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This is dedicated to my mum, who is an absolute trooper and takes life right on the chin. No meds, no mind-altering substances of any kind, ever. On the contrary, the experience of real, unadulterated, challenging and testing life. In her opinion, there's more valleys than mountain tops.


Nietzsche said, ‘To live is to suffer, to survive is to find some meaning in the suffering’. Not dissimilar, George Orwell said, ‘Most people get a fair amount of fun out of their lives, but on balance life is suffering, and only the very young or very foolish imagine otherwise’. Henry David Thoreau concedes, ‘The mass of men lead lives of quiet desperation’ (he said that over 100 years ago).


This is also dedicated to brother-bear, and my dad. Thanks Dad for the funds to enable my profession as a ‘gentleman’s scientist’. I also want to ‘high five’ my furry boys’ aka jazz kats. Aldous Huxley advised, ‘If you want to write, keep cats’, and Eckhart Tolle (author of ‘The Power of Now’) said, ‘I have lived with several Zen masters – all of them cats’ (p.157).


And to all my brothers and sisters, also on this journey and equally thinking ‘shut the front door’. This life is truly crazy and then we die.


‘The Truth is also seeking the seeker’.
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An Existential Crisis
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‘You Choose Your Choice’
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With regards to the title of this book, (for those not familiar with the term), an existential crisis uncoils when we freak out regarding the possible meaninglessness of life. We can feel overwhelming anxiety and nausea at the futility of it all. It appears we’re here for a look around, and then we’re toast. Hence, it seems pointless, with no intrinsic value. It’s said we only get one chance at life, and so we have to make it count. But does it matter, does anything really matter? Death is another source of angst, since no-one really knows what happens when we die.


Bertrand Russell (1872-1970), renowned for representing scientific humanism, spoke about the night of nothingness. He said, ‘There is no darkness without, and when I die there will be darkness within. There is no splendour, no vastness, anywhere; only triviality for a moment, and then nothing’. Whilst arguably palatable, this comfortably materialistic ‘theory’ conflicts with reports from those who die, sometimes for days, then return and insist that consciousness survives death.


It’s understood that secular humanism usurped God, since religion is irrelevant at best and harmful at worst. Suicide bombers, enough said. Thus, human reason and scientific technology became the authority on life, and psychiatry our moral cornerstone. It’s contended that people cling onto religion and spiritualism, because like a balm, it soothes existential panic and dread. Or maybe there’s more to it. Maybe we’ve been led to believe this supposition?


It appears the universe has evolved to think about itself, at least through us, since it’s innate to ask the Big Questions. Namely, where are we, what’s the point, and what happens when we die. It seems we’re predisposed to literally look up and wonder? Like, when we’re not distracted, and on our own, away from the crowd, we look up to the expansive night sky and twinkling stars with earnest wonder. The core of us needs to know.


The world is so intoxicatingly beautiful, yet so evil, particularly behind the scenes. Indeed, life is like one big motion picture. We’re part of the greatest show on Earth, but no-one’s watching except us? Quantum physics however tells us someone is watching, as consciousness is part of the bigger picture. It’s possible some ten year old kid is playing a computer game in his basement which conjures up our reality. We’re living in a simulation?


We’re ‘educated’, courtesy of the state, to believe that we’re here because of a massive explosion that happened eons ago. An insane amount of energy appeared from nowhere, for no reason, despite the first rule of thermodynamics that states energy can’t be created or destroyed. But like other important details, like the biogenesis law, that life can only come from existing life, we park these inconvenient truths.


So, from nothing, came everything. And we came from pond scum. Our brains, the most complex structure in the universe, evolved from goo. Incredibly sophisticated DNA codes randomly organised themselves. It’s literally insane how many conditions are required for life, despite billions of years. It’s statistically impossible. But miraculously we’re here. It’s noted, the God hypothesis remains off the table. Intelligent design is not accepted as an alternative scientific theory. So, we’re either a happy or not so happy accident, depending on perspective.


We also apparently live on a spinning globe that circles the sun, and spins through the universe at insane speeds. Once the telescope established that no heaven was ‘visible’ around the solar system, the idea was superseded in mainstream science. Thus, it’s purported there is no heaven up there or hell below us. John Lennon’s song ‘Imagine’ embedded this idea in our minds, in addition to the seemingly noble aspiration for the world to live as ‘One’. So, there is no God but there might be aliens?


It would appear that nothing is at it appears to be. Like, it doesn’t feel like we’re zipping through space, and surely it would be tricky for planes to land on a moving earth? And the sun appears to circle the earth, moving from east to west, like the moon. And the stars never change. Hence, they’ve been named since the beginning of time.


But moreover, as Bertrand Russell states, ‘physicists assure us there is no such thing as matter, and psychologists assure us there is no such thing as mind’ (cited in ‘In Praise of Idleness’, 1935 p.159-160). Atomic physics destroyed the illusion of matter, (since matter is largely empty space), and neuroscience destroyed the illusion of self and freewill. Mental activity is reduced to physical activity of the body. As it transpires, our brains choose our choice before the thought ever enters our mind. Consciousness appears to be some kind of by-product. This seems counterintuitive since we have an overwhelming sense that ‘we’ choose. So, we don’t have a soul, and ‘mind’ is more of a concept.


Russell concedes this is an unprecedented occurrence, since back in the day, people believed they were a soul/mind. They were told that, but now we’re told the diametric opposite, and we believe that? It’s conveyed we’re smarter now, more evolved than Neanderthals living in caves. Our science and technology is immense. Or maybe we’re not smarter now. Maybe the ancients were smarter as they were closer to the truth than us? Hence, modern physics is now confirming the wisdom of cabala, Jewish mysticism, regarding the fact we live in a multidimensional universe. It would appear we’re a subset of a far larger reality. And the ancients knew this. They were au fait with other dimensions.


We ‘see’ almost nothing, less than 1% of the visible light spectrum, which corroborates with the cabala that states we see 1% of reality and 99% is hidden. Science has created a religion, atheism, out of the observable, which is ironically couched in the unobservable, like dark matter and energy (which constitutes 95% of the universe).


Russell Di-Carlo (author) wrote, ‘materialistically bound, traditional science assumes that anything that cannot be measured, tested in a laboratory, or probed by the five senses or their technological extensions simply doesn’t exist. It’s not ‘real’. The consequence: all of reality has been collapsed into physical reality. Spiritual, or what I would call non-physical, dimensions of reality have been run out of town’ (cited in Tolle, 2011 p.XVIII).


Scott Peck (1936-2005), psychiatrist and author, similarly said, ‘The use of measurement has enabled science to make enormous strides in understanding the material universe. But by virtue of its success, measurement has become a kind of scientific tool. The result is an attitude on the part of many scientists of not mere scepticism but outright rejection of anything that cannot be measured. It is as if they were to say, “what we cannot measure, we cannot know; there is no point worrying about what we cannot know; therefore, what cannot be measured is unimportant and unworthy of investigation”. Because of this attitude many scientists exclude from their serious consideration all matters that are – or seem to be – intangible. Including, of course, the matter of God’ (Along the Road Less Travelled and Beyond, 1997 p.245).


The invisible world, (by its very nature), cannot be explained by science whose means of investigations are limited i.e. it can’t be observed, weighed, measured. It’s like the elephant in the room. Paul McKenna concedes, ‘As so often in the realm of the paranormal, we find an unwillingness to accept what we do not understand’. And further, ‘some of the most fascinating and mysterious secrets of our universe are being ignored by scientists for no better reason than that they do not fit with the current paradigm – the mindset of the scientific community’ (p.63 and p.73). However, it seems this rhetoric is changing, with the advance of modern physics?


Nikola Tesla (1856-1943), scientific genius, said, ‘The day science begins to study non-physical phenomena, it will make more progress in one decade than in all previous centuries of existence’. But moreover, Tesla admitted he was given inventions from the spirit world. He said on his deathbed, that he would leave a pad of paper and pen by his bedside, before he went to bed, and in the morning, inventions would be written down for him (not in his handwriting). So, that’s weird? And it’s also bemusing that the two most famous rocket scientists, Werner Von Braun and Hermann Oberth, claimed they ‘were helped from people from other worlds’. It seems there are aliens?


Fundamentally, it seems we’ve been lied to. As Jonathan Black highlights, in his book ‘The Secret History of the World’ (2010), ‘Could the very people who have done most to form today’s scientifically orientated and materialistic world view secretly have believed something else? Newton, Kepler, Voltaire, Paine, Washington, Franklin, Tolstoy, Dostoyevsky, Edison, Wilde, Gandhi, Duchamp: could it be true that they were initiated into a secret tradition, taught to believe in the power of mind over matter and that they were able to communicate with incorporeal spirits?’ (p.20)


But people are beginning to wake up? We’re beginning to realise there’s more going on than what we ‘see’. Paracelsus (1493-1541), alchemical genius, said, ‘anyone who peremptorily denies the existence of anything beyond the horizon of his understanding, because it doesn’t harmonise with his or sciences accepted opinions, is arguably a slave to those opinions he has accepted’.


In the Bible, in Proverbs 18:13, we’re told, ‘He that answereth a matter before he heareth it, it is folly and shame unto him’. Like, how many people have an opinion on the Bible, yet they’ve never read it? This is not accidental siblings.


Einstein said, ‘Condemnation without investigation is the height of ignorance’. He also said, ‘Be a loner. That gives you time to wonder, to search for the truth. Have holy curiosity. Make your life worth living’.


Look up.
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My starting point is I want to know the truth. Like, are our leaders’ haunted perverts that worship Satan? And who is God exactly, given the myriad conjectures. And who else is out there, doing the astral fandango on non-physical dimensions.


And respectively share this truth. Yet I have been consistently told (during my journey writing this book) that no-one cares. The sentiment seems to be that people don’t care that they’ve been indoctrinated with lies about the most important aspects of life. They’re happy to be distracted by facebook and football and soul-destroying soaps.


But we’re not happy, as evidenced by depressing mental health statistics. It seems that in our vacant alpha state, we follow the script we’ve been given, coupled with our conditioned dopamine (feel-good brain chemical). We get a dopamine hit when ‘EastEnders’ plays its intro music. We’re chuffed our favourite ‘programme’ is starting. And we get a hit knowing that ‘our friends’ on facebook ‘like’ the fact we’re having macaroni and cheese for dinner.


But arguably more disconcerting, (and regardless of whether we’re happy or not), is that we know we’re being hoodwinked, as everybody knows? The cat is out the bag. Thus, we know we’re programmed, hypnotically entranced, through the TV ‘programmes’ we watch daily. We know ‘the news’ supports governments and international corporations, because they have the same owners (the media is essentially a monopoly). In the US, news anchors literally read the same script.


And we know that much of ‘the news’ we receive is manufactured using advertising companies, who get nicely paid to manage our perception of events. Like the Rendon Group (PR firm), for example, was paid $23 million by the Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) to create anti-Saddam propaganda. Apparently after 9/11 PR became a $200 billion industry.


We know that propaganda is used to manipulate us into illegal wars for corporate gain, and governments use ‘false flags’ to surreptitiously set others up. Like, Hitler classically set fire to the Reichstag, his own government building, and blamed it on the communists. And in Operation Himmler, Nazis (dressed in Polish uniforms) faked attacks on their own people and resources and blamed the Poles as a pretext for starting WW2.


It’s understood Hitler was a pioneer in the art of war, including terrorism. He recognised that ‘fear of attack’ (technique) scares us into trusting our governments to protect us, which enables them to achieve their political goals i.e. we support a war we would otherwise oppose. Hitler said, ‘terrorism is the best political weapon for nothing drives people harder than the fear of sudden death’. Stalin conceded, ‘the easiest way to gain control of a population is to carry out acts of terror. The public will clamour for such laws if their personal security is threatened’.


It’s literally one big set up and they have the audacity to bang on about fake news. Like, in the early 1950s, Israeli agents planted bombs in several buildings in Egypt, including the US diplomatic facilities, then left behind ‘evidence’ implicating the Arabs as the culprits. They got caught when one of the bombs detonated prematurely, allowing the Egyptians to identify the bombers. Russian KGB apparently conducted a wave of bombings in Russia in order to justify war against Chechnya and put Vladimir Putin in power. And the Turkish government were caught bombing its own and blaming it on a rebel group to justify a crackdown on that group.


Or, like the Gulf of Tonkin incident in Vietnam, whereby US military alleged their US destroyers were fired upon by North Vietnamese (they weren’t), to enable the most heinous atrocities, including the illegal use of Agent Orange. That was evil?


Lest we forget Operation Northwoods, the CIA plan to launch a wave of terrorist attacks on US soil (e.g. Washington DC, Miami), and blame Castro, to provide a pretext for invading Cuba. They proposed shooting innocent Americans on the streets, (with people being framed for crimes they didn’t commit), sinking boats carrying refugees from Cuba, and blowing up a ship in Guantanamo Bay. Using phony evidence, all of it would be pinned on Castro. The idea was to trick people and the international community into war against him. But moreover, they also had elaborate plans for destroying US planes.


Like, the plan to stage a Cuban attack on a US Air Force plane, whereby the pilot, under a fake name, would report that he was under attack and then stop transmitting. He would then fly back to base, the plane would be repainted with a new number, and he would resume his real name. Wreckage would be presented to confirm it was a Cuban attack. Another plan was to fake an attack on a civilian plane carrying American college students. This plane would be replaced (intercepted) with a CIA drone, painted to look like the civilian plane. The drone would send out a distress signal that it was under attack by Cuba, and then get blown up. It’s understood JFK wasn’t up for this plan, and other insidious plans, hence he met his demise (courtesy of the CIA) with a magical bullet.


It’s duly noted, the CIA invented the term ‘conspiracy theorist’, to undermine the credible questioners who were challenging the mainstream JFK Jackanory. And since then, anyone who challenges the mainstream account is labelled a conspiracy theorist. But we know mainstream is lame-stream, created by presstitutes. Hence, these are conspiracy facts. William Casey, former CIA director, notably said in the first staff meeting in 1981, ‘We’ll know our disinformation program is complete when everything the American public believes is false’. Say what?


So, we know that wars are by design, and we’ve maimed and killed untold millions for untold billions. And there’s many ways to skin a cat, like training and funding terrorist groups, mercenaries, to use as a proxy war. Like the ‘Bay of Pigs’ fiasco in Cuba, whereby the CIA trained and funded a counter-revolutionary group to overthrow Castro, which failed miserably. Castro was like a cat with 600 lives (he apparently faced more than 600 assassination attempts).


And so it continues, that is, the removal of regimes contrary to global corporate interest. It’s politics, and there’s nothing new under the sun? Divide and conquer is the ultimate strategy. It bodes well to capitalise on differences including sectarian.


But then 9/11 landed, which changed everything. And unlike the aforementioned, the CIA weren’t involved? But rather it was nineteen hijackers, radical Muslims who liked cocaine, strippers, and booze. And weirdly, at least seven of them are still alive. In his book ‘The David Icke Guide to the Global Conspiracy’ (2007) Icke states, ‘No Arab names appear in the passenger lists issued by the airlines, but, within days of the attacks, the FBI were able to name nineteen hijackers and produce their photographs. Seven of these ‘hijackers’ have since been found to be still alive and yet the FBI has never changed its list of those it claims were responsible’ (p.341). Like, apparently Mohammed Atta, the lead hijacker, phoned his dad the next day. So, he was one of the survivors?


And suffice to say, it’s nothing short of ridiculous that the US President continued to listen to a story about a pet goat for half an hour (he was conveniently in a classroom in Florida), after being told America was under attack. And the book was upside down. He didn’t seem surprised at all. The plan was underway?


The world knows about the cosy relationships between the Bin Laden family, the innermost circle of the Saudi royal family, and the Bush family, and the subsequent cosy profits. Lest we forget the mint made in American and United Airlines shares, as investors foreseen the share price would plummet. And the Pentagon’s Budget Analysts office was conveniently destroyed, after Donald Rumsfeld announced $2.3 trillion was missing the day before. You couldn’t make it up. The evidence overwhelmingly suggests we were lied to, as we were regarding the ‘Weapons of Mass Destruction’ (WMD) in Iraq. Indeed, does any rational person actually believe the official stories?


Bush was told (under no uncertain terms) Saddam Hussein had no WMD when he started in office in 2001 (after he seemingly fixed his win and got egged at his inauguration). But then, after 9/11 which had nothing to do with Saddam, we were told that within forty-five minutes we could all be on chemical Shit Street. Propaganda enabled us to annihilate Iraq.


And we know that Dr David Kelly, UN weapons inspector, didn’t top himself. After telling Her Majesty’s Government there were no WMD in Iraq, he told David Broucher, a former British Ambassador, ‘I will probably be found dead in the woods’. And he was. Not dissimilar to Princess Diana, who predicted she’d be bumped off in a car crash. And she was.


It’s noted, Hitler is often quoted for saying, ‘if you tell a big enough lie and tell it frequently enough, it will be believed’. Vladimir Lenin conceded, ‘a lie told often enough becomes the truth’. Like, the terms ‘terrorism’ and ‘9/11’ on repeat on ‘the news’? Repetition is the most basic form of mind control.


So, we know 9/11 was far less about Islam and much more about American hegemony. As Russell Brand (2014) highlights, ‘what is irrefutable is that America has a long history of carrying out invasions to impose the will of its corporate clientele’ (p.312). In his book ‘9-11’ (2001), Noam Chomsky said, ‘the US itself is a leading terrorist state’, and in 2013 he said, ‘Obama, first of all, is running the biggest terrorist operation that exists, maybe in history’. He also said, ‘when foreign policy refers to a situation as stable, its technical meaning is that it’s firmly under US control’.


It’s notably an uncomfortable irony that the west has been outraged by public beheadings, since this is common practice in Saudi Arabia, our ally in the ‘War on Terror’. The severed head is usually sewn back on, and sometimes crucifixion is ordered for public displaying of the beheaded body. According to the UN, beheading is prohibited under International Law under all circumstances, and yet Saudi Arabia is a member of the UN’s Human Rights Council. It’s also noted, whilst the 9/11 hijackers were largely Saudi Arabian, Saudi Arabia wasn’t on the radar unlike other Arab nations.


And we know the ‘War on Terror’, which includes ‘rogue counties’ and ‘invisible enemies’ like biological warfare (manufactured diseases), doesn’t end until they achieve their stated globalist Big Brother goal. Namely, the infamous New World Order (NWO). The global government, with one army or global militarised police, one economy, and one cashless currency linked to a centralised bank via a chip. The UN New World Order project, founded in 2008, aims to achieve its global goals by 2030.


Rumour has it that we’re destined to become micro-chipped zombies of the state, and we’ll love our servitude. It’s said that after 9/11 George Orwell’s dystopian ‘1984’ was realised, as surveillance replaced privacy. Like, we know everything we do is recorded e.g. our phone calls, emails, purchases, internet searches, location. It’s understood China provides the blueprint for the NWO, in terms of its insane surveillance and authoritarian control.


However, it’s also purported that our tyrannical NWO will arise like a phoenix from the ashes of WW3. And further, as outlined by HG Wells, in his book ‘The New World Order’ (1940), the global government is couched in a secular global religion. Thus, ‘conspiracy theorists’ predictions mirror what the Bible tells us about the beast system in the ‘end times’. We’re forewarned about the One World Order, and that we’ll need to take the ‘mark of the beast’ (RFID chip?) in order to buy or sell.


Evil follows biblical prophecy to the letter. Like, we’re told Israel would return home in the end times, and this was achieved by WW2. No-one cared about the Jews having a national home until the horrors of the holocaust. This in turn creates chaos in the Middle East, which precipitates WW3, the premise for the NWO. So, God has prepped His people about the order of events. And now we’re watching it unfold?


But furthermore, the Bible tells us the antichrist will rule from the third temple in Jerusalem. He will declare himself to be God and mandate that all worship him. The NWO is thus both political and spiritual. And the world needs to be ready for this charmer. We need to be ‘enlightened’ to know that Lucifer is God. Thus, there’s a reason we’re being programmed to migrate towards Hinduism and Buddhism, to like yoga and have Buddha statues in our garden. There’s a reason Hellywood endorses the cabala. Hellywood also serves to distract us. In Roman times, the herd were placated with bread and circuses, and today it’s TV and pizza.


But maybe we should care that society is hiding God, and Satanists rule the world. Noam Chomsky said, ‘The general population doesn’t know what is happening, and it doesn’t even know that it doesn’t know’. Or maybe it doesn’t care, as it’s too subdued in its alpha state?


‘Truthers’ speak about when they woke up and realised what’s really going on. It’s like being born again into truth. But it’s highlighted there’s degrees of being awake. Thus, people might accept that intelligence agencies execute the deep state’s nefarious agenda, but the idea that the puppeteers sexually abuse and sacrifice kids to Satan is too much of a stretch? Like, the notorious Bush family and the royals? The idea that they worship Lucifer, disguised by a Christian front, is too outlandish.


And yet the Luciferians have publicised their beliefs and agenda. Like, in 1888 Helena Blavatsky, dubbed grandmother of the New Age, published ‘The Secret Doctrine’. She revealed the Luciferian doctrine, which had been concealed for millennia in secret societies and mystery schools. So, we know. In Mark 4:22 Jesus said, ‘For everything that is hidden will eventually be brought into the open, and every secret will be brought to light’.


Hitler endorsed Blavatsky’s teachings, which corroborates with the Masonic teaching, that Lucifer is God (Blavatsky was an honorary 33rd degree mason). And this is the religion of the UN, the steppingstone to global government. Moreover, Luciferians are actively chanting for their messiah Maitreya to come (see UN website). That is, the antichrist?


In short, we know that Hitler didn’t lose WW2 but rather the Third Reich went underground and became the Fourth Reich. We also know that Hitler didn’t commit suicide in a bunker in Berlin in 1945, as CIA files revealed they were looking for him in South America in 1955. However, at the time of investigation, Hitler could no longer be prosecuted as a war criminal because it had been ten years since the end of WW2.


Whilst it’s generally understood that a bunch of Nazis, including Hitler, went to South America and Antarctica, we know top Nazi scientists and engineers (1,600 and their families) were snaffled into the US under Operation Paperclip after WW2. Not long after this, the CIA was created in 1947, and then NASA aka Never A Straight Answer, and then DARPA came into being in 1958. DARPA, the Defense Advanced Research Projects Agency, develops technology for the military. A lot has happened since WW2. The plan is ramping up.


I started writing this book, affectionately but frustratingly known as ‘the never-ending story’, to address the mind and the reality of the spirit world. But just like the next person, I’ve gone down the proverbial rabbit hole. Hence, the book is massive, and hence there’s two parts. The first part is contentiously normal.


Thus, we question ‘what’s the point?’, as we reflect on modern lifestyles, if there is no point. We consider existentialism (a philosophy of existence), which insists on authentically thinking for ourselves. The herd or crowd is held in contempt for not thinking. We consider the prospect of soul survival, and also mental health, since society is literally swimming in psychiatric theories. We then consider the curious unconscious, altered states of consciousness, the reality of non-physical (spiritual) dimensions, and witchcraft. The mind is the common thread that links the chapters. Part 1 is the foundation for Part 2. I pray that you can bear with me, as it can be quite the snore at times.


Then in Part 2, it gets infinitely more interesting, as we consider what’s really going on. And the bemusing part is God’s word seems true. It appears there really is a battle between good and evil, between God and His angels, and the Devil and his minions, and it’s being played out on our turf.


As it transpires, the truth is stranger than fiction. And the greatest trick the Devil ever pulled was convincing the world he doesn’t exist. Life really is this insane. Depending on how awake the reader is, will correlate to how life changing this book is. So, buckle up and enjoy the ride.


PS. Brazilian author Paulo Coelho said, ‘writing reveals the personality’, so I hope I don’t offend you with mine. Ever so candidly, and in line with existentialism, I merely call a spade a spade.
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‘Choose Life. Choose a job. Choose a career. Choose a family. Choose a fucking big television, choose washing machines, cars, compact disc players and electrical tin openers. Choose good health, low cholesterol, and dental insurance. Choose fixed interest mortgage repayments. Choose a starter home. Choose your friends. Choose leisurewear and matching luggage. Choose a three-piece suite on hire purchase in a range of fucking fabrics. Choose DIY and wondering who the fuck you are on a Sunday morning. Choose sitting on that couch watching mind-numbing, spirit-crushing game shows, stuffing fucking junk food into your mouth. Choose rotting away at the end of it all, pishing your last in a miserable home, nothing more than an embarrassment to the selfish, fucked up brats you spawned to replace yourselves. Choose your future. Choose life…’


Irvine Welsh, ‘Trainspotting’ (1993)
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We could argue there is none. Apparently 80% of people in the UK believe life has no meaning or point. But we all get here at some stage. It’s just a matter of time and it would be egocentric to suggest otherwise. As highlighted in ‘Trainspotting’, we live this life, do DIY on a Sunday, buy, for the most part, unnecessary material clobber, replicate a couple of brats to replace ourselves, before pissing out our last in a miserable nursing home. And sweet like a lemon for the dodgers (the workshy), the nursing home is the same irrespective of whether we’ve worked all our days or not. And yes, the ‘waiting place’, if we make it there, truly sucks. What a way to spend our ‘last days’. In a honking home complete with a bunch of strangers who have deteriorating mental and physical capacities. And the ‘care’ can be shocking. Perhaps carers should be motivated beyond inherent decency (minimum wage) to want to wipe someone else’s arse?


We check out our stars for a glimmer of hope in our otherwise mundane lives, and then worse is looking up to pointless stars for direction. Like, glamour model Katie Price (the ‘Pricey’), iconic or symbolic of contemporary British society, who was reported saying at a press conference in 2012, ‘I f****d Alex up the a**e with a vodka bottle’. Apparently, her ex-husband Alex Reid, who’s alter-ego is Roxanne, can’t get enough up there (LOL). Lovely, the Pride of Britain. We seem to adulate the beautiful and dirty rich. Like, Kim Kardashian, who became a household name after her sex-tape was conveniently leaked. We want to be them? We want to be WAGS? Presumably, the suffragettes are turning in their graves.


So, ‘Choose Life’, but what sense do we make in post-modern post-Christian Britain? Russell Brand (2014) said, ‘In the United Kingdom, the Scottish want out, the Welsh want out, even the English want nothing to do with it’ (p.274). What does that say, bugger the Queen and the political system? Lest we forget, the west is the best.


Not to bring on the ‘doom factor’, but who hasn’t flirted with the idea of not being here. For most of us, it’s school, work, pension, death. We’re told the two sure things in life are death and taxes. The latter is however dodged by the dodgers, which includes the high rolling bigwigs. We’re brainwashed into being fear abiding consumers. Cancer lurks round the corner for us all, as do mental health problems. Apparently the 21st century is the Age of Paranoia, or is it me?


Depression, anxiety, substance misuse, and Attention Deficit Hyperactivity Disorder (ADHD) for kids, are particularly prevalent. We’re told that 1:4 adults have a mental health problem (1:6 are diagnosed with depression), and 1:8 young people have a mental health problem. Estimates vary, but research suggests that 20% of children have a mental health problem in any given year, and about 10% at any one time. Perhaps, (unlike cancer), mental health problems contain some kind of contagion? It can however always be worse. Like in America, 70% of adults are on prescription drugs and even more kids have ADHD. It’s normal to be ‘sick’?


Indecision is also symptomatic of the 21st century. It’s said we have too many choices. Douglas Coupland, in his book ‘Generation X’ (1991), pertains to ‘option paralysis’ to refer to the tendency, when given unlimited choices, to make none (p.161). Coupland notably coined the term Generation X to refer to overeducated underachievers born 1965-1980. We came after the post-war baby boomers, and unlike the baby boomers, we’re workshy. It’s highlighted that self-obsessed millennials, the so-called ‘snowflake generation’, are even more feckless and scared of hard graft.


We’re told people are stressed out. Statistics speak volumes. Many of us are not happy campers, but rather huge discontentment is commonplace in society. Indeed, there’s no shortage of depressed, confused and crazy people out there. Prisons are bursting at the seams and schools can be shocking places. It’s shocking that schools need to have metal detectors and police onsite? And kids have sex in the toilets, and take illegal drugs?


It’s only taken one generation (seventy years) for society to change from god-fearing to self-pleasing. So, we’ll look at modern lifestyles, and how we got here. This unavoidably leads to ethical issues, including addictions. The government insists more mental health services are vital, but treating symptoms is not treating the cause. It seems society and ‘the system’ are funky? Fortunately however, most people follow the script they’ve been given. They play the prescribed roles. Like, pay our taxes and abide by the law. Thus, the following is a Generation X reflection on the social problems the system highlights.


It’s said the feral culture began circa 1997, which includes our knife culture, and the birth of ladettes. Thus, cheers to the Spice Girls for girl power, as girls equally take no prisoners. Apparently female direct aggression increased to match males, and we match male stamina and bravado. We’ve become more aggressive, out of control, with debt maxed, disordered eating, a heavy ladette drinking and drugs culture, complete with casual sex. And we’ve become sexual predators like men, because it’s all awesome?


The rise in female crime is associated with the liberalisation of women. There is no difference between men and women. We all please ourselves. Indeed, it’s said we’re living in a ‘Me’ generation, a culture of narcissism. And that our moral values are in decline, which includes manners, the building blocks of civilised society. Or perhaps our moral consideration depends upon the neighbourhood we’re from?


It seems our Generation X-rated ways of being have been infectious. Since the early 1990s, drink, drugs, obesity, and violence has increased. We’re party to a drink and drugs epidemic. In 2004 Tony Blair called alcoholism the ‘new British disease’. There was a 40% increase in binge drinking from 1995-2004. There’s more knife crimes and drunken fuelled violence, and we’re choked up with social problems.


Resources such as A&E services, ambulance services, social work and police are massively drained by problems associated with drink, drugs, and aggression. It’s said there’s an epidemic of violence in the UK. Every minute assault is reported to the cops. 999 calls doubled from 1989-1999, and doubled again the followed decade from 1999-2009, largely as a result of antisocial behaviour and binge drinking. Suffice to say, how demoralising and oppressive for the workers who have to suck-up (‘tolerate’) abusive behaviour on a daily basis.


So, it seems society’s unruly behaviour is much the same today. The same shady antics roll on. Anti-Social Behavioural Orders (ASBOs) continue to be seen as a badge of honour, like getting street cred from the number of times spent inside. And it’s a small joke that 60% of ASBOs are violated, and prisons are equally ineffective. It’s understood that prisons don’t rehabilitate people, but rather effectively spread the offending disease among inmates.


In essence, there’s no shame in not giving a rat’s ass. It’s a given. This was epitomised by the England riots in 2011, when the youth of today went on a rampage. There was no ideology per se, other than feck em and get yourself some designer threads. It’s said this antisocial behaviour is underpinned by cultural factors like criminality, hooliganism, breakdown of social morality, and gang culture. But it can equally be understood as precipitated by increasing inequality and financial divergence?


Or perhaps life is increasingly forbidding, as reflected in the nation’s deteriorating mental health. Or are doctors better at diagnosing ‘illness’? It seems the most notable difference today is the mobile phone addiction (social media) and the explosion of transgenderism and sexual fluidity. Sexual orientation/identity is no longer innate and unchangeable. Like, singer Sam Smith, for example, identifies as Non-Binary Gender Queer. Sometimes he feels like a man, and sometimes he feels like a woman. And that’s okay. It seems we’re obsessed with our identity.


It’s also noted, that the paradox of self and society, (however sick, dysfunctional and miserable), is that we both shape and are shaped by it. Or maybe it’s by design? Maybe we’ve been programmed to think the way we do?


Record numbers are depressed, and depression remains the World Health Organisation’s (WHO) biggest concern. Millions are on antidepressants at a cost of hundreds of millions every year. But perhaps we can wonder if ‘medical’ doctors are qualified and equipped to prescribe regarding the mind and not organic illness? We hear about ‘chemical imbalances’, but it’s not that straight forward with mental health, as thoughts affect the brain, and there is no disease as such.


And with regards to ADHD, as we’ll get to when we address mental health, apparently Dr Leon Eisenberg, the scientific father of ADHD, said on his deathbed, ‘ADHD is a prime example of a fictitious disease’. Unbelievable. Like depression, ADHD is a multibillion-dollar industry.


Back in the day, we used to go to the doctor when we were physically unwell, but increasingly we attend for mental relief. We need something to help alleviate our morbid thoughts and feelings of sheer desperation. Suicidal thoughts seep into our mind like poisonous tendrils. But why are so many of us not okay, and flirting heavily with checking out?


More than a million people die by suicide every year, making it the 10th leading cause of death worldwide. Up to 90% of people who commit suicide have a mental health problem. Alcoholics and ‘the depressed’ are most at risk. But moreover, a WHO report (2012) revealed that in the last 45 years suicide rates have increased by 60% worldwide. Chinese women are notably killing themselves at an astronomical rate, some 500 daily.


On our own soil, suicide is the number one cause of death for men under 45 (the most common method is hanging). Apparently, someone successfully commits suicide in the UK every one-two hours. Suicide attempts are up to twenty times more frequent than completed suicide. Apparently, women are three times more likely to attempt suicide, but men are three times more likely to succeed. And twice as many women are prescribed antidepressants, which helps? Or maybe not, as suicidal thoughts are a side-effect of these drugs. Increasing numbers of kids also have ‘suicidal ideation’.


It’s noted, that should we require any support, there’s ‘chatting to death’ internet sites. These pro-suicide chatrooms enable remote strangers to encourage each other to take the fatal plunge. It seems ironic that this provides solace. There’s also websites offering tips on how to top our self, suicide manuals, and we can even purchase ‘death in a bag’ online. The latter is a jiffy bag that contains a suicide kit, and the promise of ‘painless deliverance’. All we need is £50 and a photocopy of our passport (no proof of terminal illness or psychiatric assessment is required).


And how sad, that some two hundred funerals (in the UK) go unattended every month. Decomposing for however long, until the smell catches on. The irony of desperate loneliness amid billions is second to none. It’s said we’re living in the ‘Age of Loneliness’. There’s an epidemic of loneliness in Britain, (the UK is the loneliness capital of Europe), and this silent illness is killing us.


Apparently, doctors have quantified the effects of the ‘loneliness disease’, warning that lonely people are twice as likely to die prematurely as those who do not suffer feelings of isolation. The dramatic consequences on health include disrupted sleep, raised blood pressure, lower immunity, depression, lower overall subjective wellbeing, increased heart and stroke risk. It’s apparently more worrying for our health than obesity. And it’s as bad as badass smoking.


It seems many of us don’t care about being here, and it would appear many don’t care if we are either. As my friend says, if we could click our fingers and die, how many would be here? It’s easy to kill ourselves, if we really want to, but it’s not that easy, which depending on perspective, is just as well? But that would constitute an existential crisis, having necked two hundred pills and wondering if we’ve made the right decision. Not dissimilar from having surgically changed gender, and thinking, ‘whoops’, wrong move? ‘Sex change regret’ is notably not uncommon.


But how awful, having genuinely attempted not to be here, only to wake up in a hospital ward because ‘we care’ in Britain. Or maybe that’s not strictly true, as many A&E staff get exasperated with the same punters (the same troubled souls) coming through the revolving door having attempted to check out. It’s the same for those perpetually seeking medical attention having self-harmed. It’s said we’re ‘disorder culture’.


Valium aka vallies (Diazepam, a benzodiazepine) were ‘mother’s little helper’ in the seventies since its work, cook, clean, and the same again. As Jack Nicholson said in ‘The Witches of Eastwick’ (1987), ‘there’s always more dishes to do tomorrow’. ‘Meds’ kept her sane, as they placated her life force that screamed there must be more to living than this. Valium was launched in 1968 and by 1978 it was the best-selling pharmaceutical in the world, (which was sweet for shareholders, like having shares in Viagra when that exploded onto the market). They were marketed for anxiety, as daytime sedatives and sleeping pills, but the covert subtext was a ‘cure for all life’s discomforts’.


However, whilst America seemed less worried about the mass tranquilisation of society, (shockers), there was a backlash in conservative Britain and ‘zonked out’ mamas became an issue for the women’s movement. Stepford wives indeed. These pills were not prescribed to treat an abnormal state of mind but rather to neutralise a women’s complaint about her life-space. It seems the issue at hand, is whether being subdued and comfortably numb is immoral?


As it transpired, it was all good until it wasn’t. People began to complain that they were robbed of normal emotions during drugged up years. They felt like they’d been ‘living in cotton-wool’. Hence, the negative image of doctors that began to circulate as ‘pill pushers’. And hence, the subsequent Benzodiazepine Act which provided grounds to sue doctors for negligence i.e. careless prescribing.


Perhaps it’s more about choice. That is, those who had no choice but to take these meds for their ‘life-space illness’, felt cheated, compared to those who knew the script but wanted the drugs. Perhaps the doctors and patients could have played a better game i.e. doctor in the role of drug-dealer, offering this medication, and it’s the patient’s choice. Because the result has been that the complainers have spoiled it for the rest of us.


It’s also noted, that besides being mega addictive, because life’s considerably nicer with Valium, this ‘medication’ didn’t cure anxiety. One has to keep popping the pills or the anxiety rebounds, and with a vengeance. The symptoms the drug was supposed to make better, got worse. They’re not like antibiotics that cure an illness. So, perhaps it’s better for desperate housewives to take antidepressants instead?


But equally, is work so joyous (it’s rhetorical). If it didn’t suck, phoning in sick wouldn’t be so tempting. We’re ‘sick note generation’ and cost the taxpayer billions. Working Dolly Parton’s 9-5 is overrated and equates to Groundhog-Day, with the light at the end of the tunnel being retirement and pensions1. You blink and you miss the weekend and then it’s back to work. A good day at work passes ‘quickly’, which effectively means we’re wishing our life away. Living for the weekends and again blink, where’s it gone? Holidays aka jolly-days are the same. You know you’ve been on holiday given the remnants of a tan and perhaps a souvenir or three. But a few days back at work and you’re really questioning if you’ve been away. It feels like a dream or mirage.


Albeit it would appear our ‘Brits abroad’ Kodak moments, make life worth living. Such evidence can then be flaunted on facebook and other social plugs (extension of the ego). We like to let others know we’re having a good time. It’s duly noted, the ‘selfie’ craze further highlights our narcissism, and then there’s belfies (bum selfies), LOL. Suffice to say, the impressions we endeavour to create are sculpted and well-crafted. And everyone ‘likes’ the ‘likes’, otherwise, why do it? As the more ‘likes’ we get suggests we’re liked more? As mentioned, we get a dopamine kick, hence it’s addictive. So, we’ve been socially engineered to become narcissists? Social media has also revealed there’s a lot of nasty bastardos ‘out there’, as evidenced by vitriolic forums.


It’s noted however, that fake-book, as my friend calls it, is not for everyone (only three billion of us). As it transpires, looking at others’ seemingly awesome lives can make us feel crap about our own comparatively sad lives. It seems we’re happy for others, if we’re on the same happy page, but if we’re not, why would we want to see others doing what we’d like to be doing? It makes us feel worse because their photos, ‘happy faces’, rub it in? It also goes without saying that no good can come from spying on others. It’s surely a form of self-harm? I’ve heard there’s rehab for it (LOL).


A study at the University of Salford found that 50% of social media users believed social networking had a negative effect on their lives and was damaging for self-esteem. Depression, and increased anxiety and guilt were common side effects of social networking. It’s mental, (pun intended), that ‘facebook depression’ and ‘social media depression’ are actual terms. So, we give ourselves depression? It’s also understood that DARPA (who created the internet) created facebook, and the CIA gave it to Mark Suckerberg to sensor us. We hand them all our personal information on a plate, complete with ‘happy faces’.


So, we work, even if it does entail having a face like a bag of spanners, because (in the absence of having a rich spouse or parent), we have to. And also if we value holidays, as generally speaking, people can’t afford holidays on benefits. But it seems for the vast majority we’d rather not work. Polls consistently highlight that 80-90% hate their job. Whilst it would seem the trick is to secure employment that we like, perhaps even the best job would still be less than ideal, as it still equates to work and is therefore intrinsically distasteful.


So, whilst not undermining those who actually like their work, it seems that for average Jo Munter, it’s about clinging to our lottery ticket with desperate hope that we can escape the drudge. And yet studies have revealed that having won the lottery, baseline happiness returns to normal after a year. Thus, the cliché that money doesn’t make us happy is true.


It seems that both working and not working gives us the pip, but not working is better? It seems that once we get over the ambition/career lark (and/or take up drugs including pharmaceuticals), and realise that ‘everything is meaningless says the teacher’ (says King Solomon, allegedly the wisest man ever), who cares? It would appear ‘pride’ in work has been replaced by apathy? But someone has to work, and someone has to care.


Hence, the injustice of paying taxes no-end so the great unwashed can take it even easier and watch daytime drivel on their massive TV’s. Or bask in the sun with tins of cider. This crack has not been received well by taxpayers for a long time. Indeed, the dodgers on ‘Benefits Street’, who exhibit no desire to work and resort to shoplifting, get on the taxpayer’s goat. God’s commandment, ‘thou shalt not steal’, is clearly disregarded, as shoplifting is one of Britain’s most common crimes. Apparently, a theft takes place every ten seconds, with eleven thousand crimes committed every day, and four million offences every year. Apparently, Britain has the most shoplifters in Europe, and the most NEDS. It seems we’ve historically been trendsetters, as NEDS are catching on worldwide.


As it transpired however, the ‘glory days’ for shaders conveying disability were over after the economic crash of 2008. No good can come from the ‘fit test’ replacing the ‘sick test’, and the billions cut in disability benefits (circa 2012). My good friend was on benefits for more than twenty years, and now he only has hustling for a living. It’s also noted, that whilst the government refuted allegations that they introduced sanctions, apparently sanctions were applied, like 80% of disabled people had to get back to work. On the surface, the endeavour seemed to be about weeding out the genuine from the disingenuous, but both are caught in the net. Increased poverty is precipitating more suicides (people are doing away with themselves to escape poverty). Living on benefits is depressing.


It further has to be noted, that workshy Dee White and her merry wo/men did not cause the cutbacks and austerity measures. But rather, it seems we’ve been programmed to focus on the gangsters, to distract us from the real culprits, namely, the banksters. Hence, the numerous ‘programmes’ regarding so-called ‘subsidy junkies’ and ‘benefit lovers’.


As Russell Brand (2014) highlights, ‘Immigrants did not cause the financial crisis. Benefit cheats did not get multi-million dollar bonuses. Disability claimants did not knowingly fracture the planet’s stability’ (p.88). Greedy bankers made hundreds of billions in the run up to the 2008 crash, and then we reimbursed them with hundreds of billions to pay off their debt. We were explicitly told there would be ‘cutbacks, closures, jobs will be lost’. Bankers were irresponsible, taking risky wagers, but it was our job to clean it up.


The government insists they don’t want to leave a legacy of debt for future generations, but it seems our debt (circa £2 trillion) is by design, as we’ll get to. It’s also highlighted that the super-rich are getting richer, and the poor poorer. The robust middle class required for economic growth is being superseded by growing disparity between the rich and poor. And this is reflected in our changing landscapes i.e. our cities increasingly feature charity shops, pound-lands, and betting shops. It’s said that if this trend continues, the super-rich will need super protection, as it’s always possible we’ll want to rob them. Cities and towns are also dying a commercial death, (an obscene amount of shops are closing every month), as people increasingly buy their goods online.


Following Margaret Thatcher’s ‘trickledown’ monetarist economics from 1979, the middle class has been shrinking with the wealth going to the rich. President Ronald Regan employed the same model across the pond, to enhance the elite’s money, so called Reaganomics. The trickledown theory is the idea that tax breaks and other economic benefits provided to businesses and upper income levels will inevitably benefit poorer members of society by improving society as a whole. Their cash trickles down to the rest of us. So, Maggie reduced tax from 83% to 60% for the wealthy, conveying that lower taxes would stimulate growth, but as it transpired after three decades of low taxes, the rich have doubled their income and the rest have stagnated. It’s also pointed out that tax avoidance was Government policy.


With regards to the despairing situation of living on benefits, it seems the question is do we want to change our reality, and can we? Structuralism posits that the structures in society create us. That is, we’re social products of the environments we live in (we’ll get to this in the next chapter). But ‘conservatively’ it could be argued that social mobility is possible, given our opportunities, education and employment. Theoretically, we could live the American Dream. If we work hard enough, we will (eventually) reap the rewards?


Indeed, it could be argued, particularly from those living in poorer countries, that living in the UK equates to Willy Wonka’s golden ticket. There’s a reason economic migrants flock to our shores. Great Benefits Britain is the best. There’s a huge safety-net for us all. Our basic needs are met, regardless. That is, regardless of having no beans to rub together, and an inability to contribute, we’re housed, fed, clothed, educated, and receive quality health care which is ‘free at the point of consumption’.


Our comprehensive welfare system ensures that we’re looked after from cradle to grave. It was allegedly inspired by William Beveridge’s revolutionary vision to ‘slay the five giants’, namely, Want, Disease, Ignorance, Squalor and Idleness. ‘The Beveridge Report’ (1942) was then implemented by the post-war Labour government in 1945. The system required full employment and steady economic growth. We would all contribute to the money pot and we would all benefit. It seemed too good to be true, and the truth is we don’t all want to make an effort?


It’s highlighted however, that it was foreseen the system would result in debt. David Icke explains that whilst ‘on the surface’ the report was admirable in many ways, it has created dependency (increasing debt) on the increasingly privatised welfare state. And further, that Beveridge was merely a figurehead, as the plan was conjured up by other political parties. Apparently, the phrase ‘from the cradle to the grave’ was Winston Churchill’s (conservative). Thus, the system was not some nice Labour idea as we’re led to believe. State assets are sold to reduce debt, and the result is we’re at the mercy of private companies whose sole interest rests with share price and making mo money. Fundamentally, all paths lead to the banksters, as we’ll get to.


However, it seemed like a good idea, and at that time people were more ethical? The ‘system’ was based on the nuclear family, where husbands worked and wives raised the children, and at a time when values and morals, including pride prevailed. People were on the same page. They had pulled together through the second ghastly world war, and there was community spirit. Hard work and honour were valued. Our grandparents and great grandparents gave a rat’s ass (and bonus, we’re not speaking German).


So, there was shame in not working, and there was no time to be depressed. At that time, there was a clear line between the sane and insane. And not wanting to be crazy kept people sane. Or at least acting sane, which equally works since its ‘observable’ behaviour that’s medicalised and institutionalised. Homosexuality was illegal and considered a mental illness, so few campers were setting their tents up. Indeed, sodomy warranted the death penalty until 1861. And now, who doesn’t like a stick in the mud? It’s interesting to note, that lesbians weren’t recognised, as the Sexual offences Act 1967 decriminalised homosexual acts in private between two men aged 21+, as only men could be gay. [LOL].


Society has thus changed considerably since the system was implemented, including the breakdown of families. Back in the day, broken families were largely unheard of, and now they’re the norm. Marriage was a promise to live together ‘til death do us part’ but who cares if there is no God to judge. ‘Science’ (and wars) convinced us there is no God. Darwin assured us we came from monkeys, and Freud insisted that we’re at the mercy of our sexual impulses.


Thus, forget duty, sacrifice and obligation if you want to be with someone else. The marriage certificate can be rendered a mere piece of paper. It’s highlighted that weddings are pantomime not sacrament. Perhaps we can wonder what marriage means to people, besides ironic white dresses, and an expensive party? So, whilst divorce previously happened to the ‘unlucky’ few, it grew exponentially in the seventies (after laws made it easier), and now almost half of marriages end in divorce.


So, family breakdown landed, leaving lots of messed up kids in its wake. Emotional and behavioural problems doubled between 1974 and 1999. And so, it continues. ‘Man deserts’ notably refer to areas/neighbourhoods where more than 75% of kids are growing up without dads. 1:4 families in Britain have the father absent, which is more than the rest of Europe.


As mentioned, children are increasingly afflicted with mental health problems. And how sad, that a UNICEF study revealed that British kids are the unhappiest in Europe. Teenagers are in despair. Apparently, they’re more damaged and unhappy than ever, with a reality that includes knives, drugs and alcohol. Nearly half of 16/17 years olds have suffered from depression, and wish they were someone else. And self-harming is through the roof.


It’s highlighted the decline of extended families has also negatively impacted on kids in urban society. But it’s equally noted that grandparents are increasingly looking after their grandchildren because the substance misusing parents are too useless. The dark side of family life thus includes violence, aggression, depression, and substance misuse. Its mental, parents batter their kids, and increasingly kids batter their parents. Apparently 1:10 parents are routinely battered by their offspring, which is mostly mums, as it’s usually mums who are left to bring up the kids.


To cut the story short then, the family constellation ‘the system’ was based on has deviated from the American Dream. And it’s contended the ‘system’ has undermined individual and family responsibilities. Take some parents who dump their kids outside social work departments refusing to look after them anymore. Unbelievable. They’re their kids. Suffice to say, this is most nippy from a social worker’s point of view, especially at 4:55pm on a Flyday. Apparently, a child is taken into care every fifteen minutes.


It seems we create problems for ourselves, or our social structures create problems for us. Like, substance misuse translates to mental health problems. A deviant lifestyle becomes a ‘disease’. People become incapacitated and need help. Besides benefits, hundreds of millions of taxpayers hard earned cash is spent on drink and drug treatments, including rehab, which more often than not, doesn’t work. It’s said people change, when it’s more painful to stay the same i.e. the payoffs not enough. Increasing numbers are dying from illegal drugs. Most deaths are due to opiates, like heroin, but cocaine deaths have doubled in the last three years.


It’s also noted, that prisoner’s aka cuff-bags secured compensation for going cold turkey in prison. In 2008 it was ruled that denying prisoners heroin and other drugs such as methadone to ‘treat their addiction’ was illegal. It’s beautiful, insiders who couldn’t get golden brown secured retribution from Gordon Brown. Chris Huhne (MP) said, ‘some of these claims seem to be little more than a shameless cashing in on this country’s compensation culture’. It’s asserted that we’re familiar with ‘our rights’, but less so our responsibilities.


It’s also noted, that despite its fruitfulness compared to methadone programmes, outrage was expressed by the public at the prospect of providing free heroin for addicts. Taxpaying Brits thought, what gall? Like, in Sweden and Switzerland, for example, patients are administered heroin four times daily in health clinics. Bloods are regularly checked to ensure they’re not taking additional substances, and the result is they’re more likely to want to come off the drugs. Maybe it would become a chore going to the surgery four times a day, but you would for free heroin. Maybe there’s a hint of reverse psychology involved, and even heroin can lose its sparkle? The NHS is now trying this strategy as a ‘last resort’ bid to combat the highest drug death rates in Europe.


Thus, with regards to structuralism and the great unwashed, it’s argued ‘the system’ has effectively created our ‘something for nothing’ culture. It’s contended we’ve created a dodgy underclass amid the paradigm of deserving and undeserving poor. The ‘underclass’ is characterised as feckless, unwilling to work, associated with lone parenthood and crime. It’s also noted however, that politicians inadvertently (?) created sickness to mask unemployment figures back in the day. They ‘figured’ it looked better for people to be sick, than unemployed.


Perhaps we‘ve come full circle to the question of who actually wants to work (alarm clocks are dreadful, and it’s worse when it’s freezing). My social worker friend regards being a ‘Job Seeker’ as a rite of passage. And whilst we can milk it, we have to work eventually? As for those caught in the so-called poverty-trap, (rational but not necessarily ethical people), where’s the incentive to get out of bed and work our ass-cheeks off for buttons, when we can get by on benefits and watch daytime TV? As Scott Peck asserts, ‘we’re innately lazy’.


And whilst someone has to do it, work can make us sick e.g. stress, backache, anxiety, dread. And there’s lack of motivation (laziness?), apathy, despondency, no will to live, which is illness. Maybe some people are allergic to work, or we have a phobia?


In the Bible, Thessalonians 3:19, we’re told ‘…we gave you this rule: “The one who is unwilling to work shall not eat”’. And Proverbs 6:6 states, ‘Take a lesson from the ants you lazybones – learn from their ways and be wise! Even though they have no prince, governor or ruler to make them work, they labour hard all summer, gathering food for the winter. But you lazybones, how long will you sleep? When will you wake up?’ King Solomon notably wrote Proverbs. He also wrote, in Proverbs 26:13, ‘The lazy person is full of excuses, saying ‘I can’t go outside because there might be a lion on the road! Yes, I’m sure there is a lion out there’.


We’ve arguably had it all on a plate, and taken it for granted? Some of us literally haven’t had to work for anything. Like, our free education, which some might chop off their right arm for, and yet we don’t seem to care that much? As stated, schools can be shocking places. It remains to be seen that truanting is still cool, and being impudent and threatening to teachers. Drugs are more prevalent, and kids are more sexualised. They know anal is better as there’s no chance of pregnancy. Maybe if we had to pay for education, we’d make more of an effort?


Or take our free health care. Maybe if we had to pay for it (beyond general taxation) we would take greater care of our health? We might be less inclined to smoke, drink, eat excessive pies, take drugs, and get into fights that require patching up? We know the consequences of lifestyle choices, because we’re educated, and still we choose to harm our health. Our fag packets are a constant reminder that ‘smoking kills’. But then we rationalise that life kills, as we all get a one-way ticket.


Maybe our carefree or careless attitude is because the NHS is always there to fall back on, should the proverbial s-h-i-t hit the fan? Not that triple bypasses or liver transplants sound like a hoot, but we’re pro-instant gratification, not delayed. Our lack of respect for our beloved NHS is also evidenced by the millions wasted on missed NHS appointments, and meds. It’s estimated that each year £100-£800 million worth of dispensed NHS medicines go unused and are ultimately discarded. Maybe if we had to pay for our appointments, we would turn up. The same applies to other services, like counselling. And maybe if we had to pay for our meds, we wouldn’t waste them?


Benefits Street does however go somewhere in progressing community spirit, as there’s a sense of belonging. We’re on the same ‘looked after’ page, and know where to get cheap fish and trainers (and drugs). Or we can fulfil the American Dream? Perhaps we have a margin of freedom within the structures imposed upon us. And whilst it’s considerably less likely, (since the 7% of those who attend fee-paying schools become 70/80% of the highest earners), some do triumph through adversity, including dodgy neighbourhood, school and family. They’re driven. Their life-force compels them? Maybe we need a purpose beyond our next deal?


So, besides mental health problems, or part of it, substances are quite the feature of modern lifestyles. Thus, unlike those who take life right on the chin, including my mum (single sober parent who worked fulltime to provide for my brother and I), there’s the rest of us who anesthetise ourselves to some extent through life. But seriously, how many would be up for living in the absence of antidepressants and other mood-altering drugs, including a wine or three, that alleviate everyday living. On the contrary, as John Lennon sang, ‘whatever gets you thru the night, it’s alright’.


Albeit drink to good health my arse. Drink to liver cirrhosis, sweating, shaking, convulsions, insomnia, throwing up bile if nothing else, feeling doomed up, anxiety and dodgy guts. All booze-bags (me included) know about the squits. When I was alcohol counselling, clients often phoned up to cancel their appointment because they couldn’t get off the toilet. On one occasion, an angry client phoned up, (a so-called ‘crisis call’), ranting on about how she shit in a vase and broke it, which resulted in slashing her arse and a trip to A&E, and did I know what that was like?


There’s record numbers drinking themselves to death. More than 30,000 people die from alcoholism every year and alcohol misuse costs the NHS circa £3 billion a year. According to government statistics, most people drink, and many (75-80%) drink too much. 1.4 million are registered as alcohol dependent, and more than eight million are binge drinkers. It seems we like to slurp our prescribed weekly (14-21) units in one sitting, and have next week’s allowance.


As touched on, women are drinking more than ever. Alas the rise in ADHD behaviour? ADHD is symptomatic of Foetal Alcohol Spectrum Disorder (FASD). It’s understood that mum’s who drink during pregnancy fry their baby’s brain, and as a result kids have varying degrees of physical, mental and intellectual impairment. It’s the same with drugs (alcohol is a drug), but alcohol’s the worst.


And suffice to say, no good can come from smoking. Besides yellow teeth, ming breath, coughing up chunks of phlegm, and breathing problems, there’s amputations, cancer, strokes etc. It costs the NHS £2 billion for smoking related illnesses. In fairness however, it seems boozers and smokers (unlike drug users) pay for their healthcare through tax. 80% of the price of a packet of cigarettes consists of taxation. Thus, whilst we’re advised not to smoke, and drink small units, it’s fortuitous that we scaffold the NHS?


Besides legal drugs (like alcohol, caffeine and nicotine), and what we can procure from our GPs, our favourite recreational drugs are cannabis, cocaine, ecstasy, poppers, amphetamines, and ketamine, which is a horse tranquilliser. [Poppers (amyl-nitrate), a muscle relaxant, help expand the anus, for those partial to the anal canal]. But there’s literally thousands of different drugs, for myriad different experiences (we’re spoiled for choice). We pay for particular moods/feelings i.e. hallucinogens, stimulants, euphoric, emotional, spiritual, concentration. Whilst cannabis is our favourite recreational drug in the UK and worldwide, ecstasy has been one of the most popular party drugs since the 1980s (use was the highest in the UK and US in the late 1990s and early 2000s).


Pills are like Pringles, once you pop, you can’t stop. As Voltaire (French philosopher) infamously said, ‘the superfluous, a very necessary thing’. Describing ecstasy, in his book Ecstasy, Irvine Welsh wrote ‘I didn’t seem to walk but to float within my own mystical aura. It was like I knew everybody though, all those strangers. We shared an insight and intimacy that nobody who hadn’t done this in this environment could ever know about. It was like we were altogether in our own world, a world far away from hate and fear.’ Taking crack and heroin however, seems to up the ante. Heroin is commonly described as the best ‘feeling’ in the world. So, it’s probably wise not to take it, as we’ll probably want to take it again, and again?


Whilst heroin used to be cool, like in the US in the sixties, these days it tends to be associated with deprivation. We don’t regard heroin users as cool jazz cats, but rather ‘junkies’ (which notably comes from Americans selling their junk metal to pay for heroin). Volatile Substance Misuse aka buzzing is similarly associated with deprived areas. Apparently 1:5 teenagers have experimented with this. It’s the most common form of substance misuse among eleven/twelve year olds, and second only to cannabis by age fifteen (apparently the average kid tries puff aged thirteen). My friend used to regularly conk out when we did this. Its madness, people die instantly (at least one a week).


‘Experimentation’ typifies teenagers, and evidently, we aspire to be ‘in with the in-crowd’. Ergo we do what everyone else is doing? So, in terms of structuralism, we arguably choose our choice but the ‘structures’ in society signpost that drugs are cool. And we all want to be cool, because it’s cool to be cool. Indeed, my chum’s mantra was ‘2 COOL 4U’ (LOL).


It’s thus noted, that drugs are embedded within a cultural context which gives meaning, and they’re tied in with personal image, identity and peer association. Take cannabis, for example, which became illegal in 1928, and which achieved cult status in the sixties, as reflected by popular culture and music etc. Millions have tried puff and habitual smokers have increased more than 1000% since the 1970s. The message is that cannabis is cool. Like, Snoop Dogg loves to smoke weed, and he’s cool? And crack is also cool?


Suffice to say, rising materialism and the cult of celebrity further contribute to an erosion of children’s values and morals. But who cares what others think, given ‘in group’ respect, where groups validate and affirm our values and beliefs. It seems drugs are glamorised, inspired by those we idolise, and going to the toilet to powder our nose is fabulous? But moreover, there’s a reason people take drugs. They’re awesome? Paulo Mantegazza, who wrote a book on coca (1859), declared he would rather have ten years of a life on coca than a life of a million centuries without coca. It would appear people increasingly concur, as drug use continues to rise.


Russell Brand (2014) asserts, ‘the War on Drugs has been lost. People like taking drugs and that’s that…’ (p.343). He observes that drug use among the young is extremely prevalent (p.264). My mate (the hustler) used to joke that he had a phobia about being straight, which used to seem funny in our twenties. But as it transpires, it’s not funny in our forties, as he smokes heroin every day, and has done for years. He typifies the story of someone who had everything going for him e.g. looks, brains, personality, and agile like a cat.


In my mum’s generation, a small proportion of people took drugs. It was for the most part deemed ethically wrong. Indeed, my mum remains shocked at the lack of inherent morality when it comes to taking drugs. And my friend’s mum wonders why life is so intolerable that we ‘need’ to consume excessive drugs and alcohol. This is however ironic since she admits that she often feels like checking out (her son’s lifestyle arguably doesn’t help, but rather it’s another problem in the mix).


Russell Brand (2014) asserts, ‘drugs and alcohol are not our problem, reality is our problem; drugs and alcohol are our solution to that problem’ (p.9). It seems life is better with drugs and alcohol? Substances offer a beautiful escape, from emotional pain to boredom, and they make nightclubs tolerable. Life’s considerably more palatable with the edge removed.


And for teenagers, it’s increasingly normal, as everyone’s doing it. Well, not everyone, but a lot are. The cool people are. And also because, (through the lens of a teenager), we don’t care? The law is overrated, and we’re increasingly ambivalent about living or dying? Like many sex-workers using heroin claim they’re past caring, and are prepared not to use a condom for extra cash. They say they don’t care if they die. And the way to feel better is drink and drugs, hence the vicious cycle.


Psychiatry informs that many people with mental health problems are masked through self-medication, which means even more of us have issues. Evidence says depressed people are more likely to use alcohol, tobacco and drugs. Suffice to say, we can rationalise our habits, and self-medication is rational. Thus, why be miserable, if we can drown our sorrows and smoke them into oblivion (it’s a no-brainer). Parties for one are arguably better than willing death. And yet we know, what goes up, must come down, and we’ll feel worse when we come back to reality. Drink and drugs birth depression and anxiety. And we equally know that if we’re depressed, or anxious, and we’re using substances to cope, we need proper medical help? Thus, we’re back to antidepressants?


Or even better, ketamine, which is regarded as a ‘miracle cure’ for depression. Scientists hailed the scientific discovery of ketamine for depression as ‘ground-breaking’. The drug works quickly, producing a dramatic improvement in mood (sufferers symptoms cleared within hours), and can work on people who haven’t gotten better with other depression treatments. Thus, while we’re warned about the physical, psychological and criminal dangers of this class B drug, the scientific community are chuffed. Besides the inability to move, this horse tranquilliser can make us feel detached from our body and surroundings. We ‘melt’ and our problems disappear down the ‘K-hole’.


Perhaps we need to redress what we think about substances? Lest we forget that Selective Serotonin Reuptake Inhibitors (SSRI) antidepressants are essentially a mild version of disco biscuits. They both block the reuptake of serotonin (happy hormone), but with ecstasy there’s a massive rise in serotonin. It seems like a double standard that cigarettes and alcohol, which are more detrimental to our health and more addictive than Valium and other drugs, are legal? Thus, it’s legal to get intoxicated on booze, with people metamorphosing into the Hulk, but it’s illegal to smoke some spliffs. Cops universally concede that it’s easier to contend with someone who’s been on the Bob Marley cigarettes, than someone’s who been on the sauce.


And whilst doctors can prescribe Valium, it’s illegal to poach her off the streets. The same goes for ketamine. And it’s like we’re told not to take cocaine, but they plough ADHD kids with it e.g. Ritalin. But what if booze is not our bag and we want to dull our senses, or indeed brighten them with a few lines of cheeky Charlie? Is that immoral, like the zonked-out Stepford wives, and should that be illegal?


Boundaries seem blurred between what’s okay and what’s not, and then there’s the law. Fundamentally, doctors are the gatekeepers, and if we want psychoactive drugs, we need to have some kind of mental illness. Otherwise we need to go undercover to an undisclosed location. So, despite our notorious binge drinking car-crash culture, it seems drugs remain illegal because they’re considered morally wrong. And which is a small joke, given the vast numbers that consume them, including cops, judges and politicians. All walks of life take drugs, from the rich to the poor, to those above the law.


Maybe we don’t want people to take drugs if we’re not taking them, because we’re doing the right thing and adhering to the law? Maybe there’s a sense of injustice because we’re all supposed to. Rules are rules. But then we’re back to questioning why cigarettes and alcohol are okay. And maybe we’d like some of the (free) drugs given to those with mental health problems e.g. Valium, ketamine, meths, lithium. Certainly, I’ve thought, ‘share them out’, when looking at friends and ‘service users’ pleasantly pickled. Indeed, it might be quite fine to get some ketamine off our GP.


Whilst substances are tricksters, it seems most people can use substances and still function, so we don’t have a genetic deficiency, like say ‘alcoholics’? It’s rumoured that we’re at the mercy of our genes e.g. alcohol gene. And such genetic predispositions undermine self-control, which is otherwise psychological competence? It’s like we’re led to believe that mental health problems are due to dodgy genes. But we’re also creatures of habit, and unhealthy ‘habits’ or ‘diseases’ ooze from the cervices of our societal structures.


It’s also duly noted, that it works out well for the trusty pharmaceutical industry that addictions are classified as mental illness, as they can provide a plethora of treatments, whereas there’s no money to be made with Abstinence Based Recovery. With the latter however, we need to cultivate some will to live. And maybe we have the depression gene? Or maybe we have an addictive personality, which explains why we can’t curb our greediness, or something else.


Either way, we learn these addictions. Like, no one likes smoking to begin with. It’s gross. But we persevere (because it’s cool?), until we’re hooked on the ‘feel good’ chemical factor. We learn that we want to feel good. And when we know how good we can feel, we can’t not know, and life seems even more joyless without additional chemical joy.


Perhaps, as scientists suggest, some of us are born with fewer dopamine receptors and need drugs for the same pleasure. It’s possible we’ve inherited a gene that stops us from experiencing joy as others do. Maybe this gene is like the depression gene? Hence, we need substances to top up our levels. Like, cocaine, heroin, cannabis, amphetamines, nicotine and alcohol, as these all raise dopamine levels by either increasing the amount released or blocking re-absorption. Heroin and cocaine facilitate more, hence they’re more addictive. Experts circularly inform that when we have extra dopamine, we have less cravings for other substances we’re addicted to, because we’re happier. So, it’s beneficial to take sanitised dopamine, but not from the streets?


Interestingly, an experiment was carried out with rats. Thus, they had an electric current applied to the part of the brain associated with dopamine release, and they were given a lever to control the electric current. The rats pressed the lever 2,000 times an hour, for hours at a time, and with the choice of food or lever, they chose to starve themselves. Rats were also exposed to an electrified grid which produced immense pain to their feet, and whilst they would rather die of starvation than cross the grid, they would for the dopamine pedal. These rats relentlessly endured electric shocks in order to administer the dopamine. They were prepared to do what it took for that ‘rush’.


The interesting part however, is that when the rats were placed in a luxury rat park with jogger wheels, plants, warm nests, nice food, copious space, mountain scenery and streams painted on the walls, they barely touched the dopamine pedal. Perhaps, we’re more like the caged rats? It’s also noted, that presumably scientists who conduct animal experiments are sadists.


When it comes to substances, it seems the trick is to have a focus beyond them i.e. structure and boundaries e.g. no wine before 5pm, and at least two alcohol free days a week. The drug of choice cannot take the lead role in our cage. The biggest drinkers in the UK include doctors, dentists and cops. Apparently, the highest earners, those earning £40,000 and above, are more likely to be frequent ‘binge’ drinkers.


It’s beautiful, the GPs dish out antidepressants to placate the punters, and then consume a couple of bottles of cabernet sauvignon to placate themselves. Suicide rates for UK doctors are double the national average, and they’re well aware that alcohol is a depressant. For others, the first thing they do after work is roll a joint and put the kettle on. Many limit drink and drugs to the weekend, and others are placated 24/7 by pharmaceuticals.


When it comes to alcohol problems, the definition is, it’s a problem if it’s causing problems in our life i.e. financial, relationships, work. Alcohol is the same as any other drug in terms of it being about our relationship with it i.e. there’s use and abuse. If no problems arise and we’re not offending anyone, then it’s not healthy, but it’s not a problem. So, it’s okay if we sully the bed, as long as no-one sees?


It’s understood there’s a difference between our binge drinking culture (i.e. at the weekends) and going to the shop first thing in the morning to get voddy for the body, as the latter has a problem. But then, there’s the despairing situation of being addicted to say, heroin. A man I counselled, who was both alcohol and drug dependent, injected heroin into his eyeballs because he literally had nowhere else to jab himself. Russell Brand (2014) speaks about the ‘indignity of active addiction’, ‘the despair of hopelessness’, and ‘the inexhaustible cycle of incremental self-immolation’. How badly do we need to feel good? It seems boozers are however less desperate than heroin users for their fix, as they’re less likely to kill or sell their granny?


It seems fair to say, the addictive nature of drink and drugs is self-explanatory. We like it so we do it again and again, and sometimes continue to the point of having a problem with it. I appreciated Paul Gascoigne’s comment, (who has battled with alcohol and drugs long-time), when asked on a chat-show why he abuses alcohol, and he replied that he doesn’t blame anyone or anything, but rather drinks because he likes it. And when sober, and despite everything (i.e. how crazy it gets), he’s honest enough to admit that he would love a drink. Gazza’s been in rehab several times, and he’s apparently died three times while undergoing treatment for alcoholism. He was featured in the Sun newspaper, stroking a chicken in a garden pub (September 2014), with the caption stating, ‘Oh no Gazza, not again!’ It’s easy done.


So, people can abstain, like Russell Brand (his addictions included sex and heroin), but they’re far more likely to relapse. Hence, the argument that addiction is not an illness but rather moral weakness. Oscar Wilde said, ‘the only way to get rid of temptation is to yield to it...I can resist everything but temptation’. A drugs report (findings from New York and Chicago) stated, ‘it is inescapable that delinquency both preceded and followed addiction to heroin use’. It is, after all, illegal.


It’s noted, that in the eighteenth century, drug and alcohol addictions were considered a moral issue, whereas in the nineteenth century, they were rendered a disease. The ‘moral model’ of human behaviour is based on the notion of freewill, whereas with the ‘disease model’ or ‘medical model’ freewill is superseded by determinism. Interestingly, while there was no disease as such, no physical cause was apparent, but physical malfunctions or ‘symptoms’ were, evoked the notion of ‘mental illness’. We’ll get back to this however in chapter 4.


With addictions, the luxury of choice is replaced by compulsion. Our capacity is diminished i.e. we’ve lost control and rational choice. We’re bound to dreadful habits that rob us of life. And there is no peace, as we’re always thinking about them. Apparently, heroin users spend 70% of the day thinking about their next fix. They effectively steal our freedom.


However, there also seems to be degrees of freedom, until there’s not. I coined the term ‘Ten to Ten Syndrome’ (given 10pm liquor laws), ironically when I was an alcohol counsellor, to describe the jittery dilemma, the sweating and rationalising, of whether or not to drink. And before I knew it, I’d be at the shop buying wine. And I’d drink, all the while realising how boring and pointless it was. I later discovered, those endeavouring to abstain from drinking are equally familiar with this anxious time. Hence, support buddies (from support groups), phone each other and keep chatting until it’s after 10pm. And woo hoo, another day sober. And then the next day, to drink or not to drink, that is the mo fo question.


This element of freedom is however a luxury, as like a black hole, an addiction can seem inescapable. Like for Bill Wilson (1895-1971), cofounder of Alcoholics Anonymous (AA) and the ‘Twelve Step Program’. He said he realised that he couldn’t help himself, and his alcohol addiction was beyond his control. He ruined his promising career on Wall Street, damaged his marriage, and was hospitalised several times. His doctor explained to him that alcoholism is an illness, as opposed to moral failing i.e. no willpower. Wilson was apparently elated to find out he was suffering from an illness. At any rate, the doctor’s advice was to abstain.


But Wilson was unable to abstain, presumably because he had this illness? And since no-one else could help him, he cried out to God for help. He said that whilst lying in bed, depressed and despairing, he cried out, ‘I’ll do anything! Anything at all! If there be a God, let Him show Himself!’ He then experienced a ‘Hot Flash’ spiritual conversion which involved the sensation of a bright light, a feeling of ecstasy and absolute serenity. It would appear God answered.


Perhaps we could find sanctuary with God, and perhaps that’s the divine design? Maybe we’ve been looking in the wrong places. It’s highlighted that substance misuse can be understood as spiritual yearning. Like, Russell Brand said he was in spiritual pain. He pertains to the pain beneath the drink and drugs. Psychiatrist Carl Jung notably recommended religious faith as a cure for alcoholism, and apparently had an indirect role in establishing AA.


Active addictions are beyond exasperating. But unlike alcohol, drugs are illegal, so there’s a criminal element. However, as Brand contends, criminalising the addiction or ‘disease’ is futile and actually complicates the issue. Apparently £4 billion a year is spent on criminalising drugs (which is ineffective as being illegal doesn’t deter people from taking drugs), whereas £1 billion is spent ‘helping’ addicts. The result is financially challenged people from the ghettos partake in the ‘revolving door’ with regards to being caught with a small amount of brown sugar, prison, and the same again. It’s arguably madness.


There’s also the compelling argument for legalising and taxing drugs. We can but wonder if society would go more nuts? Brand highlights that countries like Portugal and Switzerland, who have introduced progressive and tolerant drug laws, have seen crime plummet and drug-related deaths significantly reduced. It seems the issue is whether or not drugs constitute a criminal or health problem, or a spiritual problem? In the absence of spiritual fulfilment, we live in a pleasure seeking, pain avoiding culture. Hence, we want drugs?


However, besides drink and drugs, too many are eating pies no-end. Record numbers of westerners are eating themselves to death. Like alcoholism, 30,000 people die a year from obesity. And like drinking, it’s extremely easy to shovel food into the hole. On a TV programme I watched about overeaters, an ‘Overeaters Anonymous’ member likened overeaters to crack addicts. She said cheesecake for them is like crack cocaine for a crack addict. However, another member (like Gazza taking responsibility) advised that she didn’t blame anyone for becoming obese, as she ate the food, and no-one forced it down.


It’s explained that junk foods stimulate the reward system in the brain in the same way as drugs like cocaine, and whereas eating an apple might cause a moderate release of dopamine, cheesecake releases much more. Carbohydrates and sugars release ‘feel good’ chemicals, hence emotional munching to feel better. Apparently rats that were given access to high-fat foods showed similar characteristics to those hooked on cocaine and heroin, and found it hard to quit even when given electric shocks.


It costs the NHS billion’s annually for obesity related health problems. 1:4 Brits are obese, and it’s the same for kids, and more than 60% are overweight. Obesity is overtaking smoking as the main cause of strokes. And there’s an epidemic of diabetes type II on account of obesity/lifestyle (every five minutes someone in the UK is diagnosed with diabetes). Millions are spent on gastric bands and bypasses, with thousands undergoing these surgical procedures, despite the complications e.g. uncontrolled vomiting, severe cramps, blood clots, dumping syndrome, diarrhoea, and hernias.


Thus, like other lifestyles that engender disease, we can be incapacitated, unable to work and in receipt of benefits, on morbidly obese grounds. And how sad, that some people are too fat to leave their homes. In December 2014 The European Court of Justice ruled that obesity can constitute a disability. Unsurprisingly, there were mixed views about this ruling. One girl I read about, who is obese, stated it wasn’t her fault (hence disability) because she’s addicted to coca cola. It presumably bodes well however that we have the poor man’s version of coca cola, (prior to 1903 it contained a significant dose of cocaine), as presumably there’d be even more coca cola addicts?


Scotland, aka the ‘Sick Man of Europe’, has the most obesity in Europe. And no danger, apparently 7/10 Scot’s pets eat too much. [Apparently Scotland spends more on alcohol, illegal drugs, and gambling than the rest of Britain. And the alcohol death rate is double the rest of UK]. But America trumps the world with its share of porkers. So, we indulge in a sedentary lifestyle and fatty diet, and grow like Babushka Dolls.


Or maybe we have the fat gene? Indeed, apparently millions of Brits carry the greediness (rogue/FTO) gene. Scientists inform that diets are essentially doomed because excessive munching is driven by a deep fundamental genetic process. Thus, rather than greed being one of the seven deadly sins, if we’re feeling greedy, we can blame our genes. It also however stands to reason, that our greediness could be countered by exercise? Or maybe we have a sloth gene? Hence, we’d rather get liposuction than exercise, as exercise requires effort (in 2013 there was a 41% rise in liposuction).


Foods not love but it’s something to do just like drinking, drugs, and smoking no-end. And what’s with ‘feeders’? Besides ‘fat fetish’ (attraction to fat people), some kinky people get sexual gratification from the process of helping others gain body fat.


Addictions appear to motivate us, (they’re better than nothing?), but they underpin sadness and loneliness? It seems we need something to ‘keep us going’? Like, holidays keep some people going. Some people depend on others as their lifeline (is that the definition of relationships or co-dependency?). Affairs keep others going. Feeling that older, younger, or morbidly obese person can make people feel alive. Or getting whipped to hell and back, or smeared with faeces.


For others, the opiate might be money, power and status. Apparently super-yacht owners, competitively plagued by the need to have the biggest boat in the world, get their boats extended to preside (my diamond encrusted ring-piece is bigger than yours). And as counterintuitive as it might seem, some people live to work, and like to be defined by their work. Or it might be striving to be beautiful, and undergoing countless operations to that end.


And then there’s gambling. The adrenaline rush associated with the possibility of pulling off a big win is often described by gamblers as an unbeatable feeling. Interestingly, a gambling addict, namely, Graham Calvert, tried to sue William Hill for letting him lose two million in six months. But to no sympathetic avail. His gambling spree resulted in him losing his marriage, livelihood, and health. But the court ruled that William Hill had no legal responsibility to protect its customers from the consequences of their gambling.


Compulsive gambling is similar to a chemical addiction and is regarded as mental illness. It seems the responsibility for our behaviour ‘lies’ within the structures of society, but we’re left with the problem? Gambling addicts are increasing, which includes 11-16 year olds. On the plus side however, gambling generates billions for the economy. Our gambling and betting industry is a key contributor to the UK economy.


Compulsive stealing is on the same chemically addictive page, but it drains the economy. It only benefits the thief, or not if they have a mental illness? Apparently, the difference between emotional stealing and kleptomania is that with kleptomania the person is secure, not insecure. Emotional stealing is more like hoarding to fill an emotional void. Kleptomania seems naughtier?


People are also increasingly addicted to video games, the internet, and their phones. Indeed, the mobile phone addiction is apparently more addictive than nicotine, and harder to quit than heroin. Lest we forget retail therapy, which guarantees shoppers two hits of dopamine. The first dopamine release comes when they find something they want to buy, and the second comes when they actually pay for it. Shopaholics Anonymous notably provides counselling for shoplifting addictions, compulsive shopping addictions, and overspending.


It seems mad that people buy and steal items that they then have to hide from others. And society concedes this behaviour is peculiar. Hence, we call it ‘illness’. And some people are addicted to lying, which is a whole other ‘pathological’ fantasy. It seems that we can be addicted to literally anything. As conveyed, it seems we’re desperately seeking happiness and pleasure? Perhaps we all need a dopamine lever.


As touched on in the Foreword, secular humanism usurped religion. According to sociologists, ‘secularisation’ is the rise of scientific rationalism and technology, which is characterised by an increased tendency towards atheism and agnosticism. The ‘secularisation thesis’ is the belief that as societies progress i.e. ‘modernise’, religion loses its authority in all aspects of social life and governance. In short, no-one cares what the church thinks about anything. God’s not in charge, but rather we are.


It’s highlighted the critical shift in the last hundred years has been the move away from moral regulation by churches to a more secular mode of organisation through medicine, education and psychology. GPs and psychiatrists are the voice of wisdom, and they’re trained to be non-judgemental, unlike religion? It’s duly noted however, that secular humanism evolved from Christian values. Jesus loved people and insisted ‘judge, lest we be judged’. It’s also highlighted there’s been a historic significant shift from protestant self-denial to hedonism with a credit society. Society promotes consumerism and pleasure, which is good for the economy?


Secularisation in Britain was however part of a much larger social and ‘cultural revolution’ that began in the sixties, when we binned the shackles of religion in favour of promiscuity (‘free love’) and drugs. The world was changing. The contraceptive pill was introduced, (coupled with provocative clothing like the mini-skirt), and the church retreated into the recesses of society. There was a spirit of rebellion. It’s asserted, that ‘thanks to the sixties, we’re all shamefully selfish’. This era spurred on the self-absorbed ‘me generation’. And whilst seemingly liberating and progressive, it has nevertheless led to the postmodern condition ‘nihilism’.


Nihilism comes from nihil, which is Latin for nothingness. This ‘condition’ is characterised by a sense of uncertainty, meaninglessness, doubt in traditional values, and spiritual malaise. Life seems pointless and morality does not inherently exist. It seems that having written off God, we’re left with a God-shaped hole that drink, drugs, pies, sex, gambling etc attempt to fill? As Blaise Pascal (1623-1662), mathematician and theologian, said, ‘There is a God-shaped vacuum in the heart of each man which cannot be satisfied by any created thing but only by God the Creator, made known through Jesus Christ’.


Nihilism is used in association with ‘anomie’ to explain society’s general mood of despair. Anomie, which is Greek for ‘without law’, was popularised by the French sociologist Emile Durkheim (1858-1917). He referred to anomie as the destructive chaos that creeps in at the margins of life. He observed that without moral regulation and structure, (as society provides little moral guidance), people feel alienated from each other’s thinking. And this leads to norm-less-ness, disillusionment and isolation. We also no longer have the right to morally judge, as values are relative. Thus, it’s none of our business what deviant people do with their pets?


Durkheim warned us that individualism (i.e. please yourself and ‘do your own thing’) would result in the disintegration of society, and he predicted the pathological outcome would be an increase in modern times of suicide, alcohol and crime. It seems he was right.


It’s understood that in the absence of being shaped by religion, secular culture primarily shapes our emotions, which includes fear and depression. The media (including movies and popular music) provides us with morals and ideals, whether consciously or unconsciously absorbed. The entertainment industry is the ‘culture creator’. The TV gives us our sense of reality, including ‘the news’. Television tells-a-vision. David Icke refers to the TV as the ‘resident hypnotist in the corner of the room’, and states ‘how appropriate that we call television output television programmes’ (p.525-526).


Apparently, crime-fears are rising because of TV programmes and soaps that dramatize real life i.e. highlighting all social problems, psychos and weirdoes. It’s said these digital reflections hold up a cracked mirror to society. But moreover, they also seem to legitimise behaviour. That is, we rationalise it’s the same deviance happening everywhere, so who cares? It’s said we’re desensitised to what’s right and wrong, as we’re immersed with murder, violence and sex on TV. It’s said that human nature is running wild, which is evidenced by the degeneration of attitudes and behaviours, the epidemic of adultery, the increase in crime, disrespectful youngsters and coveters.


It further seems pertinent to note, that religious philosophies predicted these wayward times. Like, the prophecy of Shambala (Buddhist BEF 700 CE), for example, states, ‘People will no longer have any religion to which they can turn for solace or liberation: the doctrines of materialism will overwhelm their minds and drive them to struggle for their own selfish ends. The lust for power and wealth will prevail over teachings of compassion and truth’. And the Lotus Sutra 13 states, ‘In the evil age to come, living beings will decrease in good qualities and increase in utter ignorance, coveting gain and honours, developing their evil qualities, and being far removed from deliverance’.


It’s foreseen that in the ‘end days’ (eschatology is the study of end-times), we become degenerates. Like, in the Bible, 2 Timothy 3:1-5, we’re told, ‘But mark this: There will be terrible times in the last days. For people will love only themselves and their money. They will be boastful, proud, abusive, disobedient to their parents, ungrateful, unholy, unloving, unforgiving, slanderous, without self control, brutal, not lovers of the good, treacherous, rash, conceited, lovers of pleasure rather than lovers of God – having a form of godliness but denying its power’. So, we’re here? Islam concedes that we become debauched in the last days i.e. cheating, lying, selfishness, and sexual immorality increase. Many Muslims believe we’re living in the last days.


Anomie is likened to soul sickness in society. Community spirit has been replaced by cities full of dispirited strangers. Apparently, paranoia is twice as high as rural areas, and at least 25% have an irrational fear. No-one speaks to their neighbours, since besides the weather, what is there to speak about? It’s like the forced conversations we have to endure with hairdressers etc? It seems we’re on the same page that small talk is overrated. Hence, people are perpetually on their phones, and no-one’s talking anymore. But maybe it’s good for us to talk to each other i.e. it’s healthy? And maybe we’re losing the art of conversation? And what does anyone talk about in any case. Football, soaps or ‘Netflix’, and we parrot ‘the news’?


It’s also highlighted that people are increasingly using email and texting to opt out of ‘talking’ situations, and this is causing us to become more insular. It’s ‘easier’ to text than speak? It’s less hassle and less anxiety? And then some of us anxiously scrutinise the messages we’ve sent, to reassure ourselves they’re fine. Suffice to say, embarking down this path can lead us to ‘one is the loneliest number’. About 10% of people in the UK have no friends, so we might as well party for one? Or watch ‘Friends’ and pretend we have some, (my cats are my friends), or go ‘online’.


But for those who do have an urban family to play with, and henceforth ‘do have a life’, according to what society calls a life, it seems to be going out and getting wrecked? That is, before we settle down to family life. The sentiment is ‘enjoy yourself’ and consumerism is good. We can enjoy that churches are now clubs, and sisters are doing it for themselves.


A survey in 2017 revealed that 31 is the average age at which people stop clubbing, and it was considered ‘tragic’ to still be clubbing at 37. It’s highlighted that people in their twenties don’t want to see people in their forties and fifties in clubs. It seems Generation X has reluctantly passed on the ‘YOLO’ (You Only Live Once) baton? We have to make the most of our window?


So, what is a good night out? Drink, drugs, dancing, sex? [As mentioned, drugs help the otherwise monotony]. Russell Brand (2014) poetically raps, ‘drink some cider, get inside her’, and ‘do a gram, drop a pill, download an app, eat some crap, get a slap, mind the gap, do a line, instagram, little grope in the cab’ (p.60). And for some, it’s fighting, and waking up in A&E or the police station. Fun aside, people can be brutal. Sometimes people just smack someone else in the face because they can. They actively look for fights. Philip Hensher wrote an article for ‘The Independent’ (7 January 2000) entitled ‘My Perfect Night Out: Sex, Drugs, Dancing and Fighting’, which typifies ‘good nights’.


Thus, he describes his Hogmanay, which lasted for eighteen hours, from 6pm to lunchtime the next day. During which time he drank three bottles of wine on a completely empty stomach. He went to a succession of parties, French kissed four strangers and a policeman, committed an indeterminate number of criminal acts, had sex in the lavatories of a club, pissed on Starbucks window, shared a spliff with a very famous model, got into a fight, walked five miles and danced for seven or possibly eight hours. He states, ‘in short, I had a completely champion time’. But he insists his good time wouldn’t live up to his reckless friend, who never thought he had a really good night out unless it ended up in casualty and securing the attention of professional medical assistance.


We’re notorious, and we’re not any better behaved on holiday. It’s said we forget to pack our morals. It’s estimated 40,000 illegal pills are consumed every night in Ibiza. No danger. And it truly is sex on the beach, lest we forget ‘Sticky Vicky’ in Benidorm (LOL).


So, we’re also preoccupied with sex, another source of pleasure. It’s said, ‘art is a mirror of its age’ and sex sells everything. Even milk is advertised using a skimpily clad broad featuring a milk moustache. Is there any need? It’s understood that beautiful people inspire us to buy products (because we’ll be like them?) and also that adverts home in on sex and relationships etc to market their products, as they realised we care more about people than products. But every music video is the same, leaving very little for the imagination. I’m so beyond bored of it. Indeed, I couldn’t help but wonder, is there more to life than Sex in the City? And for sure, I’ve seen an obscene amount of SJP and her buds.


It’s highlighted that TV innocence dissipated from the 60s, and sex was out in the open from the 70s/80s. And it came with a pornified twist. Sex on the beach landed with American wet-dream ‘Baywatch’ in the late 80s, (Extras were playboy playmates), and then came no holds barred ‘Sex and the City’ in the late 90s. Like soaps, the latter reflected ‘real life’ relationships and entanglements, ‘human emotion in the city’, but it was considerably more glamorous. Like, they lived in New York, (not Coronation Street), and walked in fabulous Jimmy Choo’s. Is it fabulous to pay £500 for shoes, or 20K for a handbag aka piece of cow hide dyed gold with a Fendi label? Or are we victims of advertising? It’s noted, that our ‘programmes’ foster materialism, as well as sex.


In essence, the societal sentiment is sex is all good if people enjoy themselves and ‘protect’ themselves. We’re ‘liberated’ and there is no judgement. But moreover, it seems this instinct has been sold to us as a ‘physical need’? Hence, any port will do in a storm, and beggars can’t be choosers? We can use each other. A friend of mine from uni said he put a pillow over a girl’s face during intercourse, because he found her so unattractive. Sex is advertised as a mechanical means to a satisfying end. ‘Love Sex: Durex’.


As it transpires however, we don’t actually need to have sex (anymore than we need to fight). That’s what gets me about the number of unwanted kids. It’s like, stop having sex then, and cultivate some self-control? Take a Valium? Or maybe the need for sex is like other ‘chemical’ addictions ergo wild horses won’t stop us? My Hindu-esque friend, who abstains from having sex despite being married, because of his pursuit for purity, says sex is like an itch that you have to keep scratching. It’s the same for masturbation.


It’s purported that women are more promiscuous than men. It seems we learned from the best? And from the feminist angle, why not be sexually liberated. Why not emancipate ourselves from sexual slavery. Like ‘Samantha Jones’ in Sex and the City, who epitomised this sentiment and was iconic of female sexual liberation. Or maybe the ‘sex in the city’ crack is overrated? More than 50% of women regret one-night stands (needless to say they’re invariably coupled with liquor). And then there’s ‘the walk of shame’ the next day. It’s appears however, that the walk of shame scenario is dying a death, as people increasingly opt for ‘half-night stands’ (it appears breakfast is overrated).


It’s highlighted that dating apps like Tinder make sex super accessible, as people can hook up for sex, minus the sleepovers. And that way people can avoid the awkwardness the following morning (the ‘small talk’ LOL), and also wake up in their own bed, which is always a bonus. And whilst it’s asserted that women are again following in men’s footsteps by leaving before morning, it’s retorted that they’re leaving early because they’re not satisfied. It seems sex has never been so disposable, meaningless and empty?


It seems Freud’s supposition that most people feel guilt about sex their entire lives is no longer valid (Freud was obsessed with our sexual inhibition). It hasn’t been for a long time. On the contrary, no one cares. Indeed, people boast about their sexual conquests and risqué behaviours. It seems we like to push the boundaries? We have a hyper-sexualised society and there’s intrinsically no morality about it. Love and sex divorced a long time ago. They’re apparently two separate ‘constructs’ i.e. emotional and physical, and we don’t need to mix them up.


However, unlike sex, we do need love (babies literally die without love). And it’s possible this sexualised behaviour is a counterfeit to real love and intimacy? Maybe love and sex do belong together, and the joining of our bodies symbolises this? It’s always possible society has taken something beautiful and massively cheapened it? It seems we’ve trivialised the ‘intimacy’ of sex?


According to scientists, whenever a woman has sex her body produces a chemical which causes her to emotionally attach. This chemical may account for how much we think of someone after having sex just once. There’s an illusion of closeness yet with little groundwork done in terms of getting to know each other. We don’t know the person, but at some level we do. We know them intimately. At some metaphysical level, it’s possible our souls have intertwined? Fundamentally, we give our ‘self’ to someone, and it’s said our bodies make a promise whether we do or not.


Thus, maybe we should be forewarned about this chemical, and its potential to confuse our perception of sex and love i.e. we may read into something that’s not there, and we may become slightly deranged. Maybe condom packets could feature a mental health warning (like cigarette packets), that sex might affect our emotions. Thus, whilst we’re informed about protection on a physical level, it seems we’re less informed about protection on an emotional level. Maybe this chemical accounts for why my friend describes one night stands as, ‘it’s like giving away a piece of your soul each time’.


So, whilst we’re brainwashed to believe that we’re ‘liberated’, maybe we’re not? People can feel cheap and cheated, which is damaging for self-esteem. And perhaps we can wonder how the village bike, (where everyone’s had a ride), really feels within her inner most self. Lest we forget that diamonds have no value except that placed upon them. I remember thinking it was sad when my friend from university told me that she felt like a pair of legs and a hole. It seems so many girls don’t realise their worth? Or maybe we don’t need to read into sex so much. It’s just sex. But it can also be grim. Like having sex with someone, you don’t want to have sex with, but feeling compelled to go through with it. Lying there and taking it because it’s only manners? And suffice to say, not everyone is clean, and STDs are pretty gross. Crabs (LOL).


It’s also noted, that teenagers’ sex lives reflect adult sex lives. Kids seem to be growing up faster than ever, but perhaps they’re not ready for ‘grown up’ behaviours, and the emotions that accompany these? From twelve years old, kids can see a GP and in confidence, hence without parental consent, secure contraception. Contemplating kids having sex that young seems preposterous. They’re so young with their baby faces and bodies. And yet we all knew kids at school who were getting nasty that young.


As touched on, there’s much pressure on kids to be deviant and this includes underage sex. Being a virgin is not cool (the cool people are not virgins). I heard at my secondary school, that kids get battered if they’re a virgin. Sexual promiscuity, for the most part, elicits a positive peer response. Any hole’s a goal. Britain has more sexually active under-18s than any other country in Europe. We also have the highest number of teenage mothers and the highest teenage abortion rate in Western Europe. Teenage abortions are disturbingly high (1:3 teenage pregnancies are terminated). Nearly a quarter of all abortions are carried out on girls under 20.


Thus, so much for the ‘get it on’ condom campaigns etc, given the record numbers of abortions and STDs. Hundreds of millions have been spent on sex education and it’s not working. That’s not strictly true however, as British kids are highly informed about sex and contraception. I suspect that has something to do with society legitimising it at some level. That is, adults acknowledging that kids are having sex, and whilst illegal, the covert subtext is to be sensible about it. There’s enough unwanted kids in society. But seriously, what does giving under 16s free condoms say, if not, ‘knock your-self out’.


Masturbation is also now being taught as part of sex education, particularly for girls, as this has historically been taboo. There is no shame in masturbation. It’s healthy to masturbate? It’s also highlighted there’s a sexting epidemic, with teens sharing graphic pictures from 12/13 years old. Apparently, they’re inspired by ‘celebs’ naked selfies and sex scenes in videos. They think it’s grown up, and the popular girls do it. They feel confident and sexy, but it can backfire, with repercussions including anxiety, depression and feeling suicidal.


So, sex is not all fun and games, as sometimes ‘accidents’ happen. It’s like Russian roulette. Most of the time we get away with it, but not every time. Men are literally loaded guns and on occasion unwanted babies are conceived. The absolute worst thing that could possibly happen happens. Imagine the desperation pre-abortion days, using knitting needles or throwing oneself down the stairs. It seems the most sensible option is securing the morning-after pill, following any ‘accidents’. But not everyone’s so quick off the mark. Or some people take a chance, hoping the laws of probability will be favourable?


It’s arguably a paradox that it’s considered ‘preventative’ to secure the morning-after pill. It’s not preventative if a baby has been conceived. It’s the same as abortion, the only difference is when taking the morning after pill, one doesn’t know if they’re pregnant (maybe, maybe not). Interestingly, the contraceptive pill doesn’t prevent conception but rather prevents the fertilised egg from embedding in the womb. Thus, the number of babies conceived and eradicated must be immense.


Before abortion was legalised, many deaths arose from backstreet abortions. And duty-bound doctors bore this ethical burden. Then in 1938 the landmark Bourne case landed. A young woman was gang raped by a group of soldiers and the doctor agreed to terminate the pregnancy on the grounds that it would preserve the mental health of the young woman. The doctor was prosecuted but a judge subsequently ruled the pregnancy would have been tantamount to wrecking her life. Thus, a precedent was set, whereby abortion would be legal if it preserved the woman’s mental wellbeing.


Then the feminist movement pioneered ‘a woman’s right to choose’. Abortion is marketed, ‘every child a wanted child, every abortion a wanted abortion’. It’s extremely rare for a woman to be refused an abortion. Only 1% of abortions are on the grounds that the child would be born disabled. Most abortions are carried out on ‘healthy’ babies for social reasons. 1:4 babies conceived today are aborted, and gender abortions are not illegal. With respect to the latter, it’s estimated some 4,000 kids are aborted a year, so-called female foeticide, as girls are surplus to requirements and evidently disposable (most gender abortions are associated with ethnic communities).


It’s said that many people (more so teenagers) use abortion as contraception, so-called ‘lifestyle abortions’. 1:3 women have had abortions, and thousands have had more than four abortions. There’s been millions of abortions since the Abortion Act was introduced in 1967. Having binned God, it was no longer a moral issue. There is no judgement. No-one cares? Besides perhaps, that abortions cost the NHS millions every year.


200,000 foeti are aborted in Britain each year, and it’s estimated some 56 million abortions take place worldwide. That’s over 100,000 babies per day. Indeed, abortion is the single greatest cause of death of human beings today. Russia has the highest number of abortions in the world, with abortions consistently outnumbering live births by 2:1. It seems foeti can be likened to a tumour that needs to be cut out?


Whilst polls suggest that most people don’t regret their decision, it’s still something significant that happened? Maybe there’s a sense of loss or emptiness? And perhaps people might subsequently wonder if ‘it’ was a boy or girl, and what they would be like? As with everything in life however, it depends on mindset. Hence, it stands to reason, that it’s psychologically healthier to rationalise that ‘it’s’ a blob of cells rather than a baby?


It seems the issue is when is a baby a baby? Like, from conception when life begins (apparently there’s a flash of light when ova meets sperm). Or when it has a heartbeat circa four weeks old, or when it’s more human like? ‘It’s’ called a foetus, which is Latin for little child, at nine weeks. This also questions the ethics of snowflake babies, IVF babies on ice? The millions that are surplus to requirements are used in scientific experiments, destroyed, or sold on the black market.


Apparently, a fertilised ovum is 1/10mm in diameter, which is the size of a talcum powder particle. The zygote, the first cell, has the full DNA blueprint and births trillions of other cells, producing its tiny body and beating heart. From 6-12 weeks, all of the baby’s features develop e.g. tiny fingers with tiny fingernails, the mouth, the nose, the ears, the eyes (with its own unique iris, like its unique fingerprints). There’s recognisably human behaviour by 13 weeks, as the foetus can yawn and rub its eyes. At 15 weeks the foetus gains the sense of taste. At 18 weeks s/he begins to hear. And at 23 weeks the foetus can be seen sucking its thumb, turning somersaults, playing with its toes, and smiling. And then it can be game over.


Terminations are legal until 24 weeks, which is the highest in Europe. This limit was set in 1990, as it was previously 28 weeks. The assumption is that foeti don’t (consciously) feel pain, which relies on the neural structure not being established until 26 weeks. However, other research informs that foeti feel pain from 20 weeks, and even 18 weeks.


It’s also duly noted, that in one ward, people are aborting babies up to 24 weeks, and in another ward, medical staff are saving babies born prematurely. With medical advances and specialist neonatal units, the majority of babies (75%) born at 23 weeks survive outside the womb. And there is growing evidence that foeti are able to sustain life from 20 weeks. In 2007, a study published in the British Journal of Obstetrics and Gynaecology revealed that one in thirty babies aborted after 16 weeks gestation is born alive.


If we ‘catch it’ early enough (up to 9 weeks), we can have an abortion pill. Taking a pill to make it all go away seems like the most palatable option. Like the morning after pill, it’s almost like it didn’t happen? With a vacuum abortion or suction aspiration (from 7-15 weeks) the foetus is literally vacuumed out the womb via a tube/cannula. The suction is apparently 29 times more powerful than a vacuum cleaner. If they’re small enough, they can remain intact when sucked out, with their heart still beating.


I watched a horrendous documentary about this when Britain was deliberating whether or not to cut the abortion limit in 2007. These perfectly formed babies came out alive, complete with raw pink skin and tiny screams, and continued breathing. And I watched these nurses battering the wretched teeny tiny babies over the head with a spatula to end, quicker, their tragic little lives. It was truly horrific. [It was so horrific it inspired my painting]. It would seem the legal duty of care towards a live born baby who survives an abortion is thus somewhat violated? If they don’t come out whole, they’re dismembered i.e. their tiny heads are ripped off, legs, arms etc.


In the next trimester (from 15 weeks of pregnancy), it gets worse with the Dilation and Evacuation procedure. Because the baby is too large to fit through the cervix, the abortionist has to tear the body apart with pliers, pulling each part through the cervix, limb by limb. The spine must also be snapped, and the skull crushed to remove these pieces. The vacuum is also used to suck all debris out. With a late surgical abortion (20-24 weeks), the foetus receives a lethal injection (known as feticide) to stop its heartbeat. Or with a late medical abortion, the same drugs that are used in early medical abortions are administered. The baby is again broken into pieces and removed.


Abortion in the last trimester is horrendous. With the Partial Birth Abortion, Dilation and Extraction method, the abortionist uses forceps to manoeuvre the foetus into a breech position, and pulling the alive and moving baby out by the feet, the abortionist removes the brain (which kills them) while the head is in the birth canal, and then the baby is extracted. When the brain is suctioned out, it causes the skull to collapse which allows the foetus head to pass more easily through the birth canal. In some countries, abortions are legal up to the time of birth, and in some states in America, like New York. There’s also debate about permitting infanticide, which is killing the child after birth.
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It’s interesting to note however, that whilst abortion is the mother’s right, some children in the US afflicted with FASD have sued their mums for drinking when pregnant. Women can be criminalised for behaviours that are harmful to the foetus, like drinking excessive alcohol, which is challenging because it suggests the foetus has some rights?


The prospect of criminal prosecution for drinking mums also surfaced in the UK. In 2014 a landmark case arose, as a North West England council sought criminal injuries compensation for a six year old girl with ‘growth retardation’. But despite the lifelong damage the mother inflicted on her child after drinking heavily throughout her pregnancy, the court ruled that the mother did not commit a criminal offence. The rational was, the time at which the grievous bodily harm was done occurred when the child was in the womb, and at that stage the child did not have a legal personality as to constitute a person. It was agreed for the purposes of the law, that the unborn baby was a ‘unique organism’ but not a person. Lord Justice Treacy ruled, ‘A mother who is pregnant and who drinks to excess despite knowledge of the potential harmful consequence to the child of doing so is not guilty of a criminal offence under the law if her child is subsequently born damaged as a result’.


It seems we’ve separated sex from babies, as well as love? It seems sex has less to do with procreation, and more to do with pleasure? Apparently, the majority of teenage mums are reluctant to breastfeed because their breasts are seen as sex symbols. And elective Caesarean sections are growing in popularity, (which is four times more dangerous than normal delivery), as no good can come from a wizard’s sleeve. And it’s too hard to push the baby out?


So, we’re big fans of casual sex, and we’re most partial to porn. The latter includes politicians, as it was discovered in 2013 when official records revealed that nearly 300,000 attempts were made to access porn websites from computers within the Houses of Parliament that year. This figure equates to more than 800 attempts per day. Politicians clearly need to schedule in time for a tug (LOL). It seems some restraint was exercised in 2014, as it was revealed that 250,000 attempts were made, which is 700 times a day. Maybe they had more work to do?


So, porn is another popular addiction. Apparently more than one third of the internet’s content is pornographic (there’s hundreds of millions of porn web pages). Apparently a third of daily downloads are pornographic, and 2.5 billion emails per day are pornographic. Just lest I be judged, but that’s shocking and proper skanky. The word porneia notably refers to sexual immorality or sex without marriage. 10% of adults admit having an internet sex addiction, nearly a third of these are women, and the numbers are rising.


A sexual addiction is defined as a pattern of sexual behaviour which feels out of control. It could involve sex with a partner, but it may be viewing porn, masturbating, visiting prostitutes, or using sex chat lines. Sexual addiction therapists are reporting a dramatic increase in the numbers of people seeking treatment, which is largely attributed to the readily available internet porn. People can become preoccupied about spending time online to engage in sexual activities, and will feel anxious if unable to do so. Research has shown that dopamine lies at the heart of porn addiction.


Apparently porn releases more dopamine than sex and the effects last longer (hence, its appeal). As a result, people can become physically and psychologically dependent. It’s said porn addicts get the same buzz as alcoholics when they get their fix. Research shows that our brain physically changes by overdosing on porn. The brain is an extraordinary plastic machine, as well get to. But it’s noted, that what we feed our minds with, physically affects our brain. The non-material affects the material?


Like other addictions, those plagued by a sex-addiction (i.e. however many hours a day) build up a tolerance. Users report that it takes longer to get aroused and they require progressively harder, more extreme footage for boners. What was once exciting becomes mundane, and sometimes people will cross an unexpected line, and view illegal images, in the never-ending quest for the more extreme images needed to induce an excitement reaction. People can subsequently feel guilty and ashamed after viewing explicit content on the internet. We’re not proud of our addictions, or how low we stoop.


Surveys reveal that the vast majority of sex and relationship therapists are also seeing an increase in relationship problems caused by porn. Cybersex addicts become less able to have intimate and satisfying sexual relationships in real life. Physical interaction pales in comparison to the sort of sexual fulfilment they can achieve online, and most will avoid sexual interaction with their partners. Marriage therapists report that problems with internet pornography are now a regular cause for divorce between clients. Although many cybersex addicts dismiss claims of infidelity, partners feel differently, claiming they feel in competition with online parties.


Porn is also normalised for teenagers, particularly teenage boys. Teens are encouraged to appear experienced about porn, including aggressive or violent porn. Most kids have seen porn by thirteen. [One of my mates said he’s noticed how porn’s changed over time, becoming more hardcore]. But again, research shows it’s detrimental to their ability to form relationships as it provides a distorted view of sex. They can have difficulty sustaining mutual loving relationships, and otherwise normal intimacy.


At school they speak about who does anal, and who’s the best at oral etc. Forget personality, girls are sexual objects. The societal message is sex is good, and it’s better to have sex than not have sex, and those (girls) who are better at sex are better. Porn perpetuates a sexually toxic environment, as people act out what they’ve seen. It’s therefore commendable for girls to act as porn-stars? It’s good for boys/men to splash or hose all over their young pretty faces? Porn’s designed to give the impression girls like it, and to accept what’s literally coming. Soak it up.


Maybe girls/women are pressured into mimicking porn-stars, or maybe they like it? Maybe it’s empowering to say, ‘treat me like I’m your bitch’, and ‘treat me like I’m your ho’? It seems people like to lose themselves and adopt a ‘ho’ persona, as this alter ego turns them on. It’s sexy? They get off on tapping into their inner dirty little girl, which is all the grimmer, when they’re still girls. So, acting like a porn-star is empowering, or we’re brainwashed to think its empowering? The erotic payoff seems huge.


Whilst we’ll get to psycho-politics later, which conveys power and control in relationships, it’s duly noted, this underpins interesting dynamics in the bedroom, or wherever else one is commanded to play this game. Like, Christian Grey’s ‘red room of pain’. And maybe we wouldn’t mind getting a hiding from that particular domestic abuser, because he’s a handsome billionaire? It’s noted, that E.L James ‘Fifty Shades of Grey’ made quite the impact on society. Ann Summers sales rocketed, as did our appetite for bondage. It’s also understood that porn has led to the sodomy and rimming (sphincter licking) revolution.


Since Hitler’s quite the feature, it seems pertinent to note that he was partial to porn and had quite the collection of porn on his bookcase. It’s claimed he liked young women to urinate and defecate on him. We can but wonder what our leaders are into? Like, Russell Brand (2014) said ‘Napoleon wrote his missus filthy letters insisting that she kept her privates unkempt and unwashed’ (p.263). [LOL].


Apparently, Hitler begged a well-known film actress, Renate Mueller, to beat him (she had accompanied him to his quarters one evening). Renate confided in a director that Hitler fell to his knees and begged to be beaten, and shortly after relating this, she fell out of the window in a hotel in Berlin. Her death was ruled a suicide. Apparently six out of seven women who had some sort of relationship with Hitler ‘committed suicide’. A journalist, Fritz Gerlich, knew that one of his lovers Geli Raubal was murdered (she allegedly shot herself in the chest). He claimed to have conclusive proof but was killed before he could print it and all his documents were burned. Its purported Hitler contracted syphilis off a Jewish prostitute (karma?), but we’ll get back to Hitler.


So, the sex industry is booming. It seems we’re never sated, but rather always want/need more? Besides porn, there’s gentleman’s clubs and paying for an erection. My mum’s bud notably realised the urban legend, namely, he went to a gentleman’s club, wearing beige chinos, and he came out the club with skid marks on them. [Lovely]. Sex clubs, privately organised orgies and sex parties are becoming increasingly common. It seems we’ve progressed beyond the keys in a bowl caper, the seventies swinging initiative (couples put their keys in a bowl or bag and randomly select a set which determines who they have sex with). And sex toys etc are big business (sex dolls also help combat loneliness).


Prostitution is dubbed ‘the world’s oldest profession’. And why not sell sex and use our bodies as a cash cow? Indeed, some sex workers, like high-class call girls, regard their work as epitomising feminine empowerment. They even seem glamorous? They’re the clever ones. Why not get paid for half-night stands? It’s also noted, that whilst many immigrants use this type of work to support their families back home, most prostitutes in the UK are not victims of human trafficking, but rather choose to sell sex and do so freely.


Whilst it’s argued that prostitution is a ‘victimless crime’, as it involves consenting adults, it seems society remains ambivalent about its ethical stance. Thus, prostitution is technically legal in the UK, so working as an outcall escort is legal, but other related activities such as soliciting for sex in a public place, kerb crawling, keeping brothels, and pimping are outlawed. Making porn is notably legal because they’re ‘actors’ (LOL).


It seems some affairs are best left private, and we don’t want to see prostitutes doing business on our streets and in public places. Like drugs however, this legality doesn’t deter people, and criminalising this activity arguably doesn’t help. Life could be made a lot safer for sex-workers on the streets. In their line of work, most get raped, they’re victimised 8-10 times a year, and their mortality rate is 40% higher than the non-prostitute. Apparently, most customers don’t care what gender the sex-worker is, as it’s more about power and degradation.


It’s highlighted that sex can be sold when understood in terms of pleasure. Hence, non-marital sex, loveless sex, sex that satisfies hedonistic desires, can be capitalised on. Sexual gratification can be exploited. It’s a service, (supply and demand), like any other? An estimated one in ten British men regularly pays for sex. And many sex workers take pride in their work. They pride themselves on being good at their job, insisting they give it 100%. Presumably like most products and services, we get what we pay for?


However, contrary to the liberal stance, the ‘asymmetry thesis’ presupposes that markets in sex and reproduction is worse than treating any other capacities as commodities. It’s understood that by virtue of working, we’re all essentially prostituting ourselves. As Karl Marx said, we’re all prostitutes sold into slavery. We’re some company’s gimp. But using our bodies in this intimate way takes it to a new unethical level. There’s something intuitively not peaceful about it?


And moreover, whilst the liberals maintain its freewill, perhaps it’s less free when we consider how many sex workers were sexually abused as children. At a Barnardos conference I attended regarding the sexual exploitation of children and young people, I heard that 90% of sex workers were sexually abused as children. However hard up, I don’t know how punters using sex workers can feel okay about this. The sex worker has been robbed and damaged. Most ‘normal’ people don’t choose this occupation. It’s not the childhood dream. Perhaps, when already ‘dirty’, people deduct that they may as well use their predicament for their own ends and treat their bodies as a cash-cow? It’s thus contended that commercial sex harms these individuals, and society. And regarding those hard-up, there’s always life-like Hustler dolls with her three orifices. Or sex bots?


So, there’s no shortage of seedy people whose seedy eyes light up with seediness, like our politicians. But then there’s getting chuffed with kids. Like our politicians? Lest we forget the Westminster paedo-ring cover-up in the 80s. How convenient that the evidence, more than a hundred files containing allegations of child abuse, was destroyed. Suffice to say, there’s been an overwhelming number of paedo’s coming out of the woodwork of late, which besides politicians includes childhood legends like Jimmy Savile and Rolf Harris. And how ironic that Sa-vile granted kids their dreams on his TV show ‘Jim’ll Fix It’, and that Harris was campaigning against child sexual abuse at the height of his offending.


More recently there was the Pizza-gate scandal in 2016, when wikileaks exposed John Podesta’s (Hillary Clinton’s campaign manager) emails, which revealed a child sex ring in Washington DC. And then there’s royal paedos, like the late Lord Mountbatten and Prince Andrew (‘allegedly’), and their BFF links with paedos, like Savile and Jeffrey Epstein. However, we’ll get back to these freaks later, as it ties in with Satanic Ritual Abuse, as in Savile’s sordid case.


It’s also well known that paedophilia is rampant in Hollywood. Corey Feldman, for example, has long said paedophilia is the biggest problem facing Hollywood. He said, ‘I can tell you the number one problem was and is and always will be paedophilia’. He alleged the darkest secret in Tinseltown was not the casting couch, but the paedo-ring. He said, ‘It’s all done under the radar. It’s the big secret. I was surrounded by them when I was fourteen years old. Literally. They were everywhere, like vultures’. His friend, the late Corey Haim, was sodomised at age eleven by some dirty pervert.


More than 90% of victims know their abuser, but child sexual abuse remains largely a hidden crime, with experts agreeing that the incidence is far greater than what is reported to the authorities. For uncle Sneaky’s who don’t want to risk using their relatives, or spend time grooming other kids, there’s sex tourism e.g. holidaying in Cambodia or Thailand. [It seems ironic that not wearing underwear in Thailand is a criminal offence?]. Like one of my regular customers at the café I worked at, bought a twelve year old girl in Thailand. My boss told me he regaled about how he and his friend used her for their three week vacation.


The dark side of global travel is thus the exploitation of children in many tourist destinations by travelling sex-offenders. UNICEF estimates that every year, two million children globally are affected by sexual exploitation. Apparently, virgins are in high demand, but sex-offenders have a penchant for little boys. And not that I can understand why someone would sexually abuse kids, but it seems babies takes this to a new disturbing level. It was pointed out to me that babies are tighter. There’s no shortage of sick puppies out there.


It’s also noted, that whilst the terms sex offender and paedophile are often used interchangeably, there’s a difference, namely, a sex offender has been convicted of a sex-related crime, which may or may not involve a child, whereas paedophile is reserved for people sexually attracted to pre-pubescent kids. Paedophilia is thus regarded as a psychological disorder, as it’s not ‘normal’ to lust after kids. And unlike a sex offender, a paedophile may not have committed a crime as such i.e. they haven’t acted on their desires.


Moreover, unlike those who relish in abusing kids, many paedos are haunted by their sexual attraction for kids. They hate their affliction and are often suicidal. They know it’s wrong but can’t help the way they feel. This despairing attraction is beyond their control (so they’re born that way or made that way?). Hence, we can but have compassion for them, ‘there but for the grace of God, go I’. Russell Brand (2014) highlights, ‘when paedophiles talk about their obsession they always say they have no choice and the urge is overwhelming. And he asserts, ‘it’s unlikely that there’s anyone in the world who can’t identify with that urge or obsession: the distinction is object’ (p.252).


Unlike paedos per se then, sex offenders often target teenagers. Some like kids who are going through puberty. It’s highlighted they either rationalise it’s okay to target young people, or they don’t care. And then there’s say teachers, who fall in love with their pupils (Hey! Teachers! Leave them kids alone), and pupils who become infatuated with their teachers. Is that wrong, as they also can’t help it? Perhaps we should also feel sorry for these kiddy-fiddlers. It can be a challenge, particularly when kids start developing, and filling out. Like, jailbait Britney Spears in her school uniform, singing ‘hit me baby one more time’?


So, kids are in demand. Like women, they’re a commodity. Hence, thousands of women and children (fresh meat) are delivered to Britain every year to become sex-slaves. Human trafficking is the most profitable crime after drugs. It’s also a multibillion-dollar industry. And like drugs, these operations are conducted at the highest levels of intelligence i.e. CIA black operations. Thus, we’ll get back to this in Part 2.


For those unable to access kids, there’s no shortage of kiddy porn. There’s hundreds of millions of indecent pictures of kids online. It’s highlighted that pervs or the ‘unwell’ not only get aroused looking at hardcore vile images/footage of kids, and new-born babies, but also kids subjected to very extreme acts of violence and abuse. Apparently, some people think children posing in provocative positions, rather than suffering horrific abuse, is more okay. It seems we each have our own level of what’s acceptable to us. And some people cross darker lines.


Thus, beyond lust, and other kinky fetishes like asphyxiation (turning off the gas), is disgust. Like, a smear campaign and necrophilia? For the average bear however, it seems we have no idea just how infernally perverted some people are. ‘Oh my’ Christian Grey is a tame version of events.


It seems the world is spellbound, lost and depraved. And sex is intrinsically in the mix. But haunted perverts aside, and as touched on, there seems to be a sadness and emptiness about using people for sex. And whilst the erotic offerings may be enticing, it seems they’re not fulfilling, like all substances, period. As Russell Brand (2014) said of his sex addiction, ‘it became a joyless trudge through flesh’ (p.257).


But moreover, it seems there’s something sacred and esoteric about sex. Hence, sex magic practices (as we’ll get to). And perhaps we can wonder if there’s something sacred about virginity. It seems ‘something’ changes when the seal is broken? Vernon (2012) wrote, ‘To be human is to hold some things as sacred. Not to do so would make us less than human’ (p.96). It’s always possible there’s more to sex, at some metaphysical level, and as also mentioned, we literally need love. And whilst it’s not for me, maybe rimming for hours on end is the ultimate demonstration of love?


For most people i.e. those not paying for sex, or torturing others into it, we have to make an effort to attract someone. Like, a bee to a flower, or a moth to flame. We need some kind of pizzazz, or at least look the part. Fortunately, this doesn’t require much mulling over because society tells us what’s ‘in fashion’. We’re told what to wear, and how to style our hair, so we can be a generic homogenised version of everyone else.


And how grim that Chanel boasted its ‘globalisation of fashion’. It’s duly noted, the world increasingly reflects western culture, as we’re exposed to and affected by the same-ish media, and given the implication that materialism equals success. Cultural diversity is dying a death, as we’re all merging to become blah Chanel.


Thus, people want tattoos, because tattoos are smart, like smart phones are smart. Or we’re brainwashed to want these things, because we see cool people with them? It seems we’re all about packaging in our depthless society, and we’re brainwashed to be image conscious. It’s imperative that we’re attractive and fashionable.


Feminists say that as a backlash to feminism and women’s breach of the power structure, society became obsessed with looks since beauty was the last of the old feminine ideologies. Introducing women as simply attractive mortals is to sustain their vulnerability by forcing their self-esteem to be subject to criticism. [See Naomi Wolf’s ‘The Beauty Myth: How Images of Beauty Are Used Against Women’ (1990)].


So, from the 1980s supermodels landed, coupled with the boom of the cosmetic industry and the rise in eating disorders. Circa 3 million Brits are diagnosed with an eating disorder but many more (undiagnosed) have issues with food. Most eating disorders develop during adolescence. About 10% are diagnosed with anorexia nervosa (voluntary starvation). At least half never recover from this ‘illness’, which has the highest mortality rate of any mental illness. And about 40% suffer from bulimia nervosa. It’s noted, whilst the anorexic will restrict calories and skip meals, for the bulimic the trick is to binge and purge. Our thoughts insist we can’t gain weight, and we must obey our thoughts, like all addictions?


Anorexia/bulimia has trebled in the last decade and is especially high in adolescence. Whilst it most commonly affects girls and women, it has become more common in boys and men in recent years. Eating disorders are second only to depression as the most common new mental health problem for teenage girls. Experts highlight the increasing pressure to ‘be perfect and look perfect’ is now so severe that it threatens the mental health of an entire generation. Suffice to say, social media is exacerbating the unhealthy obsession with body image.


It does however seem ironic that girls aspire to look like super-models, who literally soil themselves walking down the catwalk on account of the laxatives they’ve taken to keep them super skinny. ‘Get the London Look’. It’s purported the toilets are minging behind the scenes (splashed with liquid brown). Being so slim, starving ourselves, betrays the stomach. Skinny birds are arguably victims. And yet it’s also true, as Kate Moss said, ‘nothing tastes as good as skinny feels’.


It’s also noted, that the pressure to be slim, coupled with our social drinking culture, has led to a new eating disorder, namely, drunkorexic. Thus, we pick our battle with calories (since no one wants to be a heifer), binning food in favour of drink to keep the stealth svelte figure. The ethos has however always been that food is a waste of good drink. Eating is cheating. And we can always take class A’s like Kate Moss, to get her figure.


And yet the irony is, for as much as we want to be skinny, it appears we also want to have a fat arse like Kim Kardashian (LOL). Hence, increasing numbers are undergoing butt ‘augmentation’ surgery. They get implants or transfer fat (the fat transfer procedure is commonly known as a Brazilian butt lift). To surgically transport fat around our bodies suggests we’re the butt of the joke. Butt augmentation is the most dangerous cosmetic procedure but we’re all about the butts, because society tells us.


But how sad is the aspiration to be a size zero, and how sad that a third of girls by age ten are worried about their body image. Given the stigma attached to looks, kids want their jug lugs and dodgy moles rectified. And no good can come from a skewed tooth to gum ratio. It seems most of us could benefit from some tweaking. Like, otherwise beautiful Iranian women, who have the most nose jobs (Iran is the nose job capital of the world), look better having reshaped their ‘dodgy’ nose (shaved off some bone).


And Asian people look better with the appearance of bigger (more western) eyes, having reduced the ‘excess’ skin in the upper eyelids. Eyelid plastic surgery has become the most popular of all facial cosmetic surgery procedures selected by Asian patients. Breast augmentation remains popular (because mammary size is very important), and there’s been a labiaplasty boom in recent years, because our mud-flaps are the wrong size (LOL). It seems evident porn has propelled this demand, as who knew what anyone else’s muff looked like?


There’s no end to what we can perfect e.g. shorten our toes so they look cute in sandals, use fillers to ‘enhance’ our face and plump our lips (and our feet to endure high heels). Or have Dimpleplasty (dimple surgery) to be beautiful like Cheryl Tweedy and Ariana Grande. Blacks (and coloured people) bleach their skin, and the lily-white burn theirs chasing the tangerine dream. We bleach our teeth and anus with hydrogen peroxide, since we’re all about the blinding smile (on both counts), and we wear other people’s hair. Lovely. And we’re all buying into it, literally. Like, ‘nails’ are big business. They’re also important? Like the sex industry, the cosmetic industry is booming. It rakes in billions.


The ‘beauty myth’ (the homage paid to women’s physical beauty to impede them) has however backfired on our male counterparts. Men are increasingly dissatisfied with their body shape and appearance e.g. their beer bellies, moobs, eye bags, sagging jowls and angry brow, receding hairline and going bald. The latter is tough. Apparently one of the biggest thing’s men worry about is how their hair and clothes make them look.


Like women, it’s commendable for men to be well groomed and wax their ass, crack and sack. It stands to reason that men need to be an acceptable height, but increasingly they’re feeling the pressure to have chiselled abs, big arms, and muscular chests. It seems they aspire to look like Neanderthals? People are increasingly obsessed with their bodies, and even addicted to muscles. Increasing numbers of boys and men have an ‘Adonis complex’, where in addition to the egg whites and protein shakes, increasing numbers are taking steroids.


It seems with enough money people can look good, (or at least plastically good), and therefore feel good? It appears we don’t feel good if we look bad, which blows if we look bad. It seems we’re captivated by beautiful people, whereas munters blend into the background (in the absence of having a colourful personality). And we compare ourselves to beautiful people. We want their mathematical symmetry and airbrushed glossiness. And courtesy of the cosmetic industry, the average bear can have a taste of that adulation.


It seems everyone wants to be attractive, as survival of the fittest is survival of the most attractive. Attractiveness is valued in society. It entails more friends, employment opportunities, success, and romantic offers. And it’s no revelation that kids don’t befriend others on account of their appearance, and 50% of teenagers are bullied because of their looks.


But moreover, some people have a fear of ugliness, so called Cacophobia. The Elephant Man didn’t stand a chance. ‘Ugly people’ get abused and battered (punched, kicked and spat on), like disabled people. It’s highlighted that unlike racism and sexism, disablism (discrimination) is not in public consciousness. And no danger, a growing number of parents are turning to plastic surgery to ‘help’ their ‘Down’s Syndrome’ children look normal from the ‘outside’.


Body Dysmorphic Disorder (BDD), which involves an abnormal preoccupation with a perceived defect in one’s appearance, highlights how self-esteem ties in with body image. And there’s a BDD pandemic. Apparently 1:50 have BDD and it affects wo/men equally. Whilst we can all feel like a munter from time to time, for someone with BDD, they always feel like a munter. Rather than vanity, BDD is more about anxiety, as they spend time worrying about their appearance.


So, unlike those who look in the mirror and think ‘yum’, (those whose mirror you’d like to borrow), people spend hours every day looking in the mirror and criticising their looks. They’re obsessed with their looks but not self-obsessed? For those plagued with the exhausting rigmarole of being perfectly groomed every day, depression ensues. Almost a third attempt suicide, and a third develop substance misuse problems.


Beauty and fashion are seen as central components of identity, particularly for young wo/men, but what about the person behind the physical, the superficial surface. What is beauty? Apparently, Socrates was extremely ugly but ‘perfectly delightful’ inside. And Jesus’ looks wasn’t His strong point. It’s duly noted, that vain means ‘empty, nothing’.


It’s also clear that beauty is youth i.e. bald in the right places (‘eew’), no wrinkles, no fat, no cellulite etc, or as feminists say, no power and easier to dominate. Perhaps men don’t want an equal, but rather someone young and bald to dominate. It’s noted, that unlike Brazilian waxes, which at least left a hint of age in terms of a landing strip, Hollywood waxes (full wax) are most popular. Girls as young as nine are getting bikini waxes. Indeed, they’re offered cut price waxing. It’s argued however that bikini waxing offers are cultural driven abuse i.e. the shrieks (pain), but also that girls aren’t celebrating their aging body. And whilst society (porn) brainwashes us to this baldy end, I suspect that Kate Bush may make a comeback.


So, we want to look young because younger people are more attractive? Every box of Botox is notably tested on mice (nice). They’re paralysed for days before they die. It’s also interesting to note, that Botoxed frozen faces makes it harder to read others’ emotions. Our facial muscles mirror others’ expressions, but with Botox our muscles respond less, making emotions harder to identify, which makes us more autistic. And how literally sad, apparently Kim Kardashian doesn’t smile because it gives her wrinkles.


Age appears to be currency. And as my mum says, we become invisible after 40. The shelf life for even the prettiest, including actresses and popstars, is limited. Although fair play to Madge (Madonna) hanging on with her pink leotard and giving credence to her camel toe. In his book ‘Generation X’ (1991), Douglas Coupland pertains to ‘Dorian Graying’ as the unwillingness to gracefully allow one’s body to show signs of aging (p190).


It’s almost as if aging is a disease, as opposed to normal development? Like the menopause, hence the provision of Hormone Replacement Therapy (HRT). HRT doesn’t cure an ‘illness’, but merely delays the inevitable. And HRT is most popular, despite the increased risk of breast and ovarian cancer, and depression. HRT is notably harvested from the urine of pregnant mares. The mares are kept in cramped conditions, in the dark, with next to no water as strong piss is best. They are pregnant for 11 months, and the foals are slaughtered as crap meat, and then this process is repeated. HRT costs the NHS £2 billion a year.


Aging men are also becoming sick. Apparently one million men ‘suffer’ from the male menopause, so called andropause. A deficiency of testosterone gives rise to tiredness, moodiness, loss of libido, weight gain, and other symptoms, hence the provision of Testosterone Replacement Therapy. It seems we want to stay forever young, and we entertain a dismal view on aging. But maybe we should value age? We’ve earned our silver stripes and whiskers of wisdom.


Sociologists say we provide the ‘gaze’ and we adhere to a ‘sexual fix’. That is, socially constructed models regarding sexuality, what we are and what we want to attract. Feminists contended that women were typically the objects, rather than the possessors of gaze i.e. the male gaze. But it seems men are increasingly objectified?


Rather than the mind being the most sexual organ, the ethos is, ‘if you’ve got it, flaunt it’. More is more, and imagination is overrated. Hence, cleavages are consistently on display. And with regards to post-feminism and utilising our femininity or being empowered through sexuality, it’s transpired that the jokes on us. Women have effectively become sex symbols, and this sexual identity is what men want. So, Sex and the City, and we’re told its good fun. Dancing on stage, with the moves like Jagger, and providing the gaze. [See painting ‘The Gaze’].
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It seems society is obsessed with sexual relationships and espouses romantic love. It’s like we inherit a mindset (from Disney movies?), that mandates we must have a partner. And so, the quest for true love begins. We need to find someone to complete us and make us whole. It’s my suspicion however, that the predominant focus on our love lives, (inspired by celebrities’ love lives), is another distraction to keep us from questioning the point of this existence. Surely there’s more to life? Let’s remind ourselves it’s the 21st century, and a woman needs a man like a fish needs a bike. To fall in love is amazing but there’s also the potential of looking into the same face and desiring to suffocate it with a pillow.


In theory marriage is a beautiful thing i.e. security, no broken hearts or STDs, but as Proverbs 21:19 states, ‘it is better to live alone in the desert than with a crabby, complaining wife’ (or husband). Thus, we’ve been warned. And further, maybe the ‘top shelf’ isn’t so bad given 25% of women and 7% of men suffer domestic abuse, and there is no excuse. Two women are killed by a current or former partner every week. Women are more likely to be smacked about when pregnant, and women with disabilities are most vulnerable. Bugger that. Indeed, I’m all for reframing the crack: the top shelf is the penthouse.


It’s also highlighted there’s a growing abusive epidemic with teenagers. Feminists argue that men threatened by women’s success, and feeling lost with regards to what was stereotypically their place in the world, manifest their anguish through anger. It’s reported that all women are subjected to some form of sexism, and 60% of women will be physically or sexually abused.


However, (and parking the dark side of relationships), it seems Disney has left an imprint on us, and so we put ourselves out there. We get dolled up and throw some shapes on the dance floor. A blur happens and we wake up the next day with a kebab in our handbag, in conjunction with flashbacks of carnage from the night before. As highlighted, it seems the endeavour is to ‘have fun’, and then at some point, find ‘the one’ to ultimately start a family, which is the point of life?


With regards to modern lifestyles and ‘What’s the Point?’, Russell Brand (2014) said, ‘I used to believe in a system that I was born into: aspire, acquire, consume, get famous and glamorous, get high and mighty, get paid and laid. I wanted choice, freedom, power, sex and drugs and I used them and they used me’ (p.9). And he later comments, ‘I’m not a total idiot. If taking drugs worked I’d still be doing it, if promiscuous sex was continually fulfilling Id’ve carried on, if fame and money were the answer I’d hurl this laptop out the window and get on with making movies. They don’t work, inspite of what I was told, and there’s a reason for that…’ (p.51).


But moreover, whilst we’re led to believe that secularisation naturally birthed our postmodern society, it seems it’s been engineered. Nothing is quite as it appears. Like, we know that history is written by the winners. The focus on self is by design. We’re driven by what we want, and what we want is marketed to us. Money makes the world go round. Life is commerce? Soul sickness is also profitable e.g. addictions and other mental health problems.


At its most basic level, we don’t need much ‘stuff’. And we also don’t need to work so much. As Bertrand Russell advocated, we could all work four hours a day. People would be less stressed, and more importantly, it would free up time to question the point, to discover the meaning of life? But it appears the powers that be, don’t want us to question? They want us to be dumbed down and distracted by BS? Undermining critical thinking makes us easier to control.


Whilst we’ll get back to Masonic witch Alice Bailey, not least because her Luciferian New Age philosophy is the UN philosophy (i.e. evolution, reincarnation, astrology and meditation), it seems pertinent to note her ‘Ten Point Charter’ as this has shaped our current state of affairs. It was designed to create a New World Order. Her strategy to change a nation from being Christian to Luciferian was to target children from 1945. She said, don’t bother with the old people, as they’re too stuck in the old traditions and they will not change.


Thus, she advised governments to take God and prayer out of the education system, and free kids from the bondage of Christian culture; reduce parental authority over children and promote excessive child rights; destroy the traditional family structure by promoting sexual promiscuity; make abortion legal and easy; make divorce easy; encourage homosexuality; debase art and make it run mad; use media to promote a change in mindsets; promote other faiths to oppose Christianity, and create an interfaith to usher in the new world religion; get governments to make all these law and get the church to endorse these changes to usher in the New World Order.


Fundamentally, the breakdown of the family would result in broken kids (drugs would be our new BFF). It’s said that Christianity is the last stronghold against the programme. Hence, yoga is promoted as an alternative spiritual path to God. As touched on, the NWO is both political and spiritual. We need to be primed to accept Lucifer.


So, Bailey recognised the best way to control us, is to control our perception. And our perception can be controlled by information i.e. media and education. Social norms could be revised using the press, radio, TV, cinema, and other public ‘entertainment’. Like, it’s purported the Beatles, for example, wasn’t a spontaneous rebellion by youth against the old social system, but rather a carefully crafted plot in cohort with the Tavistock clinic. The name ‘Beatles’ apparently comes from the scarab beetle, which is an Egyptian symbol for rebirth, as we’ll get back to.


The Tavistock Clinic was founded in 1921, by British intelligence and psychiatry, and was funded by the Royal Institute for International Affairs. One of their primary objectives was mass mind control e.g. through movies, music, and drugs. As it transpires, we’re predictable and programmable, and we embody a herd instinct, which they capitalised on. So, they conspired against the youth. They were after the kids. Thus, rock and roll, and pop music was introduced, with drugs like LSD. And words like ‘cool’ and ‘teenager’ were introduced just before the Beatles arrived on the scene.


They recognised how music creates emotions e.g. melancholy, enthusiasm. It conditions us. Thus, music was instrumental (pun intended) to the revolution. But moreover, music has the power to create characters. We identify with music and musicians? Like, the Beatles and the Rolling Stones? We want to be cool like them? Like, the Beatles made LSD look cool. Unlike ‘old boring parents’, teenagers knew the song ‘Lucy in the Sky with Diamonds’ was a reference to LSD. Or rather, Lucy refers to Lucifer in the sky (as we’ll get to).


Bands like the Beatles and the Rolling Stones were perfect for leading us astray. Hence, the Tavistock Clinic enabled their sojourn to the US. It’s understood they wanted to distract people from actually caring about issues, like anti-Vietnam and civil rights movements. In addition to providing us with idols, musicians were also instrumental to dishing out CIA supplied drugs, like LSD. So, the Cultural Revolution was a ploy to ruin kids. It became cool to piss, snort, smoke, and inject our money and health away. And ‘free love’ is awesome. We became less than cheap, as we give ourselves freely. Like, Mick Jagger and David Bowie were lovers (why not).


Moreover, at the heart of this New Age is Satanist Aleister Crowley’s philosophy, namely, ‘Do what thou wilt shall be the whole of the law’. John Lennon said, ‘The whole Beatles idea was to do what you want… do what thou wilst, as long as it doesn’t hurt somebody’. It’s noted, that Crowley features on the Beatle’s Sergeant Pepper’s album, along with Carl Jung, and Satanists Karl Marx and Albert Pike (freemasonry hero). But the plot thickens, as apparently John Lennon wanted to blow the whistle. He wanted to tell the masses that social engineering goes back to Tavistock? Hence, the CIA bumped him off.


Furthermore, kids of military parents became stars (they were pimped out). Like, the Doors, the Monkeys, Mamas and Papas, Byrds, Eagles, Crosby, Nash and Stills. So, the music industry wasn’t organic but rather an intelligence operation. It’s reported, these bands were rigged to be successful e.g. connections, fans, promoters, places to play, contracts, instruments to play. The same happens today. That is, manufactured ‘artists’ and their crap music, and pointless ‘celebrities’ (like Kim Kardashian) continue to be pushed on us. And we idolise them? It seems if we listen to crap songs for long enough, we eventually like them?


It’s highlighted that rap evolved from rock and roll. And rap is cool? It’s cooler than heavy metal music, for example, which blatantly promotes Satanism. It seems music and characters have deteriorated over time? Like, Madonna’s music was edgy in the eighties, but now we have skanky Miley Cyrus, Nicky Minaj, Cardi B and Lil Wayne, whose music videos are essentially soft porn. The message is that drink, drugs, sex, parties, and money are awesome. After the psychedelic sixties, the CIA flooded the streets with cocaine and heroin (from the 80s), but we’ll get back to this.


It’s noted, that Bailey’s plan mirrors Vladimir Lenin’s (1870-1924) ideology to infiltrate the west. The short version was thus, ‘Corrupt the young, get them away from religion, encourage their interest in sex. Make men superficial by focussing their attention on sports, sensual entertainments and other trivialities. Always preach true democracy but seize power as fast and as ruthlessly as possible. Encourage government extravaganza, destroy its credit, encourage disorders and foster a lenient attitude towards disorders. By specious argument, cause the breakdown of the old moral values: honesty, sobriety and self restraint’. So, it’s not an accident that society is the way it is.


It’s also noted, that Aldous Huxley’s ‘Brave New World’ (1931) parodies today’s ‘modern society’. Unlike George Orwell’s tyrannical 1984, Huxley’s dystopian world uses pleasurable diversions to create a citizenry too distracted to notice the chains that bind them. Like, drugs, entertainment, technology, and porn. The state uses ‘non-stop distractions’ to drown the minds of people into a sea of irrelevance. Like, following ‘stars’ on social media? Psychiatrists recognised that we can be conditioned through positive reinforcements (like facebook likes). They ruled covertly, as people were controlled, yet they ‘felt free’. ‘They were doing what they wanted’. The question of ‘freedom’ never arises.


In Brave New World, Soma is used to condition people into subservient compliant behaviour (like, the Stepford wives). This super-drug was ingested daily by citizens for the benefit of the state. The daily Soma ration was an insurance against personal maladjustment, social unrest, and the spread of subversive ideas. It also offered a ‘holiday from reality’, depending on the dose. It stimulated feelings of euphoria and pleasant hallucinations, and acted as a powerful sleep aid. It also increased suggestibility, which increased the effects of propaganda used to brainwash citizens.


In addition to Soma, sexual promiscuity was promoted by the state as another tactic to ensure people enjoy their servitude. The slogan was ‘everyone belongs to everyone else’. The constant access to sexual gratification ensured that citizens were too distracted to pay attention to the reality of their situation. YOLO was drilled into people’s minds from a young age. And with the institutions of monogamy and the family abolished, everyone was able to indulge in their sexual impulses without hindrance. So, Huxley predicted the future?


Huxley stated, (in a speech for Tavistock Group, California medical school, in 1961), ‘There will be, in the next generation or so, a pharmacological method of making people love their servitude, and producing dictatorship without tears, so to speak, producing a kind of painless concentration camp for entire societies, so that people will in fact have their liberties taken away from them, but will rather enjoy it, because they will be distracted from any desire to rebel by propaganda or brainwashing, or brainwashing enhanced pharmacological methods. And this seems to be the final revolution’.


Besides our meaningless existence, it can always be worse. We just have to look at others’ lives. More than a billion can’t access safe drinking water, and half of the world’s population live on less than £1 a day. The poorest countries in the world are notably poorer today than they were in the 1960s. It’s estimated a billion go to sleep hungry every day. It’s crazy, whilst we’re dying of over-indulgence in the west, which includes eating too many pies, our brothers and sisters are starving to death and have no medicine. They’re literally dying every other second on account of starvation and diseases that could be prevented or cured.


It’s duly noted, that anorexia is virtually unknown in places where food is hard to come by. It seems to be an affliction of affluence. As discussed, we’re blessed with so much in the UK, and it seems we create many of our problems? Others are begging because they’re starving and have nothing to feed their children, not because they ‘need’ heroin (people won’t die without heroin).


And to add insult to injury, in addition to our wasted meds, is our waste of food. Apparently a third of our food is wasted, which costs billions. It’s criminal that food’s binned amid the starving. Like, the retarded fishing quotas, which resulted in thousands of fish being killed every day, but thrown back into the sea, because they were surplus to requirements. [Besides suffocating to death, often the fish are so squashed in the nets, their eyes and stomachs pop out]. Surely there’s a better way of managing our food e.g. order food in advance, which would help prevent all animals, fish and birds being slaughtered in vain.


But seriously, why are we so wasteful, because we can be? The earth’s resources are being unduly depleted due to the free market, and the economics is arguably mad. Like, we import and export a similar quantity of the same commodity e.g. fish. Russell Brand (2014) notes that America exports the same amount of beef as it imports every year, stating, ‘flying beef around the world, like a dead, carved up rent boy, because it serves the agenda of big business to the detriment of the planet and it’s people doesn’t require the contemplation of a sociological or economic genius, we just have to stop doing it’ (p.87). He also points out that apples grown in Britain are flown to South Africa to be cleaned and waxed, and then flown back to Britain.


David Icke (2007) pertains to the stock piling that took place in the eighties, in response to the change in legislation, whereby farmers got paid for all their produce irrespective of whether they sold it or not. Hence, they produced shed loads, and hence it was an economic disaster, as one would expect? The outraged public had to foot the bill, and (conveniently) small and independent farmers went bust and were taken over by corporations. But moreover, (besides the globalist takeover), he points out the irony, that popstars were singing ‘Feed the World’ (1985) in the face of massive surpluses of food mountains. Thus, rather than giving our African siblings our surplus food, we watched them starve (on our TVs).


It’s also noted, there would be more land for food if we stopped eating cows. James Lovelock (Gaia Theory) said, ‘if we gave up eating beef we would have roughly 20-30 times more land for food than we have now’. Do we need to eat animals? It’s pretty gross.


But moreover, our western countries have fleeced Africa and co from the start. Our politics created their dire straitjacket. We’ve created their debt and inability to feed themselves, despite having the resources to, because they owe us. And yet all we’ve done is rob them e.g. their gold, diamonds, oil, food, and even their people for slaves.


Vernon (2012) highlights, ‘As we who live in a world that is ruled by the institutions of free markets can see very clearly, competition is a formula that can improve goods and services, but it must also pay the price of greed, selfishness, exploitation, injustice and violence’ (p.184). And Russell Brand (2014) quotes (economist) John Keynes, who said ‘capitalism is the extraordinary belief that the nastiest of men for the nastiest of motives will somehow work for the benefit of all’.


Suffice to say, it’s all about the coin. The 21st century is the most unequal period in history. According to Oxfam, the world’s 26 richest people own as much as the poorest 50% (circa 3.5 billion). But we’ll get back to these fat cats, as it’s possible they’re part of a conspiracy. It’s possible these globalists have a dastardly plan, and the devil financially rewards his people. Whilst Russell Brand (2014) states, ‘the masters of the universe are just experts at Hungry Hippo’, it seems the picture is much darker.


It’s duly noted, that there’s few players i.e. it’s really a corporate oligarchy, and that free trade enables corporations to manufacture in the poorest countries (e.g. Asia) at the lowest price, and sell in the richest countries at the highest possible price2. Thus, both people in rich and poor countries are exploited for maximum profit. As Russell Brand (2014) highlights, ‘when Nike moved from the US to Asia shoe prices did not drop, instead profit margins rose’ (p.281).


It’s also highlighted that our self-sufficiency is being undermined, with dependency created on the global economy. And no good can come from dependency because it underpins control? Martin Luther King junior said, ‘eating breakfast this morning, you depended on half the world’ (e.g. our orange juice, coffee, tea etc). We can but wonder how would we survive without it? And what life is like for those who provide our orange juice, coffee, and clothes. How are the sweat shops these days?


It also seems pertinent to acknowledge animals, who have no voice, and who we treat as commodities to be used. Besides our beloved cats and dogs, including pet fish or birds or rabbits and guinea pigs, we don’t seem to care about the torture that takes place in say factory farms? Apparently, the UK munches one billion farm animals every year, and about 1,500 million sea fish and 80 million farmed salmon. It seems we have little regard for their life, that is, before we eat them. There’s a cognitive dissonance. Animals feel pain, like our pets.


It’s also noted, (like premature babies can be saved or killed), we torture some animals and help save the lives of others e.g. RSPCA. And further, there’s no shortage of twisted Brits (thousands) who use pets for sex. People use websites to upload pictures and discuss preferences. Dogs, horses, cows, and sheep are among the animals targeted.


As for other animal torture, (besides eating them and using them for sex), millions squared of procedures are carried out for biomedical research and testing every year (largely mice, rats, hamsters and other rodents, but also fish, birds, frogs, dogs, cats, rabbits, guinea pigs, and monkeys). Before their deaths, some are forced to inhale toxic fumes, others are immobilized in restraint devices for hours, some have holes drilled into their skulls, and others have their skin burned off, or their spinal cords crushed.


In addition to the torment of the actual experiments, animals in laboratories are deprived of everything that is natural and important to them. They’re confined to barren cages, socially isolated, and psychologically traumatized. Animals used in experiments are treated like disposable laboratory equipment. Like, pigs are shot so British army medics can learn to treat battle wounds. Unbelievable.


And every year around 40 million animals are killed for their fur. That’s one every second. Fur farming includes fur from foxes, minks, raccoons, chinchillas, and rabbits (it takes up to 15 foxes to make a coat). Many of the animals are not killed outright, but rather they have their skins ripped from their bodies when still alive and conscious. How can anyone feel good wearing fur? Or feathers that have been ripped out a living bird? In many countries’ animals are caught in vicious traps, where they spend hours or even days in agony. Some animals chew off their limbs in a desperate attempt to escape the pain of the trap.


Like animals, some people’s lives are truly horrific (besides the poverty, disease, and starvation). Like those sold into slavery and butchered for their organs. Or take Congolese women for example, who are repeatedly raped every day. Apparently, the soldiers consider it their right, and often rape women using their guns and knives (leaving them not only massively traumatised but also with incontinence problems). Bloody awful, and we can but wonder is this evil or ignorance? The prevalence and intensity of rape in the Congo is described as the worst in the world. But what’s most touching, is when asked what they would like done to their abusers, most of them choose to forgive (Jesus in action).


But rape, (which is less about sex and more about power), is rampant worldwide. In the UK an estimated 95,000 rapes take place each year. Yet just over a fifth are reported and only 1% of rapists are convicted. 9:10 know their attacker. It truly is a man’s world. And we could really hate man. Or it’s not their fault because they’re social products? Or people choose to be good or evil?


The world is characterised by corruption, oppression, conspiracy, injustice, war and genocide. We steal, kill and rape on an unprecedented level. How we treat (torture) vulnerable others, including animals, can be diabolical. The twentieth century was marked by global violence and mass death. Humans killed more than 100 million fellow humans in the twentieth century alone. 50 million people were murdered in China, Russia, and other countries, to further the cause of communism. The human race is messed up, or we’re unwittingly led into this anarchy?


As touched on, we’re increasingly suspicious of ‘the news’ and we know our leaders are not to be trusted. As Wheeler (2009) said, ‘While stationed with Army Intelligence in a high level analysis facility during the Vietnam War, I realised our government routinely, daily lies to us. In fact, it is a rarity when government officials tell ‘the truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the truth’’ (p.281). Hence, do we care about the millions maimed in Vietnam because of Agent Orange, or that more than 1:5 Iraqis have lost family members through war?


For most of us in the comfortable west, it seems we watch ‘the news’ and then we switch off. Or we switch over to something more ‘entertaining’. Terrorists and ‘countries of concern’ are tentatively keeping us on our toes, but we’re not at war (yet). Thus, we might feel bad for a moment or three but ever so quickly we’re back to us. It seems we’re largely consumed with ourselves and what’s going on in our lives e.g. our next hairstyle, holiday, car, or kitchen sink. We might placate ourselves with our charity donations?


It’s not our city that’s just been bombed the shit out of. It’s not our dead family and friends we have to crawl over to scamper for refuge. My refugee buds described this; can you imagine. They were from Somalia and said, ‘anyone’s president who has a gun’. We’re not listening to sirens and bombs going off no-end. And yet, despite knowing the insanely horrific lives others lead, we can still sleep?


Perhaps we all have blood on our hands, as part of the system? Edmund Burke said, ‘it is necessary only for the good man to do nothing for evil to triumph’. And Gandhi said, ‘you must be the change you wish to see in the world’. Like, don’t wear fur? The paradox of responsibility is notably that we are responsible for everything and at the same time we cannot be responsible for everything.


And it’s not strictly true that we can sleep, as apparently a third of Britons struggle to get to sleep and five million have insomnia. The NHS spends millions on sleeping pills annually and apparently ‘tiredness’ costs the economy an estimated £1.6 billion a year. But that’s not because we’re worried about the rest of humanity but rather because we’re self-absorbed and stressed? Like, we’re anxious about our appearance?


Maybe we’re being deliberately distracted by ‘first world problems’ and ‘western’ mental health problems? Maybe we become so consumed with how dreadful our life seems to be, that we forget how dreadful it is for others (like walking miles for water). It’s all about us?


Hence, another problem that’s promulgated is there’s too many of us. And yet apparently, we could all fit into the state of Texas, with our houses. Not so charming Prince Philip notoriously said in 1988, ‘In the event that I am reincarnated, I would like to return as a deadly virus, to contribute something to solving overpopulation’. Something like the corona virus? The human population has increased almost exponentially in the last 100 years and it’s predicted there will be 9.7 billion people by 2050. Thus, our basic economic problem, namely, infinite wants and finite resources, is increasingly a problem. Or is it capitalism?


It seems our planet is in peril and its exacerbating. Besides the war on oil, there’s food and water shortages aka more wars. It’s predicted that over the next 20-40 years, the world will become more stressed, which does not bode well for our mental state. We’re already using our planets natural resources (her forests, fisheries and croplands) at a rate that is unsustainable, and our waste is inexcusable.


It’s highlighted however that the globalists are on a mission to curb the numbers e.g. through vaccinations, sterilisation, toxic food and drink (and water), drugs, chemtrails. Chemtrails are notably chemical and biological agents sprayed into the sky by aircrafts. It’s understood our skies have been sprayed with heavy metals (like barium, aluminium and strontium) for two decades, which is linked to neurological disorders including Attention Deficit Disorder, Alzheimer’s, Autism, Parkinson’s, and dementia. The list goes on. Or this is all conspiracy?


And there’s our tumultuous (changeable and violent) weather. We’re told that global warming is primarily caused by human-induced emissions of greenhouse gases. So, we’re to blame for higher average temperatures, freak storms, hurricanes, earthquakes, rising sea levels, droughts? Others however say it’s a hoax, like James Delingpole (British journalist). He claims, ‘climate change is the biggest scam in the history of the world’. And this fraud has cost taxpayers trillions i.e. providing grants to scientists whose research supports global warming. It’s noted, that mainstream science is driven by funds, not necessarily an open mind.


Delingpole analysed e-mails among leading climate scientists that had been hacked and posted on the web, and he discovered a pattern of purposeful and coordinated efforts to manipulate the data. These include supporting the claims of a sudden and dangerous increase in the earth’s temperature; not disclosing private doubts about whether the world was actually heating up; suppressing evidence that contradicts the hypothesis of anthropogenic global warming; disguising the facts around the Medieval Warm Period, when the earth was warmer than it is today; and suppressing opposition by squeezing dissenting scientists out of the peer review process. Like others, he asserts there’s been no global warming since 1998. Hence, the preferred term is ‘climate change’.


It’s also highlighted that warming is caused by other environmental factors, like a stronger sun, for example, which happens as it goes through cycles. Hence, the Medieval Warm Period. The sea produces the most CO2, which happens when it warms up (when it cools, it absorbs CO2). So, it’s always possible CO2 does not cause the warming but rather the warming causes the CO2. It seems carbon dioxide has been demonised. Yet Nature needs carbon dioxide to breathe. And there’s only 4%.


Dr Timothy Francis Ball, who studied the climate for forty-two years, concedes climate change is a hoax, and the ‘greatest deception in history’. He said weather is always changing and it’s within its natural variability. He equally pertains to the manipulation of data, which is motivated by political and financial opportunities. Carbon dioxide is isolated as the problem, which means ignoring 95% of other gases. It’s understood scientists only look at human causes to merit changing behaviours.


Patrick Moore, one of the founders of Greenpeace, agrees. He wrote to The Royal Society arguing there was no scientific proof that mankind was causing global climate change and believes that it ‘has a much better correlation with changes in solar activity than CO2 levels’. It’s also noted, that sea levels are not rising because of melting ice. They’ve remained essentially unchanged for the last hundred years.


But furthermore, it’s understood that not all natural disasters are natural, given the staggering amount of weather modification and geo-engineering programs. Like, in the UK, Project Cumulus was involved in cloud seeding experiments from 1949-1952, which resulted in the Lynmouth flood disaster in 1952. Thirty-five people died and many buildings and bridges were seriously damaged. According to the BBC, ‘North Devon experienced 250 times the normal August rainfall in 1952’.


Cloud seeding changes the weather by creating or dispersing clouds, by releasing chemicals into the atmosphere by pilots (largely silver iodide, potassium iodide and ice). Whilst cloud seeding is usually used to create rain or snow, apparently hail and fog suppression are widely practiced in airports. Or take beloved Wills and Kate, who paid to have no clouds on their royal wedding day in 2011. Cloud-bursting companies guarantee 100% clear skies, stating you can’t put a price on perfection, although you can, because prices start from £100,000. But maybe we shouldn’t be spraying shiz into our skies and interfering with our weather. Like, pilots are spraying chemicals to block out the sun, so-called solar engineering, to prevent so-called global warming.


It’s noted, that weather warfare has been used as early as Vietnam, when the US ran a cloud seeding program, namely, Operation Popeye (1967-1972). This weather modification program was used in Vietnam, Cambodia and Laos to induce rain and extend the monsoon season. It befitted the US to make their turf muddy. Whilst a treaty was signed in 1978 to ban weather warfare, its understood countries worldwide are engineering the weather for whatever nefarious purposes. Like, a 1996 official US Air Force document described the artificial creation of floods, hurricanes, droughts, earthquakes, storms, fog and precipitation, by the military. Being able to control the weather is a Weapon of Mass Destruction.


Like, HAARP (High Frequency Active Auroral Research Program), for another example, modifies the weather by shooting microwaves into the ionosphere (sixty miles above earth). This can create earthquakes, tsunamis, hurricanes, and volcanic activity. Like, the Venezuelan president, Hugo Chavez, insisted in 2010 the US triggered the earthquake in Haiti. So, perhaps we should focus on the climate changers and address the root of the problem. US President Lyndon Johnson (who replaced JFK) is renowned for saying (in 1962), ‘He who controls the weather will control the world’.


It’s said global warming is not about science, but politics and expanding the power of the elites. Global warming is a global problem that requires a global solution. Climate change affects everyone. And we need global problems to necessitate a global government. Like, global pandemics, global recession, and global war? Suffice to say, there’s growing distrust of governments and scientists, given the bribes and profits at stake. Scientists are not necessarily ethical people. Lest we forget they create bioterrorism, like Ebola, anthrax, and corona viruses. They create plagues and pestilences. They torture people and animals.


It seems pertinent to note, (in tandem with secular reports), the Bible forewarns us there will be increasing wars, revolutions, plagues, epidemics, chronic famines, earthquakes, tsunamis, religious deception, and strange occurrences in space in the last days. So, we could be living in the last days? The prophecy of Shambala (Buddhist, BEF 700 CE) similarly predicted perilous times, stating, ‘Drought, famine, disease and war will sweep the world…Nation will fight nations, and the larger will devour the smaller’.


Malcolm Muggeridge (1903-1990), British journalist, said, ‘What is called Western Civilisation is an advanced state of decomposition, and another Dark Ages will soon be upon us, if, indeed, it has not already begun. With the media, especially television, governing all our lives, as they indubitably do, it is easily imaginable that this might happen without our noticing…by accustoming us to the gradual deterioration of our values’. It’s said we’re being subtly mind controlled, like a frog slowly boiling in a pot.


Yet more people are waking up to the lies we’ve been told? Our hypnosis is beginning to break down, as we’re exposed to truth? Like, we understand our culture has been created and the aforementioned ‘popstars’ are essentially gimps working for the system. We no longer trust ‘the news’ and science as gospel? We’re questioning the narrative we’ve been spoon-fed through media and education. Like, it appears we live on a flat stationary earth, and Darwinism doesn’t add up?


Respectively, Muggeridge said, ‘I myself am convinced that the theory of evolution, especially to the extent to which it has been applied, will be one of the greatest jokes in the history books of the future. Posterity will marvel that so very flimsy and dubious an hypothesis could be accepted with the incredible credulity it has’. So, Muggeridge knew better.


And we didn’t go to the moon? The moon is apparently 240,000 miles away, and the furthest we’ve been since the alleged moon landings (since the sixties) is 400 miles away (the International Space Station is 250 miles away). One would think we would have returned many times by now, not least because our technology is infinitely superior?


Albert Camus (1913-1960), (existential) philosopher and author, said ‘I see many people die because they judge that life is not worth living. I see others paradoxically getting killed for the ideas or illusions that give them a reason for living… I therefore conclude that the meaning of life is the most urgent of questions’. He also said, ‘It is in the struggle of good and evil that life has its meaning’. Maybe life is a moral experiment? And we’re not doing very well? Indeed, it’s contended that the world grows more cynical, apathetic, disillusioned, uncaring and selfish, every day.


The script is, we reproduce (like animals) and perpetuate existence. But there is no real meaning or point. Hence, we might as well ‘enjoy our time’ aka ‘good food, good wine, good time’. Maybe ‘religion is the opiate of the masses’, as Karl Marx said, or maybe we prefer opium? Maybe life is so unpleasant we need to invent supernatural stories to cling to, or placate ourselves with drugs. Substances help eliminate time, which could be considered otherwise precious. Benjamin Franklyn said, ‘Does thou love life? Then do not squander time, for that is the stuff life is made of’. Or maybe we don’t care? It seems we increasingly don’t. The K-hole is better?


People also say they’ve no time to be depressed. No time to reflect and ponder. Like a hamster on a wheel (on speed), they can’t come off. If they do, they may well confront depression. But maybe that’s also a cop out. As Ferris Buler told us, on his ‘day off’ back in 1986, ‘if you don’t stop and look around once in a while you could miss it’. Surely, we should think about that which is most important. Namely, what’s the point?3


 





1  The movie Groundhog Day, starring Bill Murray, entails him reliving the same day every day. Every day starts at 6am with the same song on the clock radio.


2  Arcadia, for example, a British multinational retail company, owns Burton, Dorothy Perkins, Evans, Miss Selfridge, Topshop, Topman, Wallis, BHS, and the chain Outfit, which sells lines from other group chains.


3  I’d question the sanity of someone who’s never questioned, what’s the point?





 




[image: ]





‘The play of life keeps going on, and on, and on. A never ending circle. There is no escape. And the person responsible for everything in my life is the face I see in the mirror every morning… the one who had big hopes and dreams. I waken up each morning and wonder if today will be different. So often it feels off track, empty and numb, superficial and pointless. How long do I try to convince myself, when madness is all around. We have to keep up facades, even when we don’t feel fully alive. Everything appears fine watching it from the outside, but inside it is a different story. We have to ride the waves or drown beneath them. The choice is ours. We cry out to God for relief… but all we hear is silence. Is He listening? Has He abandoned us?


Do we endure it because the opportunity for things to be better is round the corner… only we can’t see round the corner. Is waiting a necessary part? There have been so many times I didn’t know what to do or where to turn. I had to tie a knot at the end of my rope and hold on, but I’m still here, even though I’ve felt like giving up. Still, I can’t live a positive life with a negative mind. They say every situation is a lesson and the obstacles we overcome serve to make us stronger and help to make us more understanding and compassionate. As Robert Broult said, ‘where hope would otherwise become hopelessness it becomes faith’, and an unknown author said, ‘some see a hopeless end while others see an endless hope’. Hope is certainly my best friend’.


By my wonderful mum, Lynda Stalker
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So, we’re born, unlike millions of foeti each year. We could deduct that we’re lucky to be here, but the depressed would dispute this. Indeed, the depressed (the mental lepers) may resonate with Nietzsche’s deduction, namely, it’s ‘best not to be born but second best is to die quickly’. We didn’t ask to be here, nor did we choose the bodies or environments we were born into. I didn’t choose my white female body coupled with my British passport aka silver spoon up my ass, anymore than the little Somali dude chose to be born with no limbs and bake in the sun with flies in his eyes. That’s consciously not our choice.


But regardless, we’re here now, and the starting point (for existentialists) is the human experience. We can only be-here-now when we accept that right now is instantaneous moment by moment, real living experience. This very moment is the only real thing.


So, what does it mean to be alive, to be consciously aware that we’re living now? In an existential nutshell, we get our life, we choose our choices, and we die. And unless we’re some genius who contributed to mankind, no-one (besides our loved ones) will care that we were here. King David’s ‘three score and ten’ (seventy) years equates to 25,568 days, to mince around. So what now, before we’re clutching our chest on the way out. What to do with our time, besides drink, smoke and mainline heroin?


I’ve migrated towards existentialism since I’m all for advocating ‘you choose your choice’. Rather than too many cop outs, it’s about being responsible for the choices we make. This philosophy maintains that what we are (our essence) is the result of our choices (our existence), and hence Sartre’s assertion that ‘existence precedes essence’ rather than the reverse. Sartre said, ‘man is nothing else than what he makes of himself’ and ‘man is fully responsible for his nature and his choices’.


Essence or nature comes from free choice, where we each fashion our own unique individuality. This premise enshrines John Locke’s (1602-1794) tabula rasa concept aka we’re born a blank slate (tabula rasa is Latin for blank slate). This maintains that human development is primarily influenced by environment. Genetically this is not the case given genetic predispositions, but still we choose our choice?


George Kelly (1905-1966), clinical psychologist, famously said ‘all men are scientists’, because we test reality using hypotheses. We explore our world, make hypotheses about it, and alter those hypotheses in light of experience. Experience in life is thus similar to testing ideas about events or hypotheses in experiments.


Sartre (a movie buff) observed no preordained script in life. For him, we’re like actors thrust onto a stage, but we haven’t learned our lines or script, and despite no direction, we must nevertheless decide for ourselves how to live. For Sartre, man exists, encounters himself, surges up in the world and defines himself afterwards. We exist before we can ex-ist and reflect on who we are. We exist in-situation, and thus transcending our existence, we engage with ex-isting, in the sense of standing outside our self and looking in.


Sartre said, ‘as far as men go, it is not what they are that interests me, but what they can become’. And he acknowledged, ‘we do not know what we want and yet we are responsible for what we are – that is the fact’. So, we are what we make ourselves to be. We get our deal but it’s what we do with our deal that counts. Voltaire likewise said, ‘each player must accept the cards life deals him or her: but once they are in hand, he or she alone must decide how to play the cards in order to win the game’.


In tandem with philosophers who say that life must be understood backwards, we’ll start with Jean Paul Sartre (1905-1980), known as the Pope of Existentialism, because he pope-ularised the movement after WW2. And then we’ll get to the fathers of Existentialism, namely, Soren Kierkegaard (1813-1855), followed in close pursuit by Friedrich Nietzsche (1844-1900). It’s noted that, whilst differing in their doctrines, existentialists shared the belief that philosophical thinking begins with the human subject, not merely the thinking subject, but the acting, feeling, living human individual. And unlike much philosophy that undermines feelings and emotions, existentialists place great significance on emotions as these summon awareness (they scream at us).


An existential thinker therefore draws his or her entire existence into their philosophical reflection. The key word is existence which is not the same thing as being alive. There are many living beings (e.g. plants and animals) but they don’t consciously think about what existence implies. They simply exist and roll with their instincts. Like, hippos basking in the river. Only conscious beings can be observers and reflect. We can stop and look around, take timeout to examine our lives, to date.


So, with self-awareness, we know that we know. Self-awareness is the capacity for introspection i.e. we examine our thoughts and actions. Virginia Woolf said, ‘without self-awareness we are babies in the cradles’. ‘Psychological mindedness’ refers to our capacity for self-examination, reflection and introspection. But it also includes having insight into other’s intentions and motives. We can infer what others are thinking?


The ‘theory of mind’ is that children develop minds, and recognise that others equally have minds, which are full of thoughts, memories, emotions, dreams and wishes. It’s said that if you treat a child as if they have a mind, their mind magically forms. Autism is notably defined as having a lack of theory of mind. As Scott Peck said, autism is narcissism in the extreme.


So, what sense do we make of existence? What do we infer about ourselves, others, and the nature of reality? For ‘atheist’ Nietzsche, (who founded atheist existentialism), there is no God, and for ‘Christian’ Kierkegaard (who founded theistic existentialism), there is a God. Christianity notably means to have a personal relationship with God through Christ. Christians believe the Bible is God’s word. It’s the treasure map to the Kingdom of Heaven. And we have this time, (while we’re still breathing), to figure out this conundrum for ourselves. That is, is there a God, and rationale for existence? And if so, perhaps we’d like to hear it? Or are we placing our faith in the allegedly clever materialist scientists, and hoping they’re right?


I like to romanticise about the existentialists, basking in their post WW2 freedom, listening to jazz, raking on fags (when smoking was healthy), and discussing the nature of human beings, existence, and the point. Sartre notably viewed jazz as a representation of freedom and authenticity. When asked what jazz might be, Louis Armstrong said, ‘if you still have to ask…shame on you’. It was a creative time couched in a culture of freedom. People were free and had choice. And choice is liberating. In its French expression, existentialism was a child of liberation.


According to the likes of Sartre, wo/men could do whatever they wanted, and be whoever they wanted to be. A brand new start can happen anywhere and at any time. We can change our minds and reinvent ourselves. Jane Fonda said, ‘my great asset is that I am constantly changing’ (cited in Sue Atkinson, ‘Climbing out of Depression’, 2005 p.188). Good for her. Or take Lady Gaga, for example, who presents herself however she chooses, or rather the company that owns her?


Sartre was also insistent that we stop lying to ourselves. There’s always a choice. We don’t have to stay in some job, or live in some house, in some country, with some miserable partner. But rather we choose to, for whatever reason, probably financial?


It’s understood the one factor that most discourages people from experiencing themselves as free is money. We’re controlled by debt. But like Jesus, Sartre insisted we don’t need ‘stuff’. And like Jesus, he equally had nothing e.g. no house, car, wife, kids, and apparently he burned all his books on one occasion. He condemned capitalism, which he felt steered us into working an insane amount of hours to buy ‘stuff’ we’re brainwashed into buying. We’re dictated to, but we don’t have to go along with the ‘programme’ at hand. Sartre spent his life challenging traditional thinking and testing the limits. His revelation of ‘no set path to follow’ was radical at the time, unlike today?


Sartre embodied freedom. And that included sexual freedom, despite his lifelong partner, Simone de Beauvoir (1906-1986), who was buried beside him. Indeed, he was quite the lothario, and often kept beautiful company e.g. models. And yet Sartre always felt ugly (he frequently described himself as ugly), and aware of his downfall (?) he famously said, ‘hell is other people’. He was aware that we can’t escape the gaze. He was 5 foot 3, and had a wandering eye (squint), so he capitalised on his brain.


But Sartre was cool. He was a rebel with a just cause. Not dissimilar to Che Guevara, who he met in Cuba in 1960, along with Castro and other leaders in the revolution (apparently the FBI kept tabs on Sartre). In his Parisian way, Sartre was also revolutionary? We don’t need to conform to the prescription (the checklist, milestones and boxes). We’re free. Like Voltaire said, ‘Man is free at the moment he wishes to be’. Our freedom is all encompassing. We don’t have to care what others think, but rather be true to ourselves. And there was a growing consensus that we were free from God’s opinion.


For Sartre, there is no God. But rather, each of us necessarily plays God to others, where ‘others’ are reduced to mere characters in our drama, in the sense that our life is a play that we direct. Sartre proclaimed that we are the authors of the play of our own lives. Rhonda Byrne, author of ‘The Secret’ (2006), concedes, ‘you are the designer of your destiny. You are the author. You write the story. The pen is in your hand, and the outcome is whatever you choose’. Our identity is the autobiography, metaphorically speaking, that we write as we move through life. We’re a story in the process of being written.


Thus, we make up the rules, not God. Sartre, who insisted on freedom, made assertions like, ‘if God is real, man is not free’ and ‘if man is free, God is not real’. It seems society was disillusioned with God, as where was God in war, in the holocaust? And moreover, ‘science’ was rejecting God, which was refreshing as there’s no condemnation? We were no longer constrained by society or the church i.e. the moral standards imposed upon us.


Whilst we’ll get back to Nietzsche, it seems pertinent to note his most famous pronouncement, namely, ‘God is Dead’. By that he meant that modern science has rendered belief in the divine irrelevant. Humans are reduced to a mere product of nature, a mistake. But this came at a cost, given the implication that we are without intrinsic value or ultimate hope, namely, nihilism. Thus, whilst advocating the ‘death of God’, Nietzsche was nevertheless disturbed by the rain cloud of nihilistic doom, that he saw enveloping European society. He recognised that life would be deemed pointless, and he observed that as people come to reject religion, they end up rejecting any ultimate values.


[This famous dictum ‘God is Dead’ notably featured on Life magazine in the movie ‘Rosemary’s Baby’ (1968). Rosemary’s baby is of the Devil’s seed. This film that we’ll get back to, was written and directed by paedo Roman Polanski (he was accused of raping a thirteen year old girl, having first supplied her with sedatives). His pregnant wife, actress Sharon Tate, was murdered by members of the ‘Manson Family’, the cult of mind-controlled Satanist, Charles Manson, a year after it was released. However, I digress].


Darwin equally recognised that by writing off God, nihilism would loom over us. Thus, he sat on his theory of Natural Selection (he refrained from getting it published) for over twenty years. Apparently, he didn’t want to kill God.


With no God, society is devoid of any meaning, and there are no universal overarching moral codes to guide our actions. Such freedom could be extremely dangerous. Nietzsche argued that if God doesn’t exist then everything is permitted. Traditional morality disappears. We can do whatever we want. If someone annoys us, we could kill them? Thus, Nietzsche’s self-appointed task was to combat the nihilism this event entailed and promote wo/man to create our own ‘divinely inspired’ values.


Nietzsche was the first philosopher to study nihilism and whilst he wrote extensively about it, as he was concerned about the effects on society and culture, he did not advocate it. For him, nihilism was a disease. He was insistent that life is meaningful, (which is ironic because he was a sickly and depressed man who self-medicated with huge doses of opium and other sedatives). But it’s up to us to cultivate purpose and meaning. Existentialism thus challenges nihilism. The emphasis was on finding an alternative to the void that was left by God’s absence. It seems scientific humanism is the 21st century religion, our current (divinely inspired) values. But it’s increasingly eastern philosophy?


So, Sartre was on the same page as Nietzsche, and he was having none of the church. And whilst he was accused of moral corruption, it seems Sartre said what others were thinking. That is, he spoke to those who recognised the façade of going to church when their heart wasn’t in it? God knows how many people were going to church who weren’t Christians. As the late Keith Green (musician) said, ‘Going to church doesn’t make you a Christian anymore than going to McDonald’s makes you a hamburger’. And how otherwise boring going to church, unless it’s real historic supernatural truth?


But Sartre’s outspoken atheism still seemed rebellious, hence he was cool? And it was also cool that he chose to smoke, drink, take drugs, and sleep around. Why not? He was free and we should all be free. It’s our fundamental right to choose our choice, and do whatever we want (on the premise we don’t harm others, including kids and animals). It’s understood God designed us to have freewill.


Freedom constitutes the ultimate value for existentialists, and Sartre insisted everyone has a right to liberty. Hence, our duty is to ensure that others enjoy freedom, as we do. Sartre advocated that humans are responsible for humans, stating, ‘you are responsible for the period of history that you are living in. You have not only the right to choose, but the duty to choose and if you are surrounded by poverty, by war, by oppression, by cruelty – that is what you have chosen’.


Terrorists (like Palestinians) were seen as desperately oppressed. Sartre maintained that terrorism is the only means which ‘underdogs’ have to revolt. He described terrorism as the poor man’s atomic bomb. Terrorists are victims of whatever regime. Take beloved but terrorist Mandela. He had to break a few eggs, (and spend a lifetime in a tiny jail cell), as that racist crack was not okay.


Sartre’s philosophy envisaged culture as a very fluid concept. Neither predetermined, nor definitely finished, but rather culture was always conceived as a process of continual invention and reinvention. The only thing constant is change. Einstein conceded, ‘to have a better life, we must continue to keep choosing how we are living’.


So, we’re responsible for our state of affairs. Our freely chosen actions have value. Like, we let our governments represent us? We let heinous atrocities happen on our watch. Thus, whilst the newfound freedom rocked, it came at a cost, namely, responsibility. We’re responsible for our choices (choosing not to choose is a choice). We have the power to change the direction society is taking us, but it’s easier to let the state dictate to us, than we dictate to the state? It’s easier to have no responsibility, relinquish our power, so we’re not accountable?


Sartre recognised the state is the biggest threat to freedom, and he was up for overthrowing the state. As it transpires then, freedom is more of a burden, than a luxury. It’s highlighted, that once we’re aware that we’re free, we feel anxiety and dread, as there’s no one else to blame.


So, Sartre insisted on being truthful with ourselves. The emphasis is on authenticity. It’s our duty to be honest? Sartre’s ‘bad faith’ is living inauthentically, and in his view the inauthentic person is living a lie. We lie to ourselves that we don’t have freedom to choose other choices. We choose to believe we’re not free. Sartre’s notion of radical freedom stipulates that everyone always has a choice, and every act is a free act. Thus, when people say they had ‘no choice’ but to do something, they are lying to themselves.


He recognised that such ‘bad faith’ seems to be our ‘natural’ disposition. That is, to flee from our freedom and lie to ourselves. Nietzsche similarly said, ‘the lie is a condition of life’. But Sartre insists ‘we are without excuse’. Hence, he held those, who acted like they had no choice and were not really free, in contempt. We’re always free to change our situations, so we can’t complain? It’s also highlighted that no-one can make us feel happy, sad, or angry, but us. We could choose different emotional responses or choose not to care.


Sartre took no prisoners. There were no excuses for the weak-willed dieters, drinkers, smokers, drug-takers, adulterers, gamblers, Master Baters etc, who protest we won’t (or don’t want to) do whatever but know we will. Excuses are planned. We deceive ourselves with the same consciousness. It’s a cynical lie. As the truth is, we decide. Our ‘personality’ is our underlying instinct that urges our decision. In counselling we notably assess ‘motivation for change’. Do people want to change, or does it seem like too much effort? Can we help ourselves? Morality is arguably a choice, and mental health arguably requires discipline.


Sartre further condemned those who made up excuses and explanations for what they had or hadn’t done, to convince others that they’re not responsible for their actions. It’s like we play a self-defeating game? We pretend to ourselves and others. But Sartre wasn’t buying it. Sartre observed that bad faith plagued society. In his words, ‘bad faith is knowledge that is ignorant and ignorance that knows better’. Thus, actions speak louder than words.


It seems apposite to note Thomas Szasz’s vantage (1920-2012), a psychiatrist who was anti-psychiatry. In ‘The Untamed Tongue: A Dissenting Dictionary’ (1990) he wrote, ‘The concept of disease is fast replacing the concept of responsibility. With increasing zeal Americans use and interpret the assertion “I am sick” as equivalent to the assertion “I am not responsible”: Smokers say they are not responsible for smoking, drinkers that they are not responsible for drinking, gamblers that they are not responsible for gambling, and mothers who murder their infants that they are not responsible for killing. To prove their point — and to capitalize on their self-destructive and destructive behaviour — smokers, drinkers, gamblers, and insanity acquitees are suing tobacco companies, liquor companies, gambling casinos, and physicians. Can American society survive this legal-psychiatric assault on its moral and political foundations?’


Szasz maintains addiction is individual election (he advocates society should permit a free-trade in dangerous drugs, with restrictions like alcohol and tobacco), and he also insists that suicide is a fundamental liberty. He thus recommends a policy of total non-intervention towards suicide and addiction, as these are our rights. In tandem with the existentialists, he said ‘People often say that this or that person has not yet found himself. But the self is not something one finds; it is something one creates’. We’ll get back to Szasz.


The observation is thus, we primarily live in a world without thinking. Before we ever start thinking, we are already living, and we are fundamentally living inauthentically. We passively accept the values and beliefs that have been handed down to us. We incessantly pick up and disseminate attitudes, behaviours, stereotypes and attributions, basically regurgitating what we’ve been spoon fed. We’re expected to behave the way we’ve been shown, no questions asked?


Respectively, Sartre stressed it’s imperative to question everything. He insisted we need to think against/criticise everything that has ever been ‘given’ to us. This includes ‘education’ and ‘the news’. Sartre said, ‘I think against myself’. To be authentic therefore means to think for ourselves. It’s refusing to take things for granted, like we’ve been told the truth? It involves recognising the belief system that has been passed down to us, and really questioning if all the ‘isms’ (e.g. racism, sexism, ageism, disablism, anti-Semitism) and the rest we’ve been programmed with, make sense. Like, it’s okay to factory farm animals and torture them in sadistic experiments?


We like to think we think for ourselves, yet psychological experiments consistently show we’re conformists of the highest order. For (quirky) example, take applause, and the fact it’s not so much to do with the act but rather how much others are clapping. Psychologist Solomon Asch’s (1951) famous experiment shows how social pressure from a majority group can affect a person to conform. The ‘majority’ influences our beliefs and opinions.


Thus, participants were shown a target line, which they have to match with one of three lines. One is the same length, one clearly shorter, and the other longer. Confederates (pretending to be real participants) go first, providing the blatantly wrong answer, and participants tend to concur despite knowing otherwise. Apparently, people conform for two main reasons, namely, because they want to fit in with the group (normative influence), and because they believe the group is better informed (informational influence). Most of them said they went along with the group for fear of being ridiculed or thought ‘peculiar’.


It’s also pertinent to note, Stanley Milgram’s famous Experiment (1963), which demonstrates ‘The Perils of Obedience’, to authority figures. Inspired by the Germans in WW2, Milgram was interested in seeing how easily ordinary people could be influenced into committing atrocities. Thus, participants (volunteers) were told they were partaking in scientific research to improve memory. They were (unknowingly) paired up with a confederate ‘Mr Wallace’, and whilst they draw straws to see who becomes the ‘learner’ and the ‘teacher’, the outcome is fixed because the participant is the teacher, who has to administer electric shocks to the learner. The learner is strapped to a chair with electrodes attached to his arms in the room next door, and each time he provides a wrong answer (the teacher asks words in a word game), the teacher is told to increase the voltage by the doctor .


It’s crazy, as the teachers can hear ‘Mr Wallace’ screaming, and shouting to get out, but because the authority figure, the man in the white coat, tells them to continue, most people do. Experts estimated 1-3% of subjects would not stop giving shocks to potentially fatal levels (450 volts), as it was thought psychopathic to do so, but as it transpired 65% never stopped giving shocks. All participants continued to 300 volts. This experiment horrified America, as they realised decent American citizens were equally capable of committing crimes against their conscience, as Germans had under the Nazis.


So, we choose our potentially psychopathic choices. And we have to take responsibility for our actions, like Nazi war criminals? They can’t blame Hitler? Besides the freedom, and the burden of the freedom, Sartre recognised the ‘absurdity’ of life. He recognised the nihilism, the absolute meaninglessness of life. And he recognised the sense of alienation in modern society i.e. city dwellers. He observed that wo/men feel ‘alien’ in a world without meaning, yet he surmised there is no point or meaning.


He noted that we eat and drink to preserve our existence and yet there’s no point. And yes, we are alone. We come into this world on our own, and we leave this world on our own. Our sense of alienation creates feelings of despair, boredom, nausea, and absurdity. And contrary to mental health ‘professionals’, (at least) for Sartre it’s perfectly normal to be bored and depressed. It’s part of the human condition.


And it may well come to surface that we face the ultimate either/or, namely, choosing whether to live or die. Death offers freedom from a mindset of despair, with the irony being that we create our mindset. We choose what we think about, including suicide. It’s duly noted, the prospect of suicide can ironically serve as a coping strategy. We can kill ourselves if it gets that bad. Nietzsche similarly arrived at this deduction, stating ‘it is always consoling to think of suicide: in that way one gets through many a bad night’. He also famously said, ‘what doesn’t kill you makes you stronger’.


It seems we need to cultivate or conjure up reason not to end our life. Or get some meds pronto. Eckhart Tolle (2011) asserts that if a situation is intolerable and makes us unhappy, we have three options (besides topping ourselves), namely: remove our self from the situation, change it, or accept it totally, surrender and free our-self internally. Latterly, this involves harnessing a Buddhist mindset and transcending this reality. It seems our soul is screaming for meaning?


Existentialists actively look for meaning, and despite being unpleasant, painful emotions can provide the right catalyst for serious reflection and change in our life. Emotion literally means ‘disturbance’. The word comes from Latin ‘emovere’, meaning to disturb. Depression and anxiety, for example, can be triggers telling us something needs to change? Thus, however unpopular, given it flies in the face of all treatment of depression today, one of the major tenets of existential psychology provides that despair and crisis are not necessarily bad things to be tranquilised and cured as quickly as possible (much to the dismay of Big Pharma). ‘Therapeutic despair’ holds tremendous possibility for self-acceptance, growth, and positive change.


Psychiatrist Donald Winnicott (1896-1971) asserted ‘depression has within it the germ of recovery’. He said, ‘If we experience nothingness while finding the courage to go on with life, we gain affirmation both of the power of being and also of the fact that the power and worth of existing or being gives some meaning to our lives even while we’re experiencing nothingness’ (cited in Cook, 1999 p.58).


Maybe, as Thomas Moore (psychotherapist, monk and author) argues, the word ‘depression’ is too clinical, and essentially reductionist for something that makes us question the very meaning of life. He cautions that we do ourselves a disservice when we treat our feelings of despair and emptiness as deviations from the healthy, normal life we idealise. And he cautions labelling difficult emotions as sick.


Moore believes we live in an age that has suffered a ‘loss of soul’, and this is manifested by depression, addictions, obsessions, and violence. But he believes the cause of these symptoms is linked to a deeper crisis of meaning. And this can be missed because the medical approach to such symptoms is to alleviate them (with pills), and not to try and understand them. He suggests that rather than depression, we might be experiencing a ‘Dark Night of the Soul’. The Spanish mystic and poet John of the Cross (1541-1597) referred to the Dark Night of the Soul as a period of sadness, loss, trial, frustration, failure. He wrote the account, Dark Night of the Soul, after a period in prison in solitary confinement.


In his book ‘Dark Night of the Soul’ (2004), Moore states a dark night may be a period of apparent lifelessness that precedes a new birth of meaning. He points out that whilst depression is a label and a syndrome, a dark night is a meaningful event. He states, ‘Depression is a psychological sickness, whereas a dark night is a spiritual challenge’. He advocates that a Dark Night of the Soul is a normal part of life, a natural process of change. Darkness has transformative power, like alchemy. And like grief, which is a process and more than just an emotion, a dark night can be a painful restructuring that necessitates change.


He highlights, ‘if the dark night is to be as beautiful and powerfully life-giving as John of the Cross says it is, then you have to grasp the special enlightenment offered by the dark’ (p.108). He contends that ‘dark nights of the soul can play a role in transcending mediocrity, where accepting mediocrity involves giving up the possibility of living an outstanding life’. The trouble is however, ‘a dark night of the soul is dark because it doesn’t give us any assurance that what is happening makes sense and will ultimately be beneficial’.


Sartre concedes, ‘life begins on the other side of despair’. But as an atheist, he considered it futile searching for the meaning of life in general. The twentieth century is meaningless, an accident of chemical combinations. But moreover, besides ‘the depressed’ willing death, others experience overwhelming anxiety about the prospect of death and the pointlessness of existence. Hence, it gets worse (?), as with no meaning or philosophy of life to cling to, and knowing that we’re alive now but will one day die, gives rise to angst. Like, one of my chums seriously freaks out at the prospect of not being here, and there’s nothing she can do about that apart from not think about it.


Sartre relayed that we experience a sense of dread and feel nauseous aka an existential crisis. This sense of dread or angst can lead to religious faith, as Kierkegaard spells out and which we’ll get to later, but not for Sartre. For Sartre, the individual is solely responsible for giving life meaning. Life is what we make it.


In his first novel ‘Nausea’ (1938), Sartre writes about a thirty-year-old man, who’s struggling to restore a sense of meaning to his life. Disenchanted with life, he wanders the streets and cafes, acutely aware of his nausea. He’s basically having an existential crisis and is regularly afflicted with nausea attacks. He feels nausea whenever he suddenly becomes aware of life’s meaninglessness and absurdity. Indeed, he gets disgusted at the absurdity. Life bores him and he tries to make time pass. Like, he eats, for example, not because he’s hungry, but rather to pass the time. He’s aware that he’s free to choose but he has no enthusiasm about anything, but rather seems to exist passively.


Durant said, ‘to say that we are free is merely to mean that we know what we are doing’ (cited in Harris, 1972 p.237). In fairness, life is completely absurd if there is no point. And it’s no revelation that ‘research’ shows bored people eat more.


Sartre believed in human freedom and freewill, and whilst Nausea is arguably depressing, it urges us to give our existence meaning. For Sartre, the fact life is meaningless gives us scope to make it meaningful. He was sensitive to the unfulfilled potential of human beings. But furthermore, beyond this merely being our prerogative, he believed that life must have meaning, it’s an imperative. Thus, rather than viewing our freedom and independence positively, Sartre viewed it as a curse. He emphasised the burden of individual freedom, since it’s up to us (and no-one else) to find meaning, since to exist is to create our own life. Sartre said, ‘Man is condemned to be free; because once thrown into the world, he is responsible for everything he does’.


We’re essentially depicted as hostage to our own freedom, adrift a godless universe. And each one of us must find our own existential way. We are self-acting agents, and choice by choice, we ‘become’ who we are. He said, ‘humans are nothing: no ordained plan of what they ought to be. They will not be anything until later, and they will be what they make of themselves later’.


Thus, it seems freedom offers boundless possibilities but being aware that we’re responsible for our choices can be a chore. Like, we could be a jazz musician if we got off our arses. The fact that we’re free to change our situation, makes it worse? It can make us want to flee this responsibility. Like sleep, drink, or take drugs? Sartre highlights that when confronting anxiety-related emotions, we become aware of our freedom. He used the word anguish to describe the realisation that we have total freedom of choice, and there are no constraints on us bar those we choose to impose.


For Sartre, human beings live in anguish, not because life is dreadful, but rather we’re condemned to be free. The anguish of existence is that everything is terrifyingly possible because nothing is preordained. Kierkegaard called this awesome sense of freedom and responsibility, which is simultaneously attractive and repulsive, ‘ambivalence dread’.


It’s noted, the existentialist distinguishes anguish from fear. Thus, fear has a definite object e.g. we’re afraid to fall off the cliff, whereas anguish is the awareness that we could throw ourselves off the cliff. So, anguish is a good thing because it engenders freedom? It gives us the opportunity to redirect ourselves back to authenticity. More generally, whilst there’s nothing we can do about our pending demise, or the fact there is no ultimate meaning (at least for Sartre), if we want otherwise (day to day) meaning in our life, we need to make it happen. Like, devise goals for ourselves. If we don’t, we may well declare we’re bored.


So, besides the anxiety, nausea, dread, depression, anguish etc, boredom is a major existential problem for the psyche. We get so very bored. As Iggy Pop said, ‘they say that death kills you, but death doesn’t kill you. Boredom and indifference kill you. I need more’. We can justify that it drives us to destructive behaviours such as overeating, gambling, alcohol and drug abuse. Boredom’s associated with depression and anxiety, hence the urge to eradicate it. Albert Camus said, ‘The truth is that everyone is bored, and devotes himself to cultivating habits’.


It’s highlighted that we live in the ‘Age of Distraction’. And we’ve become passive recipients of stimulation e.g. we put the TV on, or play a computer game. We need to be entertained. Maybe worrying about drivel, or creating problems (however unconsciously), prevents boredom? My bud from Zambia (‘brother from the Zed’) maintains that people in Africa have more sex because of boredom. Getting nasty gives them something to do (LOL).


Blaise Pascal was also interested in people’s quiet struggle with the apparent meaninglessness of life and the use of diversion to escape from boredom. He said, ‘Men seek rest in a struggle against difficulties; and when they have conquered these, rest becomes insufferable’. It’s truly ironic. We aspire to have free time and when we secure it, we don’t know what to do with ourselves. Like, people moan about their work, but they’re bored when they don’t work. Nietzsche said, ‘a subject for a great poet would be God’s boredom after the seventh day of creation’. And Chuck Palahniuk (author) said, ‘did perpetual happiness in the Garden of Eden maybe get so boring that eating the apple was justified?’


Apparently, pilots report being proper bored, and boredom can make pilots lose attention. In one study, 30% of co-pilots who woke up after a nap reported seeing the other pilot asleep too (safe). Maybe the world would be a better and less tedious place, if people devoted their time to prayer instead of boredom?


Sociologists Cohen and Taylor, in their book ‘Escape Attempts: The Theory and Practice of Resistance in Everyday Life’ (1976), highlight how we endeavour to escape the banality of everyday life. The solution to our boredom and oppressive routine is often an escape attempt. At the very least, daydreaming can rescue us from the despair of the mundane e.g. at the office. Cohen and Taylor explain that ‘escape attempts’ include ‘activity enclaves’ such as hobbies, games, gambling and sex; ‘new landscapes’ which they associate with holidays, popular cultural interests, and art; and ‘mindscaping’ which involves the use of hallucinogenic drugs and therapy.


The trouble is however, that these endeavours merely reveal our limitations at escaping, since we always return to being in itself. That is, here and now, and not wasted or consumed with some distraction. Such escape attempts are but an imaginative way of realising the precincts of our world. Cohen and Taylor highlight that escape attempts metaphorically describe society as a prison without walls. The assumption being that prison life is a severe form of society. We’re essentially trapped (we’re hostages). The ultimate escape is death, or maybe not, if there’s life after death?


Sociologists highlight that we hide from death. We live in a death denying culture because death’s a source of fear and anxiety for those who want to live. Life is for the living, and as discussed, we can get our freak on at the prospect of not being here. It’s duly noted, fear of death births myriad ‘mental health problems’. Feeling out of control can lead to all kinds of craziness. I take solace in my mum’s view of death, namely, death is like catching a train. Some get the earlier one and others get the later one. And we can but wonder where the boogie train is going?


Suffice to say, death is the weirdest. Like, being in the home of the recently deceased, and seeing their reading glasses and word puzzles, food in the fridge and cupboards, clothes in the wardrobe etc, but the person who should be there has literally vanished. Poof they’ve gone. And it’s also the weirdest doing the ‘shake in vac’ with their ashes over some memorial site e.g. ‘garden of remembrance’. Or maybe we’ll hang onto their ashes, as it’s better than nothing?


For others however, death is a muse. Like Scott Peck (1998) said, ‘More than anything else, my romance with death has given me a sense of the meaningfulness in life. Death is a magnificent lover’ (‘Further Along the Road Less Travelled’ p.49). He recommends taking up a serious relationship with the end of our existence. He wrote, ‘Like any great love, death is full of mystery and that’s where much of the excitement comes from. Because as you struggle with the mystery of your death, you will discover the meaning of your life’. Thus, excluding the looming inevitability of death from awareness effectively limits consciousness.


Tolle (2011) similarly advised, ‘One of the most powerful spiritual practices is to meditate deeply on the mortality of physical forms, including your own. This is called: Die before you die’ (p.163). And Socrates said, ‘Death may be the greatest blessing of all human blessings’. God knows. We’ll all find out soon enough. It’s also noted, that nothing focuses a person’s priorities in life, like learning they’re about to die. Hence, existentialists don’t shy away from death. Zarathustra, who was a muse for Nietzsche, said ‘He who fears death is already dead’.


For existentialists, death allows us to grasp the meaning of life. We need to accept and embrace the inevitability of death to appreciate and understand life. Once we realise that at some point, we will no longer be, (that we’ll truffle shuffle off the earth’s crust), we gain insight into what it means to exist. And thus, with death’s counsel, we can make the most of our time.


Martin Heidegger (1889-1976), another existential philosopher, said the constant fear of death and the anxieties of life help man to ask the central question ‘what is it to be?’ He conceded that asking this all important question required standing back and actually existing free from absorption and distraction. For Heidegger, the mystery of life was linked to the individual’s confrontation and consideration of the temporary nature of our existence. Time and human existence are inextricably linked. Like Sartre, Heidegger equally viewed our ‘being’ as a process of ‘becoming’ and rejected a fixed human essence.


Apparently, Sartre was inspired by Heidegger, and Heidegger was inspired by Kierkegaard, the first existentialist philosopher. In Kierkegaard’s first published work ‘Either/Or: A Fragment of Life’ (1843) he wrote, ‘…even the richest personality is nothing before he has chosen himself, and on the other hand even what one might call the poorest personality is everything when he has chosen himself; for the great thing is not to be this or that but to be oneself, and this everyone can be if he wills it’.


So, we are what we will, and then our time ends. As Sartre said, ‘One always dies too soon or too late. And yet, life is there, finished: the line is drawn, and it must all be added up. You are nothing other than your life’. He said, ‘In life, a man commits himself, draws his own portrait, and there is nothing but that portrait’. And then, that portrait is taken to a charity shop, along with the person’s belongings. No-one cares, it’s done. Throw it in the trash.


Both Heidegger and Sartre were notably fascinated with phenomenology, which is a theory of consciousness. Phenomenology looks at the relationship between the world and the senses that experience the world. The focus is on the human experience, as knowledge and experience are part of the same reality. Our senses collaborate to give us meaning in our inner world, and our perceptions are completely individual and personal. Freud and the role of the unconscious are parked. Sartre was notably suspicious of the Freudian unconscious for its threat to individual freedom.


Existentialism thus comes from phenomenology. ‘Existential phenomenology’ attempts to characterise the nature of a person’s experience of his world and himself. It’s interesting to note, that when Sartre was asked what existentialism was, he would say he didn’t know. But rather he believed in a philosophy of existence that had reliance on phenomenology, and he couldn’t be hooped going into that.


For existentialists then, life equates to a beginning and an end, a ‘time’ to spend on earth. We get a body that roots us to the here and now, this time and place (hence the time-bound nature of the human condition). And we know ourselves through our bodies. For the duration of our life, we remain implicated in bodily desires, gratifications, frustrations, and subjection to dangers, until the curtain finally comes down, on our own particular show. Our essence is embodied. And it’s anyone’s guess what happens to our essence when it’s disembodied.


But moreover, embodiment provides a base from which we can be with other human beings. And whilst our embodied self is personal, no wo/man’s an island. But rather, we ‘become’ through the medium of others. This seems prudent to note, with respect to the ‘Mental Case?’ chapter, because the contention is that personality arises through interpersonal relationships. And personality is how we see the world. Hence, deviant personalities suggest dodgy programming? Or perhaps deviance is a sane reaction to the absurdity?


John Mbiti (1970), philosopher and writer, said, ‘I am because we are, and because we are therefore I am’. It would appear this is a spin on Descartes’ ‘I think therefore I am’ axiom. Existentialism notably has reliance on Descartes eminent ‘I think therefore I am’ maxim, as its starting point of existential philosophical meaning. But we’ll get to this. My friend says, ‘I breathe therefore I am’.


Ronald David Laing (1927-1989), Scottish psychiatrist referred to as ‘controversial philosopher of madness’, states, ‘We must begin with the concept of man in relation to other men and from the beginning ‘in a world, with the realisation that man does not exist without ‘his’ world’’ (cited in ‘The Divided Self’, 1960, p.20). He thus maintains we are ‘separates’ not ‘isolates’. Our relatedness to others is an essential facet of our being, as is our separateness, and whilst we need others to become who we are, we don’t need any particular person for the making of who we are.


Laing points out that ‘one chooses the point of view or intentional act within the overall context of what one is ‘after’ with the other’ (p.22). Behaviour is contextual. We act and react, relentlessly, until we’re no longer here. Ontology is the study of being. Hence, the great Ontological Question is ‘what is the meaning of being (of life)’. It teaches us that our ‘being’ is both personal and social, as these are interlocking aspects of human experience. Thus, we are a ‘being-in-the-world’. Sartre said, ‘Being is. Being is in itself. Being is what it is’. Heidegger pertained to ‘being, spatiality and being with’ as a process of self-identification of self and other, and between internal and external.


Social interaction is the reflective medium that allows us to perceive our self-conception. We know what we’re like through others. We each comprise our own unique medley of characteristics, traits and attributes, which manifest through interaction, and which reveal the ‘type of person’ we are e.g. angry, kind, compassionate, sensitive, aggressive, sad, funny, laidback or uptight. We know what we are because of what we’re not. Hence, the world is like a mirror reflecting our perception. And people we are in relationships with are like a mirror, reflecting our beliefs, where simultaneously we are mirrors reflecting their beliefs. Hence, relationships are the most powerful tool for growth.


The process of becoming is thus interaction with others, and our ongoing interaction with our personal and social circumstances i.e. making sense of the situations we encounter. But moreover, as Heidegger says, we’re thrown into society, which comprises our straitjacket. [‘Into this house we’re born, into this world we’re thrown’, and we become riders on the storm]. And until we see the existential light, and think for ourselves, we’re inauthentic social products, like automatons.


Sociologists explain that society is a system of interrelationships which connects individuals together. We’re linked through roles and rules, our contemporary values and norms. Society and identity are interwoven by patterns of culture. ‘We’ create culture to define reality and that culture defines us. Or rather, ‘culture creators’ provide our narratives, which define us?


In ‘Person to Person’ (1967), psychologist Carl Rogers wrote, ‘Normal’ making ourselves what other people are is too hard. I am linked with many people through my surface or mask or disguise by approved actions…the way I eat and speak…according to a formula…playing a role. This is a veneer…even if I have done this for a long time the surface seems real to me…it is more like apples bobbing in a tub of water…skin touching skin…with no awareness of the flesh or core. We are all apples. Not satisfied with being an apple? Just do what the other apples are doing and you will be okay. Not to do that is bad’.


But the authentic task at hand is to define our own roles and rules, not inauthentically play the role we’ve been given. Hence, Sartre was on mission to burn the straitjacket Heidegger pertained to. We don’t have to play the roles that society gives us and tick all the boxes e.g. education, career beyond mere job, money, success, smart house and possessions, including car and phone, partner(s), marriage, kids, grandkids, friends, attractiveness, tattoos (LOL), popularity, sanity.


But it seems we want to? Our self-worth is sandwiched between these boxes. Hence, it’s an ‘imperative’ to tick them for the sake of our mental health? We need to be at least normal, but ideally better than normal. No good can come from being ostracised from mainstream (lame-stream) society. Carl Jung said, ‘To be normal is the ideal aim of the unsuccessful’.


Heidegger believed people in cities lose touch with individuality, and they’re forced to conform to patterns of mass behaviour. He observed that we feel anxiety if we’re not a sheep, doing what the sheep do, and so we’re inauthentic (I’m paraphrasing). And yet ironically, Heidegger was a Nazi fascist. He wasn’t popular after the war, but apparently Sartre and his Jewish mistress, Hannah Arendt, did much to restore his reputation.


It seems bemusing to think that we use other people as criteria to judge ourselves. That other people provide the benchmark, and our self-esteem comes from how we compare. Self-esteem notably comes from ‘to estimate’. It’s measured by how we perceive ourselves. ‘Being’ on display means that we instantly form opinions of each other. We judge at first glance. Sociologists call any group that individuals use as a standard for evaluating themselves a ‘reference group’. Like, people look like shaders or weirdoes. ‘Stereotypes’ are regarded as psychological shortcuts.


So, we all fall into a group by virtue of our appearance and manner, but most people seem normal? Ironically, whilst we’re fixated on the norm, it seems most people say they’re not normal. And many of us feel like weirdoes? Presumably, that’s in part due to the number of things (society tells us) we can potentially have wrong with us. Arthur Schopenhauer (German philosopher) said, ‘we forfeit ‘three quarters’ of ourselves to be like other people’. We’re all subject to appraisal, because we collectively call it into ‘being’. We’re obsessed with the boxes?


Sartre noted that self-consciousness needs the other to prove/display its own existence. He argued that self-consciousness is only possible when one is compelled to self-awareness with the reflective activity forced upon him by the ‘look’ of the other. That is, we become self-conscious when we’re aware of others’ awareness of us. And nice, ‘Freak Shows’ took place from 1840-1940.


As mentioned, Sartre was afflicted with issues relating to body image and self-esteem therein. He was familiar with the discomfort of people looking at him. Feeling shame or embarrassment is being aware that others are looking at us, judging us. It’s being aware of someone else’s point of view or imagining what they’re thinking. And then there’s social anxiety? It’s therefore tempting to blend in like a chameleon, which can be a challenge for transgendered men and women. Unless we reclusively stay indoors, there’s no escaping the gaze and ‘being-for-others’.


In his poem, ‘To a Louse’, Robbie Burns spoke about ‘the gift to see ourselves as others see us’. Whilst we have some insight into this, since we’re living it, we don’t really know. We see our reflection in the mirror, and think, there you are, that’s you staring back. Or like in photos and footage. That’s me, the human object that I am. And that’s our voice on recordings, on answer messages, irrespective of not sounding like that in our heads. That’s how we sound. That’s how we look. Picasso (1881-1973) said, ‘who sees the human face correctly: the photographer, the mirror, or the painter?


It’s noted, that mirror self-recognition is considered to be a sign of self-awareness. It’s said that to be able to see ourselves, means we have a sense of self. Humans pass the test at eighteen months. Apparently, dolphins and great apes are able to recognise themselves in a mirror, unlike my jazz cats.


At a new job I started, the manager enquired about my dietary requirements, and having advised him I’m a vegetarian, he said ‘you look like a vegetarian’. What does a vegetarian look like? LOL. And in hindsight, I remember thinking, since I knew he was gay, that I could have said ‘and you look like a homo’. LOL. I actually wouldn’t have known his sexual orientation. My gaydar is rubbish.


So, we’re all human objects in someone else’s visual field, hence we’re all objectified. It’s a two-sided dynamic. We stare at others, and others stare at us. And whilst it’s said being objectified can seem threatening, we objectify ourselves. We construct an idea of ourselves, to be an object in the world. This in turn works out well for the cosmetic industry. It’s sweet that we aspire to be a prettier/sexier object. That we succumb to socially constructed ‘desire’ (blinding smiles included). Our body is essentially an outfit (flesh coat) to embody our essence. But outfits are judged and there’s money to be made. As discussed, it seems we’re obsessed with our appearance. Indeed, for some victims, it’s a mental illness. Surely some ketamine would help?
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