught in the act, and chased off. So constantly attuned are subordinates to dominant's in many primate groups that this observation gave rise to the attention structure theory of dominance hierarchies.
 Likewise dominant's keep an eye on subordinates to ensure they are not up to mischief. Thus, attention structure and dominant-subordinate relationships are linked. As Chance (personal communication) has suggested the subordinate constantly keeps his/her attention to the dominant open and ready to act (defensively) should the need arise. Thus, attention to the other as a possible threat is common in evolution. We can only ponder the effects on our primate brain's evolution (and its modules/archetypes) of evolving under this system of mutual suspicion. The fact that the psychotic mind may internally create `their watchers' should not obscure the fact that attention up and down hierarchy is ubiquitous.

The day of judgement signals a time when all about the self will be known. So we can act with a sense that some other can know what we do, intend and feel, can judge our actions and decide on our fate. Heaven and hell (we might believe) are not invitations but judgements by a dominant(s). Indeed, in all the visions of heaven I know of in monotheistic religion, heaven is never depicted as a democracy! I have raised the importance of entrapment to emphasis that this sense of the other as constantly present and watchful can be experienced and believed by many who are not psychotic, and used to induced fear in those who are non-believers. I also think it is a rich vein to explore the nature of psychotic experience.

Hearing the Voice 
There has long been debate on whether God is an external deity or force or an internal experience. Sadly, when the cleric Anthony Freeman
 recently articulated the view that God was internal, he lost his job - a further indication of the continuing need some have for an external deity to obey, not to mention authoritarian attitudes. Nevertheless, some take a more psychological approach and believe that when `the voice of' God comes from the super-ego (the part of the mind we have internalised from the orders and values of our parents, see chapter 8) then God invariably is seen as an outside, external force. Like the super-ego, the experience of God can be seen as an external force or entity getting inside our heads. For example, if parents say, "you are a bad person if you kiss members of the opposite sex," and threatens sanctions should we do it, then when we have an opportunity to do it we might be overcome with fear or anxiety as if mother was behind the door and could find out. It is as if we now carry in our own heads her fear inducing messages - even when she is not physically present. We can't easily get away from the fear our parents have "put into us." We may feel guilty, shamed and so forth by breaking their rules. 

However, it may also be that we have an archetype for subordinate fear and other social behavioural possibilities. Without warning we can suddenly experience the world as threatening, as if others are against us. The fact that this experience can at times come out of the blue, suggests to me that there are `modules in the mind' which serve to give us certain meanings and experiences, and at times these experiences are disconnected from external triggering events. The message of the subordinate module might be, "watch out you are being observed," or "watch out, the dominant is after you." I would, of course, include modules (archetypes) for caring (e.g., you are being looked after) and altruism (be nice to others, form good relationships, etc). At the present time we can only guess as these messages and how they generate internal experiences and instructions on how to feel and act.

Some years ago a friend took LSD and then smoked some cannabis. Normally a happy and trusting person she was flooded with an intense fear of others. The drugs had open a door into an archetypal experience. In the psychotic mind one does not need drugs, the doors seem to swing wide open by themselves. One way to think of this is that a specific module(s) of the mind has become autonomously activated. For my friend the module message seemed to be something like, "you are under attack."

Be it via a superego or more archetypal experiences (of caring or subordinating/ridiculing) to hear voices or have visions as some who suffers psychosis and those who `hear the voice of God or spirits' seem to do, is like this. Although this `alien other(s)' is experienced as not part of them, it can read their minds and is ever present. As Paul Chadwick (personal communication) has pointed out and researched, psychotic voices can be construed in various ways; as hostile (like a hostile dominant) or benign (altruistic, caring). A patient might rage against the voices (the other) or take confront from them. If the voice is seen as a threat in some way then the defensive responses of anger or anxiety can be aroused. If the voice is seen as beneficial then a different role relationship is created. Most humans do not hear voices but can have `a sense' of the external (not-self) God as somehow within them - and have not yet gone the whole way and seen it as part of themselves. I would suggest that these experiences are the result of modules in the mind, somehow becoming activated without being recognised as part of the self. Activation of a caring module might sound friendly; activation of the dominant-subordinate, or outsider module might sound more persecuting. It follows therefore that if people are under stress (which effects the ability of the cortex to integrate various sub-cortical functions), feeling defeated by life etc., it is possible that they will activate the module of subordination and not only feel depressed and a failure but also hear a `voice that subordinates (shames or ridicules) them.' 

Clearly, here I can outline only the crudest approximation. To go further would take us into studies of brain assymentry (modules coded in different brain areas) and research on psychosis. But I hope enough has been said to indicate one possible approach to hearing voices and especially the voice of God. God's voice might often be a message from one of our modules or archetypes. 


A Change of Archetype?
Until now we have concentrated on the dominant-subordinate relationship. However, Symington,
 who distinguishes between primitive and mature religion, notes that:


During the Axial period (800-200 BC) there arose outstanding religious teachers who changed radically the religious outlook of mankind. Those who flourished included Confucius and Lao-tzu in China; the Buddha in Mahavira in India; Zarathusstra in Persia; the Hebrew prophets Amos, Hosea, the Isaiahs, Jeremiah, Ezekiel; and Socrates, Plato and Aristotle in Greece. (p 14) 28
Many of these seemed to push towards a more self-conscious and aware spirituality, to shift from appeasement (via sacrifice of animals) and to focus on the need for reflection, love and reason. God a as dominant whose laws should be obeyed came to be associated with a more caring psychology. According to Symington28, the prophet Hosea says of God: 


What I want is love not sacrifice;


knowledge of God, not holocausts. (p 65) 

and Amos says:


This is what Yahweh asks of you:


only this, to act justly


to love tenderly


and walk humbly with your God (p 66)28 

So what is interesting historically is that by the time of Jesus there were Jewish religious thinkers, such as Amos and also Philo, a Jewish Platonism, who argued that God is about love and compassion.2 At the centre of Jewish belief, Philo argued, was love of they neighbour and the dictum `do unto others as you would be done to'. By the time of Jesus these ideas were well embedded in social discourse. Yet so simple a message was to produce far from simple effects.

Although David Jenkins has argued that christianity should not be based on "laser beam miracles," according to Gascoigne
 Jesus came to be noted as a religious teacher precisely because he developed a reputation as a miraculous healer, and St Peter at least may well have followed him because of it. And on the negative side, although Jesus was to become an historical focus, and offer a new symbolic representation for a shift in archetype relationships via the doctrines of God as father, filled with love and forgiveness, it is not the case that he always avoided supernatural threats of punishment for wrong doers. For example, Matthew 13 (40-43) talks about a parable based on sowing seeds and removing weeds. Jesus says: 


"And as the seeds are pulled up and burned in the fire, so it will be at the end of the age. The Son of Man will send out his angels, and they will weed out of his kingdom everything that causes sin and all who do evil. They will throw them into the fiery furnace where there will be weeping and gnashing of teeth. Then the righteous will shine like the sun in the kingdom of their father. He who has ears, let him hear."

Jesus supposedly (I say supposedly because these words were written many decades after his death) repeats the threat in the Parable of the net. To our modern ears we hear such threats and think them terrible. It was a fifteen century monk who actually pointed out that `while there is one soul burning in hell his own soul could not be at peace until that one was freed.' And we could go further and ask, `while there is hell on earth (in the wars and diseases of humankind) how could anyone be happy in heaven? Yet according to Gascoigne,29 by the middle ages, one of the pleasures of being `saved' was that one could look down on those in Hell.

Nor did Jesus' God give up having favourites (those who did the right things, of course) although Jesus often shocked his disciples with whom he associated with. But unlike Buddhism the language is still framed in words of conquest, glory and victories. Still, on the whole, his view of God (which had appeared before) gave expression to a representation of God who can appreciate suffering and comes to the problem with love. God is rescued from the mentality of the street bully - at least for a time. 

Jesus, of course, was not a christian but very much a Jew, and there is no evidence that he was interested in forming a new religion. For example, crucified people had the notice of their crime pinned above their heads, and in the case of Jesus the notice read, Iesus Naxarenus Rex Iudaeorum. Jesus of Nazareth, King of the Jews.29 Moreover, the symbol of the cross was, as Gascoigne29 and Romer
 point out, played down for centuries because in fact crucifixion was a shameful death, reserved for slaves and common criminals. It was nearly three hundred years before the symbol of the cross came to take on the significance it did (before that the Christian symbol was a fish). Jesus also followed in the tradition of John the Baptist and both believed in a long held Jewish idea of a coming Messiah and that the end of the world was neigh, as common today, perhaps, as then.

As to the actual words and beliefs of Jesus we know little for he was in the tradition of the oral, preaching methods of teaching rather than written scholarship. It is in fact Paul's writings that are the first written words of Christianity. Later came Mark and his gospel which was included in the gospels of Matthew and Luke, with that of John being somewhat different from the other three. It is also the case that the doctrines of Christianity were worked our slowly over many centuries, not by revelation but by argument and political expediency. There was always a friction between the hierarchical and (gnostic) anti-hierarchical approaches to religion, and many doctrines were developed from these debates with other sects. The anti-hierarchical ideas were never going to be useful to a political movement that was to conquer much of the known world.29, 30 So successful was the hierarchical mentality in suppressing egalitarian ideals, that by 380 the Emperor Theodosius was able to use Christianity, as the official church, to persecute those following alternative beliefs. Of those who did not follow or submit to these beliefs and rules of the trinity he argued:


We command that those persons who follow this rule shall embrace the Catholic Church. The rest, however, whom we adjudge demented and insane, shall sustain the infamy of heretical dogmas, their meeting places shall not receive the name of churches, and they shall be smitten first by divine vengeance and secondly by retribution of Our own initiative, which We shall assume in accordance with divine judgement.(40) 29
And so as Gascoigne points out:


Theodosius takes for granted the close link between his own will and God's and in the same year he even allows himself to be described as `the visible God.' It was a connection which was implicit from the start of the Christian Empire. (p40).

So, despite this archetypal change to love and compassion (which is not original to Christianity), the leader-subordinate-follower psychology was still very active and return powerfully in the Catholic church. It appeared in the notions of devotion and humbling oneself in the sight of God. In church, still, going down on one knees is a sign of respect, although I have never understood how a submissive signal is a sign of respect. Because it became an intensely hierarchical religion, in the future, the desires of greed and conquest (as in the crusades) would be turned back on God as the actions of dutiful subordinates carrying out his will. The clear understanding that God was external and had to be followed, sought out and obeyed was never clearly refuted by Jesus. Although more recent Christians and Jews have tried to make God more internal and subjective, Jesus (if we believe the texts) did not give up the external God in the sky idea. Indeed, some even saw him ascending to heaven. So at the very least he was highly ambiguous about an external or an internal God, saying different and contradictory things at different times. In this is he was far less successful than the Buddha, who made absolutely clear that enlightenment was an inner journey only. Christianity, however, continued to furnish the idea that "do the right things and you will be rewarded." One does not reach for a higher morality because it is, in itself higher, or because the development of empathy and compassion can, in itself, liberate self and others from suffering (as I shall argue later) but to win approval and "shine like the sun in the kingdom of their father". 

From the early days of the established church, following initial persecution, the socio-economic structures of the time had no trouble in incorporating Christianity and its egalitarian messages, turning them into the patriarchal ranked organisation we now know as the Roman Catholic Church and other forms of Christian organisation. The Gnostics, who were far less keen on leader-follower relationships, more keen on sex, the body and women, got lost and submerged. For many centuries they tried to exist outside Paul's doctrines and the growing patriarchal system developing in Rome. By the eleventh century the Cathars, who were probably descended from early Gnostics, had established a community in southern France. It seems they believed that the creation of the material world was not a gift of God but was a mistake, and that all material things were evil and from the Devil. This led some of their sects into Buddhist-like beliefs and life styles and to suggest that humans should try to transcend the physical and the needs for power and possessions, and seek to love each other. Such egalitarianism was a severe threat to the authority of Rome and they were severely persecuted by the Church who feared their lack of obedience to Rome's authority. Their destruction and persecution has been seen as not far short of ethnic cleansing.

Throughout the early history of Christian thought the subordinate psychology lived on. It was very active in St Augustine's and many others who saw only God as able to give grace and that everything good came down from him.
 The attitudes to women, as we have seen, were often highly shaming and blaming. Jesus managed to change the face of God but not our subordinate leader-follower behaviour towards him (nor the fact that it was a `him' rather than a `her'). As science revealed more and more errors in the bible, it became clear that maybe the word of God was imperfect. Moreover, it opened the door to doubt and from doubt the reduction of fear and compliance. 

Over and over new leaders would arise pointing the way. The power that such leaders can exercise is seen to day in events like the Jones town tragedy where hundreds committed suicide on the instructions of a charismatic leader. The David Koresch affair is another recent example. All those who call for a struggle of arms and speak in the language of a need for victories and glory are similar. A religion that needs intermediaries and allows for a subordinate leader-follower psychology is always vulnerable to such charismatics. People are not encouraged on the inward process but to listen to words of the leader and to do as they are told. And, of course, in the modern cults various mind bending strategies preying on the vulnerable would be used to rope them into highly authoritarian structures headed by some (usually) charismatic male. Marx would see in these religious relationships nothing other than power issues; religion as the opium of the masses. Freud saw nothing other than the repetitions of father-child psychology in all its human dramas. Subordinate psychology is still very active in fundamentalism, as the American preachers get the masses to part with their money. And as a recent documentary noted, many of the mass excitements and demonstrations of casting out of devils use fairly simple and at times crude hypnotic techniques.

The AntiChrist
Many prophets and future seers have talked about the coming of anti-Christ. Usually, this is seen as a person (typical of our tendency to turn psychological forces into deities). Some see Hitler as the antichrist. But as we have seen in the chapter on leadership Hitler was supported by many others. He reflected a set of social values and aspirations, a striving for dominance and conquest. It is, therefore, more interesting to think of the anti-christ not a single person but as a social psychological process, or as Jung would say a disturbance in the collective unconscious of all of us. Indeed, in his writings Jung gave hints to this. If this is true then the coming of the antichrist reflects not the coming of a person, but the coming of a certain set of values that will set one against another and create a multitude of rivals. To my mind the concept of the antichrist reflects our fears of social disintegration and conflicts. If we take Christ as a symbol of love, altruism and belonging then the antichrist is a symbol that reflects the opposite values of invigorated competition, strife, segregation, xenophobia and division. It reflects values in us that are anti-altruistic. If `God is in us'27 then so is the antichrist. 

This leads to the idea that the antichrist rules when there is vigorous competition, when we turn from the sick and the poor; do not protect our ecologies, lose sight of the scared, and when we support leaders who privilege us at the expense of others. I do not fear the coming of an antichrist `as a person,' for there are many potential people who could fulfil this role now, if the chance became available to them. Rather, I fear the increasing evidence that we are all becoming more selfish, protecting our own self-interests and creating a more and more polarised spiritual impoverished materialistic world (see next chapter). The antichrist is in all of us. Leaders may arise who simply ride on this wave of our values and conduct them, peddling and inflaming Xenophobic and combative values. The will speak in the language of what we should fear, how we should defend ourselves – and if we listen we march blindly onwards.


Conflicts in the Self
From an evolutionary point of view the potentials of the self (with its various biosocial goals, modules and strategies) can give rise to considerable inconsistencies. For example, we may pray to a God of love as we go into war and drop bombs on people. We may regard this as unfortunate but not see much basic conflict in it. We may come to believe that God wants us to fight "the evil." Psychologists have noted that when we behave in ways that are in conflict with our attitudes we change our attitudes and beliefs; this is called cognitive dissonance. So on the whole we don't like too much internal conflict and bend our attitudes and beliefs to fit with our behaviour. To put this another way we can develop various `justifications' for the way we are feeling and behaving. In our last chapter we saw that we can behave cruelly when we deny and block off our feelings of empathy for others, and operate with fairly crude evolved strategies (e.g., some groups are superior to others; its okay for men to have sex before marriage but not women, etc.) We saw how problematic some of our justifications can be. 

At times, however, we may feel our conflicts all too painfully. And these conflicts arise from what we feel inclined to do and what we think the authorities want or demand that we do. Jesus (the story goes) was in conflict of whether to allow himself to be crucified. Clearly he had no wish to be so, but in the end accepted what (he thought) his father (God) wanted of him. He submitted to God's will. If the very founder of a religion is prepared to lay down his life to fit with the design and plans of a dominant authority then it is not too surprising, if his followers would not also be confronted with such conflicts. To do what is expected of us can take considerable courage.

One way to reduce conflicts is to reduce complexity; to think in black and white terms; i.e., right-wrong, good-bad. And a second way is simply to look to the authority for `what is good what is bad, what is right and what is wrong'. A religion cannot easily control people, and restrain intragroup competition if at every point it says `look things are complex, everything is a grey area'. And we suggested in chapter 8 that people often prefer more simple messages, and authorities tend to lose their power if they have no clear answers and messages to give. 

So understandably the Bible often lays out God's commandments; with appeals to his higher wisdom. More often than not the bible simply divides people into good and bad, wicked and saved, chosen from and unchosen - more fitting to Hollywood than real life. Indeed, there is increasing concern that Hollywood, which has always peddled simple solutions to complex problems (e.g., violence is necessary to deal with evil, good guys against bad guys, the mentality of the Power Rangers – how to make more money) is beginning to wake up to the enormous financial potential from simplistic Christian morality and are forming worrying unions with the right wing. So we have two problems here. First, is the tendency to seek clarity and get our of the grey areas; to reduce doubt by reducing complexity. Second, is to turn seek the `wisdom' or proscriptions of the dominant authorities. 

But from these two a third arises. Supposing the dominant authorities are actually following basic reproductive strategies, so that their solutions and proscriptions actually start to look remarkably like basic primate life scripts. What might these look like: How about if they were honest and said that our evolved nature tells us to `form dominance hierarchies; submit to those above you; control female sexuality; control subordinate sexual behaviour; wage war on those who do not submit to authority or who obey other authorities, punish those who do not obey the rules; be altruistic to insiders; don't worry about complex morality and follow simple doctrine of dos and don'ts as you have been told them.' But then honest insights or what drives some of our harmful behaviours  are not their strong points. 

Sexual and Gender Confusions
One of our common and destructive conflicts can be around issues of male-female. Fisher,
 notes how some of the early Christians inherited ideas from the Greeks which were anti-sex, anti-female and anti-body, and these were linked with authoritarian attitudes. These attitudes have caused more than a little craziness. In Matthew 19 Jesus is said to give a pretty intolerant view on divorce. The possibility of spouse abuse and so forth, aren't mentioned, nor the complexity of martial relationships. It is all rather simple, recipe stuff. Only recently has the marriage service dropped the idea that women should obey their husbands. The Gnostics had very different views on each of these. They were less hierarchical, were suspicious about some of Jesus' claims to be divine (rather just another prophet) saw sex as important and were egalitarian in their relationships with women. But Paul, who was to shape the future of the church, and introduce harsh and divisive gendered attitudes into Christianity was basically of an autocratic type of mind. He was a self-selected persecutor of Christians before his conversion and keen on writing his own words down for prosperity afterwards. Indeed, he was the first `Christian' to do so.
 Frankly he was a disaster for Christianity.

Most of the patriarchal, monotheistic religions have been very much engaged in amplifying gender differences rather than reducing them. This causes enormous problems to our internal psychology and social relationships. Once male domination spread through the religion then females came to occupy highly subordinate positions and further fuel was added to beliefs that women should obey their men-folk. When David Jerkins, the arch-bishop of Durham, argued that the virgin birth should not be taken literally he was met with a hail of abuse. But the Jerkins, Spongs and Cupitts of the faith are not main stream - at least amongst the laity. When the church of England tried to ordain women it was threatened with a major split. The archetype to maintain a male hierarchy was strong indeed - although at least some clergy recognised that God may well transcend male and female and the spiritual quest may require us to do likewise. At the time when the Church of England were debating these issues, Walter Schwartz, the religious correspondent of the Guardian, spoke to the Chief Rabbi in Britain on these matters. The answer was clear enough. Women could never become rabbis, because as a religion of revelation, God has expressly forbidden it. So we are still stuck in the old ways, following patterns of relating laid out long ago. 

The religious attitudes to sexual behavioural, the body and women has been a source of much suffering. In some parts of the world adultery is still a stoning offense - usually of women. At their height witch burning is believed to have claimed 3 million women throughout Europe. Our attitudes and intolerance to homosexual and lesbian relationships are still fuelled by those of a religious frame of mind. The idea that homosexuality is unnatural is actually quite false. For example, our nearest relatives the bonobos are very bisexual. Indeed, lesbian relationships play a key role in female bonding.
 In fact, the relationship of sexuality to the evolution of human social behaviour is complex but does not suggest either homo or bi-sexuality as uncommon, and truth be told, freed from fear it would not be today. The fear of homosexuality and lesbianism is do with our own fears, especially masculine fears. The `sin' surrounding sexuality has often been intense even of masturbation, which we now know to be a perfectly normal activity. Indeed, the guilt and shame that has been incorporated into sexuality has been a source of torment for many. The suppression of sexual knowledge and activity has been intense and often motivated by religious beliefs.
 The invention of celibacy for the priesthood by the church was to make the priesthood seem somehow different from the rest of us and thus give them some authority/status/prestige over us.32 This does not mean, of course, that celibacy is without deep personal meaning only that when it is enforced it can produce problems - including various deceptions and abuses.

Although the problems of population control cannot be solved by contraception alone, and we should indeed increase calls for the education and raising the status and choices of women, and the sharing of resources of the rich with the poor, it seems to me crazy and grossly immoral for some clerics to be so anti-contraception and rely on the fear of disobedience to get their way. But it is more than this. There can also be, in male dominated groups, a positive denigration of female sexuality, a certain contemptuousness, as well as attempts to exclude females from positions of influence. For example, menstruation can be seen as unclean and contaminating of the male and there is something shaming in female sexuality.
 Because of the fear of the sexual (and all its strange fantasies), possible female exploitation of their sexuality to get them power, plus male fears of female defections to other males, men have used religion to control female sexuality. Moreover, females can be blamed for tempting males, exciting their passions and encouraging certain sexual practices (a theme going back to Genesis). This lets men off the hook. Males are rendered powerless to female desires and this enables them to avoid punishment - a theme many females have complained of in modern law. Moreover, if women are abused this leads to a sense that women somehow `deserved it' or had `invited it', i.e., victim blaming. There have then been abuses of power perpetrated by old, often unmarried men (in the case of Christian sects) giving rulings on things like contraception and homosexuality. They, no more than anyone else, knows what kind of sex God is concerned with.

Caring and Internalisation
Alongside these fairly obvious attempts to impose a morality, based on reproductive strategies of dominant males, has been a morality derived from attachment and altruism. These also invite us to form alliances and to be charitable; that selfishness fragments groups and leads to conflicts. So a God of love often operates in the same spaces as a God of prohibition (and status giving). The problem is that the God of altruisms can be costly. So although one might expect that being rich, seeing the poverty in the world yet being a Christian might cause conflicts, this rarely seems to be so. Our altruisms are limited by self-interest. Nevertheless, it would be incorrect to say that the ideals of sibling (brother and sister) love are not important ideals. Nor that reflection on the experiences of love and compassion are not among the most healing of experiences. Indeed, a religion without some appeals to altruism and kindness would be fairly barbaric and I suspect in the end would be over thrown because, on the whole, we tend to feel much better in groups of mutually supporting loving others. In fact, some of most important changes to have taken place in the spiritual quest have been those that speak to the internal dimension of the spiritual and the recognition that a competitive rank focused striving for superiority, dominance and prestige is not helpful on the journey of enlightenment. Be it via prayer19 or meditation we are gradually coming around to the focus on love and moving away from threats of punishment and exclusion. When religion helps us to focus on caring and healing and removes the down rank threats then I believe it be one agent that is not only able to smooth interpersonal relationships, but also helps us to be more relaxed in ourselves. A caring God softens our rank psychology. As Eisler8 points out, there are, both inside us and outside us, tensions between the dominating Gods and the Gods of love and partnership.


Some Recent Changes
At the end of an exploration into the history of Christianity, Gascoigne29 notes that the modern scientific insights have lead to many different responses. I would like to briefly explore some of these.

One has been to gradually disengage from the `written word' and to push further into the nature of love and internal development. It has been a movement away from primitive dominant-subordinate relationships. Gascoigne quotes from the influential existential theologian Paul Tillich:


That depth is what the word God means. And if that word has not much meaning for you, translate it, and speak of the depths of your life, of the source of your being, of your ultimate concern, of what you take seriously without any reservation. Perhaps, in order to do so, you must forget everything traditional that you have learned about God , perhaps even the word itself. (p 268).

This dropping of obedience to words of `the authority,' written thousands of words ago, is probably one of the most important transitions to a new spiritual search that does not start from concern with a dominant authority. It becomes a very internal search for meaning.

A second change has been that Christianity has been significantly influenced by modern psychological studies of the distressed mind and how to heal it. Indeed, pastoral counselling has now incorporated many ideas from psychological counselling. Before the 1920's the way religious counselling was conducted was mostly with trying to interpret the doctrines and texts. However, as Jones
 points out his can also be a two way process and psychologists and counsellors could be more articulate about their spiritual beliefs. Indeed, spiritual questions remain important for the majority of people and often cannot be ignored in people's search for meaning. 

A third approach have been the efforts to link the notions of God with science and modern physics, such as the whole nature of consciousness. This can be grasped via meditation and increasing of self-awareness. Amit Goswami
 who is Professor of Physics at the University of Oregon, says 


The fundamental unverifiable (in the scientific sense) idealistic metaphysic is a one liner: Consciousness is the ground of all being and our self-consciousness is That consciousness. (p 270)

This is a theme with strong echoes in various Eastern religions and also transpersonal psychology.4 In this view the evolved mind creates patterns in the field(s) of consciousness. Consciousness is without form itself, the material world and the evolved mind gives it forms and shapes. The brain then is a pattern generator of some kind. By developing our consciousness of consciousness (through say meditation) we become more able to see these patterns and in the psychology (desires hopes and goals) of our egos. What I am is a pattern of (in) consciousness. I like these ideas (although my physics is dreadful). Such ideas do suggest why brain activity is the basis for specific egos, feelings and cognitions etc. Clearly there is no ultimate justice principle, or supreme judge here. While some scientists see these ideas as quite whacky, others are increasingly attracted to these Buddhist-like beliefs, in part because they cannot accept God as a dominant authority and yet want some kind of spiritual quest.

These are just three examples where issues of our possible spiritual nature are developing in fascinating (to me) directions. But another response has been to move in the opposite direction. Some religious teachers especially fundamentalists hold tightly to the literal truth of the Bible and written word and thus maintain fairly hierarchical structures which persuades through claims of power and authority. And as in modern day Raves, they recognise that various social forms of coming together, to sing and dance, can given people strong feelings of pleasure and relatedness. Indeed, I have often wondered if the feelings ignited by the modern rave are similar to those of these all dancing and signing religions. More importantly, perhaps, people can be easily open to suggestion once in these states of mind. They tend to excite passions rather than calm them. And in high states of arousal people can and do experience all manner of things. Moreover, this approach to God offers very contradictory advice and is easily recruited by the political right who, in fact, have rather less interest in caring and sharing and rather more interest in protecting their own privileges. We will focus on some alternatives to these style in later chapter we when look in more detail at the role of compassion.

Followers want Action
Throughout history there have been many attempts to write and re-write our relationships with God. In so doing we are also creating our own sense of self. So powerful is the God archetype that one cannot enter into it or out of it with out saying something fundamental about our sense of self. Taylor
 has chartered these issues brilliantly. But it is not just the sense of self that we are concerned with here, although undoubtedly our changing sense of self, foraged in new economic climates, the movements of science, and insight of our origins from an evolutionary understanding, has done much to place our relationship with God under serious strain. It is the fact that any external God who is also in the world is either useful or not, is either compassionate or not. And compassion cannot be conditional otherwise it is simply the demand for obedience in another disguise. 

Schopenhauer (1789-1860) had no doubt in his arguments with Hegel that God could not exist because life was so terrifyingly brutish. All we could do, he suggested, is create our own meanings. Only then could we be free. Later the existential writers would claim similar. But the tragedies of our war torn history have made one thing clear. God does not intervene on a personal level, or if he does, in individual cases, it is so pathetically small as to be worthless and a example, of how by not acting in other domains (like the holocaust) he remains barbaric. So the followers are gradually leaving the stage to an empty spotlight, sadder but may be wiser. The God of the jealousies and insecurities of the old prophets and of the loving God of Jesus proved impotent when it mattered. The external God never did give us anything of real worth, no knowledge, no science, no way to cure the sick, now power to change our genes and our crazy psychology that goes back to the reptiles. Simple promises and prohibitions are no longer enough – unless you are poor, frightened,  and uneducated making it easy for people to exploit your fears.

Conclusion
We will never stop people finding solace in the idea of God, as someone who loves them. Nor will we stop people having powerful emotional experiences of God with or without the help of some charismatic leader the excites the archetypal in us. Nor will people stop finding God a useful vehicle to project them into war, to live out their vengeful desires and so on. Of course, the fact that God and religion can be used as a focus for our human projections of internal needs and conflicts says nothing about any ultimate reality. Atheism is as based on ignorance as any other faith. Indeed, for all the bad reasons for religion there are an equal number of positive ones, as Schumaker's chapter makes clear.

More and more people are turning to science to answer these questions. For example, the study of out of the body, near death experiences and parapsychology may yet again show how ignorant we have all been.
 However, recent work suggests that near death experiences may be the result of various changes in the brain at the point of death and these experiences can be simulated in the laboratory by brain stimulation. Nevertheless, I certainly believe that these are extremely important areas of study, and the scientist in me remains fascinated. I would not close the door on such research as some might wish to do. But that is for the future. Although many recognise that science may have liberated us from some of our fears of God and that faith is not a good idea, science has failed to acknowledge the importance of our human needs for relationship. To date, apart from medicine and a few inventions that make life easier it has failed to provide much of substance to our emotional selves. Indeed, many of its inventions have made things much worse, in our factory produced lives, high risers, decaying cities, arms of mass destruction, germ warfare, environmental destruction, factory farming and so on and so on.

So religion and spirituality will remain the focus for many to seek new answers and lift their heads above the ordinary and humdrum, to look to higher ideals and meaningful relationships into which they can project their hopes. And this makes religion still a powerful potential force for change - if we can help it evolve and make plain it's need to drop the competitive psychology they so infects it. As many authors make clear religion and the spiritual quest can be enormously enriching, and helpful in the maturation of the self and mental health.43 Moreover, there are certain types of knowledge that may only be gained by reflection and developing awareness. You can read all you like about sex but have no real idea of it until you try it, and even then your experience of it maybe quite different first time round to having practised twenty years later. This is why so many are now turning to opportunities to learn through direct experiences and to be distrusting of mimicry of texts and authorities.41 Education invites us to question, not just obey.

What seems clear is that religion and spiritual experience is central to many people. Even Freud recognised that repression of the quest for spiritual understanding could be as dangerous as a repressed sexuality. Jung even more so. However, as Armstrong says,2 we should be more open with people about religious history, social contexts and the psychology that some leader-follower relationships excite and inflate for these can be emotionally powerful yet also deeply irrational and destructive. All we can suggest here is that, like Aristotle said, we do not really know. So we could spend more time thinking about our own internal psychology and try not be threatened or subordinated into a beliefs of uncertain origins which can be used to split and divide ourselves and others. Maybe we should reclaim our God as part of ourselves and then see where we go from there.




� Old Zen saying. Had they known about the way the limbic system forms or how reasoning can relay on conviction and how something feels (see chapter 2) they might have said; "limbic certainty no enlightenment".








� Armstrong, K. (1994) A History of God. London: Mandarin Books. Armstrong found her early Catholicism frightening, as many do with its ideas of Hell and Purgatory, and after living as a Nun turned to an academic career to explore the basis of religious belief. This is a very scholarly and fascinating book that is not anti-spiritual in any sense but recognises that it is how we create our Gods that is the problem.  








� Wenegrat, B. (1990) not only gives a very clear exposition of the sociobiological approach to psychology in general, but also an eloquent account of how Jung's concept of archetype fits with modern sociobiological ideas. He uses the concept of archetype to explore the internal basis for the construction of social relating and also how this can throw light on the nature of religion and the subjective experiences of God. He also reviews much fascinating research on the psychology of religion. In my view, however, he focuses more on the attachment and parent-child archetypes in human-God relationships and not, as we shall do here, the dominant subordinate. This is not to deny their importance but only to say that the reader interested in those themes can find them well articulated by Wenegrat. 





� Wilber, K. (1983). Wilber has written much on a transpersonal approach to religion. He focuses on how we acquire knowledge and how it can be used to gain insights or blind us.





� Watts, F. and  Williams, M. (1998) argued that religious understanding and experience can be understood with recourse to the same basic psychological mechanisms of cognition and emotion that underlie all forms of human behaviour. There is nothing fundamentally different in the psychology of religious knowing from than other forms of knowledge. 





� The sociobiologist, Richard Dawkins, has referred to religious ideas as a viruses of the mind. These beliefs have a strong `replicate function,' shaping attitudes, values and social behaviours, and thus contaminate generation after generation. He was dubious of religious vocational training existing within `academic' institutions because they violate basic scientific methods of study.





� Schumaker, J.F. (1992) has given a very good overview of these different beliefs and arguments for and against the benefits of religion. 





� Eisler, R. (1990). She shows how religious ideals reflect patterns of social organisation. 





� As quoted in Baumeister, R.F. (1991)  





� Hattenstone, S. (1995). 





� Baumeister, R.F. (1991). This is an excellent book and looks at many aspects of life where meaning creation is key to how we feel and behave.





� For a different way of thinking about the functions and forms of religious beliefs from a transpersonal approach see Wilber, K. (1983).





� Blaiklock, E.M. (1983). Personally, I found the Confessions a reflection of a rather fearful man in need of ingratiating himself to God by continually telling God how he (God) was so great and important and he himself so small and in need of grace and forgiveness. It is a highly submissive psychology. But the idea that knowledge of God comes from knowledge of self was advance by Augustine. This view, that we use the idea of God to explore and understand ourselves better was central to Jung and has been given and a new (and different) focus by Watts, F. and Williams, M. (1988). Both are clinical and academic psychologists of some repute and both hold deeply christian beliefs. They explore the idea that in prayer we are brought into new relationships with ourselves and that our understanding of God depends on normal psychological process of cognition and emotion.





� Yalom, I.D. (1980) has written beautifully on these themes in his book Existential Psychotherapy and explores how so many forms of psychological suffering are centred on these themes. It had a deep effect on me when I read it some years ago.





� See Armstrong, K. (1994) Symington, N. (1994) and Wilber, K. (1983) for different views of these changes.





� It is of course possible to see that God may not desire, nor need, nor be interested in having his greatness proclaimed. Indeed, looked through the lens of different archetypal patterns we may see that this focus on greatness and `marvelment' as a delusion thrown up by our rank psychology. Many spiritual people have recognised this and suggest that the first movement to a deeper spirituality is to drop all this submissive behaviour and need for proclaiming greatness stuff. The nature of spiritual relating may come from something else entirely, which is to do with internal experiences that cut through God as leader, creator, judge, father, commander and so forth. 





� Rowe, D. (1992) has written in depth on the themes of unquestioning subordination, and beliefs in a just world and universe.





� It is sometimes thought that Buddhism is free of all this. But sadly no. Certainly, earlier Buddhist teachings had a view that one could be reincarnated in a kind of hell if you were very bad in this life (Harvey, P. 1990). True, the idea of karma gets around the problem of a punitive authority, but still it holds to the idea that one can be punished for wrong doing. Here one is simply caught up in a system of reward to the good and down-grades at the time of rebirth if one has been bad or unenlightened. To be fair to Buddhist's it is a lot less fear inducing than other religions and has certainly not delighted in the cruelties that monotheistic religions have. Moreover, its focus on compassion is illuminating as we shall discuss later. Nevertheless, with its concern to escape the re-birth cycle and the importance of karma it still has a fear based (good is rewarded bad is punished) element. Physical diseases instead of being seen as plain bad luck and the variation of the genes are linked with good and bad actions in this and/or previous lives. It is in the end a person blaming system. One only has to start to think about this for a moment and then one ends in many and hopeless paradoxes. Taoism has no such ideas as karma.





� Watts, F. and Williams, M. (1988).





� Burford, E.J. and Shulman, S. (1992).





� You can of course make a claim that pulling people together under one leader and controlling their sexual competitive behaviour is adaptive to the group. Indeed, many of the behaviours that are view as sins are those of adultery, covertness, stealing murder etc which are all been seen as distributive to  group living. Unfortunately women do not do so well from these efforts to control male competition.





� Mann, M. (1986). See also Eisler, R. (1991).





� Another aspect to this is an anti-predator defense. Here the fears are of being hunted and ripped a part of devoured. These often appear in horror movies, and the Devil is often portrayed in devouring reptilian forms.





� It is understandable that this internalisation of an ever watchful other would have great appeal to those interested in social control. It helps to protect against cheating. Thus The religious person might say don't masturbate and God can see you if you do.





� Chance, M.R.A. (1988). This edited book looks at how attention structure can influence and be influenced by the rank hierarchy and whether the rank is friendly or aggressive.





� Another possibility as to why we create entrapped relationships is more positive in the sense that we benefit from them, actively create them and are frightened of losing them. In children, constant vigilance to the mother and alarm if the mother moves too far away from the infant is common. Here, then maintaining attention on the (protecting, powerful) other is a security seeking mechanism. Again in religion the idea of a dominant protecting, loving other who watches over us is common. Also common can be the sense that mother is not only always watching but also knows what we do and think and has the answers to our problems (which well she might when we are young). It is not uncommon in therapy for patients to believe that the therapist or group leader has all kinds of powers, talents and abilities to solve problems, which as therapy works invariable leads to a working through of the disappointment that this is not true. So attachment and clinginess can produce a desire to be close, and in a way trap the other from moving away from us.





� Freeman, A. (1993). I thought this was a very well argued little book, although I don't agree with his conclusions about the absence of life after death. I don't see how anyone can make statements on that. We simply don't know and arguments are unlikely to prove it one way or another. Nor do I agree that only by giving up a belief in a life here after can be appreciate more `the moment'. As an evolutionist I am more inclined to believe that the evolution of consciousness is itself a mystery and it is possible that this material life is just one of the forms for it mutation and evolution - however wacky that might sound - and it may not just sound wacky, of course! 





� Symington, N. (1994).





� Gascoigne, B. (1977).





� Romer, J. (1988).








� Hattenstone, S. (1995)








� Baigent, M., Leigh, R. and Lincoln, H. (1982). This book gives a very detailed overview of the development and mysteries of the christian church and the rise of the Catholic church. It pursues a set of interesting and at times disturbing ideas about the social and political constructions of christianity.





� Taylor, C. (1989).





� Fisher, S. (1989).





� Paul probably also had various sexual confusions of his own. His background was in the strict Jewish hierarchy, and he had shown strong authoritarian tendencies before his `conversion,' being known as a persecutor of christian sects, and he had a contemptuous attitude to egalitarianism of the gnostics. He clearly needed to work for a dominant male leader. Many see the seeds of Christian patriarchy and gender oppression as given new life through him (shaming women and sexual confusions reach back to Genesis, of course). Having Roman citizenship gave him huge advantages in his work and abilities to travel. To an old cynic like me one would have to consider the possibility that, perhaps unconsciously, Paul suddenly recognised he could remain a small fish in a big sea (the Jewish faith) or play a big part in a new developing one. Certainly, if he had not converted to Christianity, his name would never have appeared in history.





� de Waal, F. (1995).





� Porter, R. and Hall, L. (1995) argue that this is a simplistic view and the repression of sexuality and knowledge is far more complex than that simply derived from religious values. Indeed, religious values themselves are derived from other discourses to do with power and privilege. I agree, but nevertheless, perhaps because I listen to patients with fears of sexuality I still think that repression of sexuality and efforts to fit with a religiously ordained form of sexuality remain valid and important experiences. 





� Gregor, T. (1990) Male dominance and sexual coercion. See also Tejirian, E. (1990). The first part of the book is about the psychoanalytic treatment of an obsessional condition that turned our to be a fear of homosexuality. However, the second part is dedicated to an exploration of the expression of sexuality in western religions and cross-cultural contexts - a fascinating read brimming with ideas and insights. For feminist explorations see Burford, E.J. and Shulman, S. (1992), Ussher, J. (1991).





� Jones, S.L. (1994) offers a fascinating discussion of the potential overlaps between religious `knowing' and scientific `knowing.'





� Goswami, A. (1993) My problem here is that I struggle to under the physics. And I tend to distrust experiences induced by altered states of mind, be these meditative, drug or some other; I have seen too many psychotic people who know they are in tune with God for me to take such things seriously. Altered states, worked for over many years or not, may be just tricks of the brain. And I am not too keen on faith. But may be I lack gnosis. I'm still working on it though. What I do believe is that we should not close the door on our inquiry into a possible spiritual self or selves.





� McGhee, M. (1995)





� Taylor, C. (1992) Sources of the Self: The Making of the Modern Identity. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.





� Schumarker, J.F. (1992) An excellent book of readings.





� At the time of writing Dr Peter Fenwick, at the Institute of Psychiatry in London is currently engaged in a research project with a few cardiology departments. Objects have been placed at strategic places that can only be seen from above. If people who have near death experiences can later identify these objects then maybe there will be evidence that regardless of what the brian is doing consciousness has in some sense become detached. Although one hesitates to suggest it, the fact that the brain may show certain changes near death or that these can be invoked in laboratories points to the complexity of mind-body-spirit interactions but not necessarily disproves completely the idea of some kind of consciousness existing outside of the body. As of now it is very useful to see these important facets of our lives being carefully researched. The answers may yet surprise us all and point to something completely different than any one has yet thought of. Who knows. Personally, I do have a suspicion about life after death, and see consciousness as the real mystery not easily explained away by complex neurophysiology and cognitive models. Maybe the new attempts to marry the insights from modern physics with religion might give us a new focus. This may just be my existential fear, of course. But the role of genes on personality and the way beliefs and types of internal experiences are often created by social contexts makes me extremely dubious of simple explanations peddled in popular religions.








