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“Science” comes to us from those academic Dark
Ages when men had to console themselves for
their ignorance by pretending that there was a
limited amount of knowledge in the world, and
little chaps in caps and gowns strutted about,
bachelors who knew a passable lot, masters who
knew a tremendous lot and doctors in crimson
gowns who knew all that there was to be known.
Now it is manifest that none of  us know very
much, and the more we look into what we think
we know, the more hitherto undetected things we
shall find lurking in our assumptions.

H.G. Wells, The New World Order

If what I publish here is mysticism, then I do not
know how there can be such a thing as science
about the human mind.

We have made repeated tests to see what
happens; we have written down our observations
as we go along; we have presented the evidence
carefully and conscientiously, without theories; and
what any scientist can do, or ask to have done,
more than this, I cannot imagine. Those who throw
out these results will not be scientists, but merely
another set of dogmatists – of whom new crops
are continually springing up, wearing new disguises
and new labels. The plain truth is that in science,
as in politics and religion, it is a lot easier to believe
what you have been taught, than to set out for
yourself  and ascertain what happens.

Upton Sinclair, Mental Radio
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Introduction

One of the most exciting experiences for me is when I have
the chance to speak with young people about some of the
issues covered in this book. These rare occasions are not
opportunities to convert impressionable people to some weird
new religion; they are opportunities to provoke thinking – to
prompt slumbering minds to ask questions. It doesn’t bother
me in the slightest if you believe something different about
life from my assertions, before or after reading this book. My
only concern is to make sure that you alone are in charge of
your beliefs. No one has any business dictating what you should
believe – not society, not your friends, not your family, and
certainly not me. Your mind is your own. And it’s a joy for me
to see a young mind chattering away to itself about the deep
questions of  life, without resorting to “Well, what does
everyone else think? Oh, that must be true, then.”

Young people are generally more receptive to radical ideas
than adults because they often haven’t yet decided on what
exactly they see as the truth about life, the universe and
everything. As people mature, they tend to reach a stage where
they decide on a particular “truth” – a particular version of
what they consider to be reality. This might be a religion, or a
strictly scientific outlook on life. From that point on, anything
outside of that view will usually be dismissed by reflex action.
They may continue to learn, but it won’t be with unbiased
eyes. They will always look through the lens of  what they
already believe and rarely question that foundation. They won’t
allow themselves to be that kid again, eager to learn and having
nothing to defend.
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It’s rare to find someone whose belief  system hasn’t become
like a stone inside his mind, hard and non-malleable. But guess
what? It’s really just a choice. When you hear new and
challenging information, don’t say, “How can I somehow
squeeze this information to fit what I already believe?” Say,
“What do I currently believe that I need to change, in light of
this new information?” When my beliefs are attacked, my
natural response is to jump to the defensive, with stubbornness,
pride and fear cheering me on. It’s right there that I need to
reel myself  back in and say, “Hold on a minute. Maybe it’s me
who needs to learn something from you.”

The most productive mindset you can have is simply this:
always, always, always have a belief system that doesn’t resist
change. Go wherever the information leads you, without fear,
because surely the truth is never something to dread.

This book is the product of  twenty years of  thinking. I
consider the starting point to be when I was seventeen years
old, the time when I was first confronted with the Christian
Gospel. I’m now thirty-seven. A great deal of the past two
decades has felt like stumbling through fog, occasionally finding
a signpost but mostly confused to one extent or another. To
my surprise, just over one year ago, everything started to
become clear – or at least clearer. And I have had the most
amazing year of learning since then. On the outside, you might
not notice anything different about me, but on the inside is a
rejuvenated being joyously crying, “Yes! Yes! I can see it now!”

Over the past year I wrote about my journey and published
it on my internet journal (www.darrylsloan.com) as it was
happening. This was invaluable, because it provoked many
challenging responses from readers, forcing me to clarify what
I was writing about, to myself as much as to them. It also
allowed me to see the various stumbling blocks that prevent
people from seeing what has become crystal clear to me, thus
helping me to communicate this information better. Some of
this book consists of rewrites of material from the journal,
presented in an order that I think best serves a newcomer to
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this kind of  information. I also have new insights to share that
I am writing now for the first time.

The downside of the past year is that a few of my close
friends have exiled me from their lives, refusing to have any
tolerance for a different point of view from what they hold
sacred. My job was also affected, when a member of the
community took offence to something I wrote. Publishing this
book is probably inviting still more trouble into my life. But I
won’t back down. All I can see is a world drowning in
manipulation and too few people standing up to expose it.

This is an attempt to keep minds open that are in danger of
closing and to prise open others that have snapped shut. It is
my hope that this little crash course in truth-seeking will help
others avoid the years of  bewilderment that I endured. I’m no
guru; I’m just a regular guy who beat the odds and found
something profound worth sharing. Well, you be the judge of
that.

Are you ready to question everything you think about life?
Strap in.
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1
Shake Your Foundations

Born to be brainwashed
What’s life all about? I imagine most people have asked
themselves that question. Some, like me, have obsessed over
it. It’s funny that there are so many different answers floating
around, so many people in so many varying cultures supremely
confident that their answer is the real one.

“We’re here to love God and our fellow man,” the Christian
might say.

“Nonsense. There is no meaning to life,” the atheist
counters. “You die, it’s game over. Get used to it.”

“Our spirit is on a journey of evolution as we reincarnate
from life to life,” claims the New Ager.

“Listen to yourselves,” the agnostic says. “How the hell are
we supposed to know anything! I doubt we were ever meant
to.”

In my boyhood, my mother brought me to church, where I
learned something about the Christian religion and the idea of
worshipping a supreme being called God. This sense of reality
was reinforced by prayers in school assembly alongside the
singing of  songs like “He’s Got the Whole World in His
Hands.” Religious Education classes taught me about Jesus,
the Son of God, who died on a cross to save mankind from
the penalty of sin.

If  you are told that something is true from your earliest
years, before you have developed any critical thinking ability,
and you are told it over and over again, and you are never
given any encouragement to question that information, and
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never presented with any other view of  reality, that is not
education, it is indoctrination.

Add to this the fact that you are surrounded by many people
who believe the same things and it becomes easy to think,
“Well, everybody knows this. It must be true.”

This is how one generation indoctrinates the next, over and
over again, and it can be observed everywhere you look in the
world. Christian cultures keep on churning out more Christians;
Jewish cultures keep on producing Jews; Muslim cultures raise
Muslim children.

When I was a child, Christianity sat in the back of my mind
as a casual belief that wasn’t really making any demands of
me, because I had never been confronted with the whole story
in clear terms. Then, when I was seventeen, a friend informed
me that unless I became a Christian – that is, a true committed
born-again Christian – I would be going to hell for all eternity.
And so I committed my life to the Lord, to serve him.

If you had asked me back then why I did it, I would have
told you that I recognised there was nothing to fear and nothing
to lose in becoming a Christian. God was the source of all
wisdom, so his way would be the best way for my life.

But the real underlying reason why I believed was because
I had been primed for this belief all my life. It never occurred
to me, even at seventeen, to ask myself, “Hey, am I sure this is
all true?” I lived in a culture where it was generally accepted
to be true, and that was good enough for me. I never noticed
that my culture represented only a tiny fragment of  humanity,
and there were many other cultures that believed dramatically
different things with the same degree of confidence. In fact,
just a few miles from my Protestant Christian community was
a Roman Catholic community which I was certain had got the
wrong end of the stick about Christianity (even though I was
only vaguely aware of what the differences were). I held this
confidence for no other reason than I was born into a Protestant
community and heard only Protestant ideas again and again.
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Almost all of us are born gravely disadvantaged, unless we
are lucky enough to have very enlightened parents who
encourage their children to think their own independent
thoughts instead of implanting beliefs into them. Wherever
we live in the world, we are all born into the zeitgeist, a word
that means “the spirit of the age.” The zeitgeist isn’t one
particular thing. It is anything that puts people into a herd and
says, “This is the way it is. No need to question it.”

Playing copycat
The zeitgeist isn’t specifically religious in nature. I’ll give you
an example that might seem funny. I don’t use anti-perspirant.
That’s right. Never. And I happen to ride a bicycle to my job
every day. “Pooooh! You stink!” I hear you cry. Well, deal with
it. Did it ever occur to you that when you expend energy
physically, your body is supposed to sweat and there’s a
physiological reason for this? Have you ever considered that
it’s probably detrimental to your health to prevent an area of
your skin from doing what it’s designed to do? No? Well, think
about it. If  you’re going to use anti-perspirant, do it for a better
reason than merely noticing that everyone else is using it.

Kids have a sweet tooth. Nobody much objects to giving
sweets to a child as a little treat once in a while. But have you
ever stopped to consider what sweets are? Often they’re a lump
of  chemically treated sugar. Did you ever stop to consider that
humans were not meant to ingest artificial chemical substances
as food? The fact is, there is no nutritional value in artificial
flavourings whatsoever and their only purpose is to fool the
brain into thinking, “Hey, this is delicious!” Did you ever think
that maybe, just maybe, it might not be good for a young
developing child to eat this junk? So why do we give children
these things? Because everyone else is doing it, so it must be
okay.

On the same theme, a child reaches fourteen and the dentist
says, “Ah-ha. You’ve got some nasty tooth-decay going on in
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there. Three fillings should clear that right up.” You would
think the penny would drop when we see that we’re having
dental surgery done on children. Let me say that word again,
with emphasis, in case it slipped by unnoticed: that’s surgery,
folks. We’re doing SURGERY on children, and we don’t bat
an eyelid. Something is very wrong with the world when nobody
senses the abnormality of  a high percentage of  people needing
surgery before they reach adulthood. We all know that nobody
with any sense would hand a cigarette to a five-year-old and
say, “There you go, Pete. Light up.” And yet we give them
sweets without a second thought. Why do we think this is
normal? Because we’re constantly looking at society around
us to tell us what’s normal – to tell us what’s right.

What is normal life? Normal life, according to the zeitgeist,
is whatever the majority around you decide is normal life. We
might like to think we’re so much more civilised than the ancient
Romans who clapped and cheered at the gladiators battling to
the death, all in the name of  sport. But the truth is, if  you
lived in those ancient times, you would more than likely have
had the same value system as the people around you, because
most people get their values by copying those around them.
They are sheep and they follow the herd. Only when you start
asking questions, only when you start thinking again, can you
see things for what they really are. I am only scratching the
surface with these few examples. I will expose even more
serious things later in the book. Suffice it to say, here in twenty-
first century Western civilisation, we haven’t reached any sort
of  pinnacle of  enlightened behaviour. Not by a long shot.

Unlearning the lies
Our big problem is that we have all been conditioned to believe
certain things. It happens from the cradle, long before we have
any ability to think for ourselves. For some people, it lasts
until the grave. For others, who decide to do their own critical
thinking, that thinking often starts too late, when they have
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already made certain assumptions about life. One assumption
might be “The Bible is the word of  God,” or it might be “The
physical universe is all there is.” Those assumptions then guide
their thinking from that point on.

When you ask yourself what life is all about, and you start
off with certain assumptions already made, what hope have
you of  finding the real truth? Those assumptions will
immediately dictate your sense of  what’s possible and
impossible. Worse still, your assumptions may be so subtle
that you’re not even consciously aware you are making them.
Shortly, I’m going to go very deep down the rabbit hole on this
point, and it’s going to pack a few surprises.

It may be tempting to think that there’s no hope of  finding
any real enlightenment in life. When you look at how many
different belief systems exist in the world, and how many
people are certain that their way is the One True Way, who the
hell is this guy Darryl Sloan to say he’s found it? Well, I haven’t
“found it.” Enlightenment is always a matter of degree and
there is no finish line in the quest for truth; you would have to
be omniscient for that. It would also be a miracle if nothing in
this book needed revision in a few years. If  I’m truly open-
minded, the things I learn in the future are bound to cause me
to reassess some of  what I’m expressing now, but that’s the joy
of  learning. I’m merely one of  many voices heading in a
particular direction that seems right. As we all individually
search for truth, that search is taking us somewhere, however
slowly it may seem.

Some may say “Everyone has their own beliefs” and use
those words as an excuse to stop searching. They feel that the
degree of  conflicting information across the globe is so colossal
that any true enlightenment is unreachable. But it’s not the
difficulty of  the quest that ensures failure; it’s only this attitude
of  playing the victim that sabotages any possibility of  progress.
My personal search was never a journey of going round in
circles. Even when I look back to when my beliefs were certainly
wrong, those experiences taught me things, helped me to
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eventually move forward with a clearer understanding. Here’s
one insight to help kickstart your mind out of the victimisation
loop: if you begin the search with the wrong set of assumptions,
you’ll reach the wrong conclusions. I would suggest that is the
underlying reason why the belief systems of the world are so
diverse. It’s why the Christian is so sure of  his faith and the
atheist so sure of his disbelief.

When we develop critical thinking in the latter part of
childhood, we may start to ask questions and entertain doubts
about some of the things we’ve been conditioned to believe.
Rarely do we ask enough questions. Unless you reassess
everything (and in the next few chapters you’re going to see
exactly how much I mean by “everything”), you haven’t a hope
of  finding the truth. If  you assume at the outset that the basic
view of  reality you grew up with is on firm ground, then you
unwittingly booby-trap the quest from the first step. Instead
of  seeking the truth, what many people do is seek to defend
what they already have – and what they already have may never
have been given enough scrutiny in the first place. When we
hear challenging information, we so easily perceive it as a threat
and gravitate back to what we already believe. But we are not
gravitating to the truth, only to the familiar.

If  you want to learn the truth about life, first begin by
unlearning the lies, by questioning the zeitgeist and leaving no
stone unturned. That’s what makes this approach different from
so many belief  systems claiming that they’re the real
representatives of  the truth. How many of  them skipped the
part about unlearning?
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2
Rescue Your Mind

Reason to believe
To any believer of  any religion, let me be clear at the outset:
you have every right to believe what you wish. It’s not my
place to dictate a version of reality and tell you, “This is the
way it’s got to be, or else.” Nor is it my place to ridicule or
condemn you for your beliefs. If, after reading this chapter,
you move forward with your faith intact, good for you, because
it’s none of  my business. This book is about all of  us, as
individuals, taking personal responsibility for what we think. I
may feel disappointed or frustrated when I fail to make someone
see what has become so clear to me, but when all is said and
done, your mind is your own.

When I first became a Christian, aged seventeen, there were
several reasons why I made the commitment. (1) I was
conditioned to believe Christianity was true by my upbringing,
so it seemed like there was really no choice; (2) I was
threatened with damnation if I rejected it, so there was no
time to waste; (3) I believed God was all wise, so there was
nothing to lose by doing his will; (4) I felt that this could be
the missing link that would make my life complete, so there
was everything to gain.

During my many years as a Christian, when asked why I
gave my life to Christ, I was inclined to leave out number 2,
the fear-based reason. When asked the same question today,
now that I have rejected religion, I tend to emphasise number
2. The truth, in complete fairness, is all four reasons and
probably more. There was some wisdom and some naivety
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and some fear involved in my decision. We’re all different.
One person may be scared out of his wits by a fire-and-
brimstone preacher; another may have been raised in a Christian
home and feels the pressure of his parents’ expectations;
another may feel rotten inside and long for a sense of
forgiveness and acceptance; another might possess a longing
for the sense of family that comes from joining a fellowship
where people love each other; another may seek enlightenment
and notice something in Christianity that allows him to make
better sense of his life. The list goes on.

The land of confusion
When I became a Christian, my natural response was to join a
local church and begin reading the Bible in my personal life.
At church I was taught that the Bible was the infallible word
of God. This meant that I should consider everything I found
within it to be absolutely true. I didn’t investigate that claim; I
didn’t really know how. I simply knew that the Bible was an
ancient text, and I had to assume that the people in charge of
putting it together, translating it, and declaring its authenticity,
knew what they were doing. Not so different from sitting in
History class at school and taking it on trust that the Battle of
Hastings took place in 1066. But in truth, assumptions are
dangerous things. It makes no difference to my life to place
some trust that my History teacher is giving me correct
information, but it’s a much bigger deal to place unquestioning
faith in a book that seeks to revolutionise my life.

These factors didn’t occur to me at the time. I put my trust
in the Bible and hoped that I was on the verge of filling some
kind of void in my life – although if you had asked me to
define exactly what that void was, I would have been hard
pressed to do so. In practical terms, I thought I might finally
gain the ability to quit masturbating and thus bring an end to
my vague feelings of  guilt about it. It sounds funny now, but it
seemed like a big deal to a bewildered teenager trying to cope
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with his awakened sexuality in a world where sex is viewed as
forbidden or dirty in so many contexts.

Things did not go well for me as a Christian from the get-
go. One of  my best friends was a staunch atheist. We would
debate while walking to college in the mornings. As a newcomer
to any serious critical thinking, I was no match for him, and
my faith in God was soon lying in ruins. I did pick up the
pieces fairly quickly, and I continued being a Christian, but
something had changed. For my whole life, I had believed that
Christianity was the true religion because I had been surrounded
by that viewpoint. It wasn’t so much something that I had
learned as something I had been conditioned to accept. Now that
this conditioning had been challenged, it ceased to be something
I could unthinkingly place confidence in. The claims of
Christianity seemed profound and I wanted to believe, but now
this could only be a personal belief, not something I could
have unshakeable confidence in.

I would sit in church and see certainty shining in the faces
of  other believers. When I asked some of  them if  they knew
Christianity was absolutely true, they would assert, “Yes, I
know it’s true.” Whereas I could only say, “I believe it’s true.” I
felt like I was on the outside of something that seemed easily
grasped by others. The experience with my atheist friend seemed
to have scarred me in a way that I couldn’t recover from, but
looking back, it was actually an invaluable gift. The fact that I
was never sure stopped me closing the door on inquiry. And
asking questions is vital to any quest for truth. At the time, I
didn’t dare think that maybe the people who seemed so sure
about Christianity were only brimming with confidence because
they had stopped asking questions, or perhaps had never started.
It’s not my place to judge what they were thinking, but I had
experienced the zeitgeist’s grip on me, and no one is exempt.
If there ever was a Big Answer that made it crystal clear why
Christianity was definitely, unshakeably true, no one was ever
able to communicate it to me.
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The more that I learned, the more problems I encountered.
Consider the account of the Garden of Eden (Genesis 1-3).
The Bible appears to say that this was a real event in history,
not an allegory. The character Adam is quoted in several
genealogies listed later in the Bible, asserting him as a real
man, and the Christian teaching of how the world was plunged
into sin hangs on a talking serpent deceiving Adam and Eve to
eat from the Tree of  the Knowledge of  Good and Evil. And
yet, if I am to believe that this really happened, I have to
calculate that Earth has only been around for six to ten
thousand years. You get that sort of  figure when you add up
all the ages of the family line from Adam to Jesus, plus two
thousand years to take us to the present day. What you do not
get is the four and a half billion years asserted by science.
Some Christians say that the Garden of Eden is not literal
history, but this view doesn’t fit how it is presented to the
reader. Suddenly the cost of  believing in the Bible was the
rejection of science.

In 1 Samuel 15 I read a disturbing passage where God
commands his people, the Israelites, to undertake the mass
slaughter of men, women, children, infants and animals:

This is what the LORD Almighty says: “I will punish
the Amalekites for what they did to Israel when
they waylaid them as they came up from Egypt.
Now go, attack the Amalekites and totally destroy
everything that belongs to them. Do not spare them;
put to death men and women, children and infants,
cattle and sheep, camels and donkeys.”

1 Samuel 15:2-4

Now when God says, “Thou shalt not kill” in his Top Ten
(Exodus 20) and engenders in you a belief that life is sacred,
something is seriously wrong when that same God commands
you to kill countless babies. I have debated this issue with
Christians and heard all the arguments. Some will say that we
don’t always understand God’s ways, which is really just a
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refusal to look squarely at what is in front of you. Another will
say, “God has the right to do what he wants because he’s God.”
My problem is not with God’s actions; it’s with the
contradictory standard of behaviour he demands of his people.
Someone once offered this: “Those Amalekite children would
grow up to be adults, learn of  their people’s history and of
what the Israelites did to them. They would seek revenge, and
so it was appropriate to wipe the whole nation out there and
then.” I see. So now we believe it’s fair to enforce the death
penalty in infancy for the mere possibility of committing a crime
later in life, and never mind the fact that the judging of a person
by his race alone is, well, racism. But all this is by the by. The
real challenge is to imagine yourself  holding a knife to a baby’s
throat, then picture God telling you to strike. Do you obey?
Don’t say it would never happen, because according to the
Bible it did happen. It may belong to the Old Testament era,
but this is the same God that Christians worship today. The
answers that might look acceptable on paper don’t really do
you much good when you face the reality of it. And the reality
is that the God of the Bible is a God who pushes his people
into the biggest extreme of  racism – genocide – and calls it
good.

I never had such clear and strong opinions about this in the
early days, of course. What I had was a shelf in my mind upon
which I threw all the stuff that I couldn’t make sense of – or
didn’t dare to make sense of. I could never understand how a
preacher could stand on a pulpit and talk about “the infallible
word of God” when we were using multiple translations of
the Bible, each of which had differences of opinion on how to
translate this or that passage. These modern translations were
an attempt to correct many of the known errors that had been
discovered in the popular centuries-old translation, the King
James Version. Not so infallible back then, it seems. If  you
have a New International Version of  the Bible and you look in
the footnotes of  any New Testament book, you will see the
words “Some manuscripts” over and over again, as in “Some
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manuscripts do not have verse 47” (Matthew 12:47). I didn’t
understand how we could claim that the Bible was the divinely
inspired word of God when it was full of question marks about
whether this word or that phrase was truly in the original text.
I’ve heard it said in defence of the Bible that none of the
discrepancies affect any of the teachings of the Bible. But
once you find corruption, you have no way of  knowing how
much or how little corruption is there, or whether any teachings
are affected, because you simply haven’t got the original to
compare. So I put this problem on the shelf along with all the
other questions I couldn’t answer. The trouble is, rarely did
anything come down from the shelf and get resolved. Instead
of using these problems as pointers to the idea that Christianity
might be a false religion, I pushed them out of mind.

The everyday experience of living the Christian life was
difficult, to say the least. As a teenager, it was impossible to
adhere to Christianity’s strict “no sexual thoughts allowed”
policy. Jesus said, “Anyone who looks at a woman lustfully has
already committed adultery with her in his heart” (Matthew
5:28). But here’s the thing. We’re wired for sex; it’s biological.
You can’t switch it off. Boys are supposed to feel attracted to
girls and vice versa. It isn’t some wicked, sinful desire. It’s
your body telling you what it wants to do, no different in
principle from our appetite for food. Obviously, if  you’re a
responsible person, you’ll act responsibly and not just follow
your every sexual whim, just as it’s not sensible to eat too
much food and become overweight. The misuse of our bodily
appetites might be termed “sinful,” but the urges themselves
are a natural part of  life. This is plain to me now, as an adult,
but as a young Christian all I could see was that I was such a
disappointment to God because I couldn’t control my sexual
feelings.

Imagine a perfect world, with Adam and Eve having never
sinned. Think of  yourself  born into this paradise. You grow
up, walking around naked every day, and you eventually marry.
Is your marriage night supposed to be the first time you ever
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experience an erection? “Eek! What’s happening to me? I feel
so strange. Is this what it means to be horny?” The idea is just
plain ridiculous. There is nothing unholy about a hard-on. I’m
sorry, Christians, but the “sex is dirty” view just has to go.
Young people have suffered enough.

It wasn’t just sexuality that gave me problems. Christian
morality in general was a hard thing to figure out. You try to
do God’s will by keeping the Sabbath and avoiding work. You
hear of  one Christian who thinks it’s wrong to play sports on a
Sunday, while another thinks it’s okay. You start to think it’s
probably wrong to do any shopping on a Sunday because you
are encouraging others to work – encouraging them to sin. You
even begin to wonder if  you’re offending God by washing your
dishes on a Sunday. Besides all this, no one ever explained
why the Sabbath changed from the Jewish Saturday to the
Christian Sunday. Maybe we should keep both days just to be
sure?

The confusion quickly multiplies. The Baptist denomination
claims that no one should be baptised until they make a
conscious decision to become a Christian. The Presbyterian
denomination claims that the infants of Christian families
should be baptised. The Roman Catholics go as far as saying
that an infant cannot receive the grace of God until he is
baptised. Let’s assume, hypothetically, that the Catholics happen
to be the ones who got it right: Baptist parents, who think they
are serving God by withholding baptism from their children, are
actually risking their kids ending up in hell, if an unfortunate
accident should take their lives.

Consider the Eucharist, the Christian ritual of eating bread
and drinking wine in remembrance of  the death of  Jesus.
Roman Catholics believe that the bread and wine become the
actual body and blood of Christ. Protestants believe that the
bread and wine only figuratively represent the body and blood
of Christ. Each side accuses the other of terrible sacrilege.

Not only are we poor, bewildered humans charged with
deciphering which religion on the planet is the right one to
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follow, but which particular sub-division of  which religion.
And if we get it wrong, there may be dire eternal consequences
for us and our children. I hated struggling to figure out what
God really required of  me. It’s all well and good to understand
that God wants your love, but when it comes to the business
of  showing that love through obedience, that’s where things
get confusing and frustrating.

In my later years as a Christian, I couldn’t face doing any
missionary-type activities. I thought, “I’ve made a choice to
believe this, but how can I say to other people that they must
believe it, too? I believe that God will judge the world, but it’s
just a belief. I don’t know it. How then can I shove a message
in someone’s face and say ‘You must believe’ as if  I can prove
what I’m claiming?”

The power of fear
One of my chief objections to Christianity is its use of the
threat of  damnation. It’s all well and good to warn someone
of  a real threat, but how often is the threat of  God’s judgement
presented without any evidence to back it up? Instead, it relies
on the zeitgeist. It relies on people being exposed to Christianity
en masse, conditioned from birth to think, “It must be true
because I’ve heard it so often and everybody else around here
believes it.” Imagine if no one had ever heard of Christianity
and an archaeologist today suddenly unearthed the Gospels
and told the world, “I’ve just learned that God holds us all in
condemnation, but if  we do what these scrolls say, we’ll be
saved.” How much impact do you think that would really have?

Sometimes the words are dressed up in a positive fashion –
how God, in his love, sent his Son to die as a sacrifice to save
us from his judgement. But the underlying message is always
the same: “Unless you do what we tell you, you will be damned
to hell for all eternity.” The “good news” of  the Gospel relies
on us first knowing about the “bad news” of  God’s judgement.
The bottom line is this: without evidence, those words don’t
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mean anything. And the onus is really on the “salesman” to
present you with the evidence. It’s not the responsibility of
those on the receiving end to go looking. I mean, do we really
have to investigate the claims of every religion on the planet,
just in case one of  them might be true and we don’t miss our
tiny window of opportunity to escape damnation?

Christianity presents a message that everybody needs to
hear in order to be saved from some terrible fate, but only a
portion of  the world ever gets to hear it. It’s eternity by
postcode. If  you’re not lucky enough to be born in a locale
where the “one true religion” gets a hearing, then it would
have been better for you if  you were never born. Furthermore,
according to Christianity, we’re born with something called
“original sin,” a principle within us that ensures we commit
sins. Despite never having a choice about whether we wish to
be born, we discover that we have no choice but to become
sinners, no choice about falling under God’s judgement, no
choice about being born in a country where we never hear the
message of salvation, and no choice about suffering in hell for
all eternity. Do you really believe that is a true and credible
picture of what lies behind life?

When these things started to finally become clear to me,
after almost twenty years of experience as a Christian, I started
to see what the whole game of religion was about: mind control.

Religion uses an unsubstantiated threat in order to control
your thinking and thus dictate your behaviour. There’s no other
way to describe what I did when I became a Christian. I no
longer had any freedom to think for myself. I could never say,
“Original sin? I’m not sure about that. Maybe there’s another
reason for all the trouble in the world.” The word of God
declared it to be the truth, and so I had to believe it. Original
sin and an assortment of  other “truths” then shaped my
character and actions.

Imagine you and I were working in an office building and I
suddenly rushed into your room with a look of  panic on my
face and said, “Quick! We need to get out! There’s a fire!” You
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would probably rush for the exit with haste. I manufactured a
believable threat and made you invest in that belief. Once
implanted, the belief manipulated your emotions (fear), which
then controlled your behaviour (run!). Of  course, the scam is
over when you’ve been outdoors for a few minutes and notice
there’s no sign of  smoke, but for the duration of  the experiment
I got you to do what I wanted you to do. I essentially mind-
controlled you. It’s especially important to note that you would
have felt completely in charge of your own actions during the
whole episode. This is the genius of mind control: to control a
person’s behaviour while the intended victim unwittingly
believes he’s completely in control.

The fear of hell is a believable threat to a society already
steeped in religion. But to a society that hasn’t been
conditioned in that way, the Christian message is more akin to
me running into the room screaming, “There’s a werewolf down
the corridor!” A warning must have credibility to work
effectively, and that’s where the zeitgeist comes in: “Everybody
knows this, so it must be true.”

Having the freedom to think your own thoughts means
being able to make your own judgement calls on what is possible
and impossible, true and untrue, right and wrong – to formulate
a belief system that you have reasoned out with your own
mind. Religion takes that freedom away and says, “No need to
think. In fact, you’re not allowed. But never mind. We’ve
worked it all out for you.” Religion is pre-packaged ready-made
“truth.”

I belonged to a highly intellectual branch of  Christianity.
To ourselves we appeared to be deep thinkers. But it was
always done from the basis that the Bible was true. That was
never questioned. We would debate whether Jesus died for
everyone or only for those whom God predestined to salvation,
but it wasn’t real free thinking. Our minds were imprisoned by
a belief system that had been imposed on us by a threat.

I recognise that not all Christians come to believe by being
made afraid of hell, and to them what I’m saying may sound
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offensive. You don’t live in fear. I know you don’t, because I
didn’t live in fear for most of  my Christian life, either. I felt
safe and secure under God’s protection. But just wait till you
experience doubt. It’s not a comfortable spot to be in, when
you sense your faith ebbing away. When that doubt grows to
the extent that you think Christianity is false and you make
the leap into disbelief, it’s not pleasant to consider what might
happen to your soul if you’ve unwittingly made a bad decision.
A voice in your head cries in panic, “What if I’m wrong!” And
another soothing voice says, “Look, it’s much more comfortable
over there. Don’t think. Just believe, and you won’t have to
feel afraid any more.” The fear of  hell is Christianity’s big
magnet, designed to pull you in and hold you in.

The minefield of historical “evidence”
I refused the easy route. I thought to myself, “If the threat of
damnation were taken away and I had a simple choice right
now of what to believe, would I continue to believe in
Christianity?” The answer was no. If  the only reason I had left
to believe was because I was being coerced into it, then that
was no good reason at all. And I rode out the storm.

Sometimes the fear of hell is so powerful that it takes more
than just exposing the manipulation game before you can
recover from it. A useful way to suffocate that creeping dread
is to do some research into the origins of your religion. Here is
some really challenging information that every Christian needs
to face up to. I am so disappointed in myself  that I didn’t
investigate this much earlier in life, preferring instead to wallow
in the fog of  partial information from church life, rarely reading
outside my comfort zone. I am staggered by how simple some
of  this information is. But of  course, it’s only our personal
agendas that make things complicated. When you make the
decision to simply look for the truth, instead of  always
measuring new information against a treasured belief  system
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that you feel you must defend at all costs, things look a lot
more straightforward.

Protestants are often highly critical of Roman Catholicism,
sometimes to the point of asserting that Catholicism is not
legitimate Christianity. How does the Protestant then account
for the fact that from the 4th to the 16th century Christianity
was Roman Catholicism, with all its pomp and ceremony, its
Popes and priests? During this period of  more than a
millennium, Protestantism did not exist, and nothing like it
existed. The Bible was not revered as the top authority of
Christianity. The leadership of  the Holy Church itself, as an
organisation, was the ultimate authority, and this included the
authority to decide which books should be included in the
New Testament and which should not. The Bible itself  was an
authority, but secondary to the Church, whose authority it was
to interpret the Bible.

Protestantism originated in the 16th century as an objection
to certain practices in the Catholic Church. This “protest,”
known as the Protestant Reformation, was an objection of
the highest order, a questioning of the authority of the Holy
Church itself. When you have denied the ultimate authority,
but you still consider yourself Christian, you still require an
authority of some kind on which to base your religion. Along
comes sola scriptura, Latin for “by Scripture alone” – the view
that the Bible is the inerrant word of God and the new ultimate
authority for the Christian religion, replacing the authority of
the Church.

The objections of  the Reformation may well have been
justified, but unfortunately when its supporters left the Roman
Catholic Church, this left them with the need to reinvent their
religion in a new form. The trouble with this is you have to
deny the validity of what Christianity has been for well over a
millennium. If Protestantism is right, the previous fifteen
hundred years is a long, long time to be wrong. Let me make
this plain, because it is plain: the guiding principle of sola
scriptura, on which Protestantism is based, is not the guiding
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principle on which historical Christianity is based. On those
grounds, Protestantism has no credibility whatsoever in
referring to itself as the real Christian Church. This is as plain
as day, and the only way around it is to retreat into ignorance.
Protestants may not like what Roman Catholicism stands for,
but there is no denying that historical Christianity is Roman
Catholicism.

Martin Luther was the founder of Protestantism and is
hailed as a hero by Protestants and Evangelicals to this day. If
modern Protestants knew the kind of mentality he held and
expressed, they might think twice about the origins of their
brand of Christianity:

Reason is the Devil’s greatest whore; by nature and
manner of being she is a noxious whore; she is a
prostitute, the Devil’s appointed whore; whore
eaten by scab and leprosy who ought to be trodden
under foot and destroyed, she and her wisdom ...
Throw dung in her face to make her ugly. She is
and she ought to be drowned in baptism ... She
would deserve, the wretch, to be banished to the
filthiest place in the house, to the closets.

Martin Luther, Erlangen Edition

There is on earth among all dangers no more
dangerous thing than a richly endowed and adroit
reason ... Reason must be deluded, blinded, and
destroyed.

Martin Luther, quoted by Walter Kaufmann,
The Faith of a Heretic

Protestantism aside, this is the same mentality that the
Roman Catholic Church expressed when it took the astronomer
Galileo Galilei (1564 to 1642), accused him of  heresy, forced
him to recant his scientific findings, and imprisoned him for
the remainder of his life, all for the great crime of discovering
that the Earth revolves around the sun, in contradiction to the
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Church’s sacred belief  that the sun and all the stars revolve
around the Earth. Labelling an idea “sacred” is just a way of
fencing it off from criticism and asserting that knowledge must
stand still. It is the antithesis of  learning.

Now let’s take a brief  look at the origins of  Christianity.
We are told Christianity began with the stories of  Jesus being
passed around by word of mouth. Later, these were written
down as gospels. From 50 to 150 AD, a number of  documents
were circulating among churches, including epistles, gospels,
acts, apocalypses, homilies, and collections of  teachings. Some
of these are documents that made it into the Bible as we know
it today; some of them are not in the Bible. In early Christian
history, these documents were not yet regarded as authoritative
Scripture on par with the Old Testament. The Church was
more concerned with practical and moral matters than with
theology.

Between 140 and 200 AD, Christianity began to organise
its teachings. This was done as a defence against the rise of
several strong movements: Marcionism, Gnosticism and
Montanism. I won’t go into what those are. Suffice it to say,
Christianity was just over a century old, and already there was
major disagreement over its true picture.

When it came time to decide on a definitive list of books
(called a “canon”) that would become the New Testament,
there was great debate over which books should be included
and which discarded as non-inspired or fraudulent. Among the
documents under consideration were the following (which may
be unfamiliar to Bible readers, as they were ultimately rejected):
Hermas, Wisdom, The Acts of  Paul, 3 Corinthians, Barnabas,
Didache, The Revelation of Peter, The Shepherd, The Gospel
According to the Hebrews, The Gospel of  the Egyptians, The
Preaching of  Peter, The Traditions of  Matthias, The Sibylline
Oracles, and The Oral Gospel. Several Church leaders
suggested canons but none were in complete agreement. There
was widespread accord about certain books (the four Gospels:
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Matthew, Mark, Luke and John), and much disagreement over
others (especially The Epistles of John and Revelation).

3 Corinthians is interesting. 1 and 2 Corinthians are two
letters written by St. Paul, included in the New Testament.
The authorship of the third one is said to be falsely attributed
to Paul. It’s a fake, in other words.  Here’s what irks me about
this situation. It’s all well and good to say that the Church has
been using the same definitive New Testament collection for
almost 2,000 years. But what if  I were a Christian living in the
first or second century? What if I attended a church in Ephesus
and the bishop stood up and said, “Today, I’m going to read
from St. Paul’s third letter to the Corinthians.” And so I take
heed, not to St. Paul, but to some liar pretending to be him.
This was not an isolated incident. This entangled mess of
information and disinformation was the original Church.

How did it all get sorted out? A defining moment was the
First Council of Nicaea (325 AD), under the leadership of
Emperor Constantine of Rome. Constantine had become a
Christian in 312 AD, and he later declared Christianity to be
the state religion of Rome. This imbued Christianity with a
power it had never possessed before. Bishops got together for
the First Council of Nicaea and decided upon what would
become known as the Nicene Creed – a definitive statement
of what Christianity was to be from then on. Christianity now
became more unified, but not until three whole centuries after it
was born. The significance of the fourth century (as opposed
to the first) in defining the nature of Christianity is evidenced
by the fact that, to this day, we refer to the Church as the
Roman Catholic Church.

I have expressed only a small part of  Christianity’s origins,
highlighting areas that cause me to raise questions that I don’t
have easy answers for. I find the whole arena of  study to be a
minefield of  potentially wrong conclusions. Part of  the problem
with getting to the truth is that some scholars approach history
with the intention of making Christianity look as good as
possible. One writer asserted that the Gospels of  Matthew,
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Mark and Luke must surely reflect accurate history because
three distinct authors recount the same events with astounding
accuracy. This argument looks good on the surface, until you
do a little more research and learn of the plausible theory that
the three accounts are extensions of an earlier document which
scholars call Proto-Mark. The same writer was also happy to
quote the Jewish historian Josephus (born 37/38 AD) as
evidence (emphasis mine):

Now there was about this time Jesus, a wise man,
if it be lawful to call him a man, for he was a doer
of wonderful works, a teacher of such men as
receive the truth with pleasure. He drew over to
him both many of the Jews, and many of the
Gentiles. He was the Christ, and when Pilate, at the
suggestion of the principal men among us, had
condemned him to the cross, those that loved him
at the first did not forsake him; for he appeared to
them alive again the third day; as the divine prophets
had foretold these and ten thousand other wonderful
things concerning him. And the tribe of Christians
so named from him are not extinct at this day.

Flavius Josephus, Jewish Antiquities

Christians sometimes use this passage as evidence for the
view that Jesus was a real man who did the things recorded in
the New Testament. But with a little additional research you
learn that this passage has been disputed since the 17th century,
and since the 18th century the consensus view among historians
has been that the references to Jesus were not in the original
text but were deliberately inserted in a later edition. It’s not
hard to see the logic. Would a Jew really say of  Jesus, “He was
the Christ”? How much or how little of this passage was in the
original edition is up for debate, but Christians will typically
side with whatever allows them to best defend their position.
In other words, only the bits I’ve italicised were additions. The
truth is, we just don’t know. The passage was clearly tampered
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with for the purpose of  defending Christianity. How much or
how little is unknown. Since no firm conclusion can be made,
no evidence for the historicity of Jesus can be drawn from it.

To really illustrate how difficult it is to determine the truth
from ancient history, let’s imagine that the Christians who
inserted this information into Josephus’s book had been just a
little more cunning. Let’s say they realised that a Jew would
never say these things, so they wrote, “His followers claimed
he was the Christ,” instead of  “He was the Christ,” and
continued in that vein. If the embellishment had been done in
this manner, scholars would have had no reason to dispute the
information and Christians would be saying, “You see! The
events of Jesus’ life were real. An outside historical source
confirms it. There’s no denying it.” But it wouldn’t be true,
would it?

I hope this gives a flavour of how difficult it is for non-
scholars like you and I to get a true picture of  Biblical history.
I can see certain things that point to the view that Jesus was a
real man. I can also see certain things that indicate he was
purely a mythological character. The similarities between the
account of Jesus’ life and the myths of many pagan sun gods
needs to be thoroughly investigated. To merely scratch the
surface of this, note that the traditional birth-date of Jesus is
25 December. It’s common knowledge in Christianity today
that we have no information about an actual birth-date.
Christmas Day on 25 December was first celebrated in the 4th
century – the time of Roman Emperor Constantine. The date
has massive astrological significance. The winter solstice, which
takes place on 21/22 December, is when the sun stops moving
south and we experience the shortest day. By 25 December
the sun visibly begins moving northward, heralding the coming
of spring and new life. It is the birth, or rebirth, of the sun.
Pagan history has many accounts of sun gods who are said to
be born on 25 December, because ancient people were aware
of  the cycle of  the sun. For instance, in ancient Babylon the
feast of the Son of Isis (the goddess of nature) was celebrated
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on 25 December. Partying, gluttonous eating and drinking, and
gift-giving were traditions of this feast. Ring a bell? In 350 AD
Pope Julius I declared that Christ’s birth would be celebrated
on 25 December. At the very least, this was a deliberate
concession to pagan beliefs, in an attempt to make Christianity
easier to accept. Nice to know the Vicar of Christ isn’t averse
to lying for the cause. The fact that we continue to celebrate
the birth of Christ on 25 December to this day just goes to
show the power of religion to perpetuate a lie through century
after century with the greatest of ease.

How many lies from the ancient world still remain hidden
to us and are taken as truth? I’ve briefly shown evidence that
at least one highly significant ancient text was deliberately
tampered with to defend Christianity. Why should I believe
that such deceit was a rare exception? Is it not more likely that
it was one of  many? I’ve exposed Christianity’s top man as a
willing liar. Why should I believe that this was one unfortunate
lie? Is it not more likely that when a person lies, that lie is an
expression of  his character? It’s so easy to say, “You can’t judge
a religion by the behaviour of  its followers.” But when the
deceit is shown to be taking place as early as the 4th century,
when Christianity is still taking shape, then the whole
foundation may well be rotten.

In considering whether the account of Jesus’ life is based
on earlier myth, it’s not even necessary to venture outside the
Bible. The Old Testament account of  Joseph from the latter
chapters of Genesis (37 onwards) bears startling parallels to
Jesus. To quote just a fraction of  these: Joseph was one of
twelve brothers; Jesus had twelve disciples. Joseph was brought
to Egypt as a young boy, as was Jesus. Joseph was betrayed by
his brother Judah; Jesus was betrayed by his disciple Judas.
Joseph was sold for twenty pieces of silver; Jesus was sold for
thirty. Joseph was tempted by Potiphar’s wife; Jesus was
tempted by Satan in the wilderness. Joseph was imprisoned
with two criminals; Jesus was hung on the cross between two
criminals. Joseph became the saviour of  Egypt and the
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surrounding nations; Jesus became the saviour of the world.
Christians themselves acknowledge the parallels and have a
name for the phenomenon, stating that Joseph was a “type” of
Jesus, that is to say, God specifically ordered the events of
both lives to reveal this synchronicity. I would ask, is it more
appropriate to jump to the supernatural explanation, or to
consider the simpler one: both accounts are non-historical in
nature, telling the same symbolic story with different details?

Many astounding similarities are also reported between
Christianity and other pre-Christian pagan religions, including
accounts of  miraculous births and resurrections. This was
acknowledged by the early Church father, Justin Martyr, who
said, “For when they say that Dionysus arose again and
ascended to heaven, is it not evidence the devil has imitated
the prophecy?” Again, jumping to the supernatural explanation,
over the rather more straightforward view that the life of Jesus
was yet another retelling of the sun god myth perpetuated
throughout ancient history.

There are so many more topics I could raise regarding the
history of  Christianity. I haven’t even talked about
Christianity’s expansion by bloodshed. Just one example of
this is the Crusades, a religiously sanctioned war to gain control
of  a piece of  land, Jerusalem, considered holy by both
Christianity and Islam. Both religions proceeded to slaughter
each other in a bid to own the Holy City for their respective
gods. The whole history of  Christianity is available for anyone
to research; it’s as simple as a quick search on the internet (I
recommend www.wikipedia.org). The trouble is that the
information rarely gets a wide enough hearing to have any
impact. What the modern Christian may fail to realise is that
the comfortable little bubble of church life that he enjoys today
is not representative of what Christianity has been throughout
the centuries of its existence.

My knowledge of Christian history is far from complete,
and my reasons for abandoning Christianity lie more with the
psychological ramifications of religion than with weighing
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historical evidence. In this brief section, it is only my wish to
open you up to the sheer complexity of the field of research.
If  you’re feeling confused, here’s a thought that might help
simplify matters: we are all being told to bet our lives on a
historical probability. We are not being instructed to bow before
fact, but probability. How probable or improbable is the
historicity of the life of Jesus? My personal opinion, based on
the level of research I’ve done, is “Not nearly probable
enough.” That confidence helped bring an end to my own
nagging fear of  hell.

Dare to disbelieve
Fear comes in many guises. It’s not just fear of  damnation that
keeps a person tied to a belief he has outgrown. The fear of
what others think of  us is another great manipulator. A teenager
with Christian parents may worry about what they will think
of him if he abandons his faith, or he may not be able to face
breaking their hearts. Christian parents also need to look
squarely at the way they manipulate their own children by the
expectations they place on them and the emotional blackmail
they unconsciously subject them to. For some Christian parents,
the idea of  their child using his own free thinking to form his
unique individual view of life is out of the question; the child
must be taught only Christian views and protected from hearing
anything that calls those views into question, for fear that he
should damn his soul to hell. In other words, he must be
indoctrinated rather than educated.

When I abandoned Christianity, several close friends exiled
me from their lives. The retired pastor of  the church I had
attended angrily said, “You’ve trampled underfoot the blood
of Christ!” and told me that he could not accept me in his
home any longer because I was now under discipline by the
church (whatever that means). His wife burst out crying because
of my decision, but agreed with her husband that I was no
longer welcome. These people were almost like a second family
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to me at one point in my life, so I know what it’s like to pay a
high price for sticking to your convictions.

Another friend calmly told me that because I had spoken
against Christianity, the friendship was over. “May God have
mercy on you,” were his final words. He took offence because
in his view I was mocking his God. From my perspective, I did
no such thing. I cannot mock someone that I don’t believe
exists. This is how people react when they allow their view of
life to become so sacred that they feel they should deny anyone
else the right to call it into question. Furthermore, when a
person chooses to view something as sacred, this attaches a
reverence – a holy respect – to the belief that emotionally
restricts the holder from ever questioning it himself. Christianity
has all exits covered.

I listened to another Christian friend label me as arrogant,
accuse me of  lying, with angry outbursts and snide remarks.
His expression of spirituality appeared anything but spiritual
to me. What I was seeing was a dear friend determined to
poison his life with bitterness. At an unconscious level, it was
also emotional blackmail: the holding of a friendship to ransom
unless the other party agrees to submit.

Losing friends was hard, but when I abandoned Christianity
it felt like I had taken a broom and swept a big ball of dirt out
of my mind. It was a breath of fresh air to finally take
responsibility for my own thoughts and actions, instead of
continually looking outside of myself for something else to
tell me what to do.

The only thing I’m interested in is the truth. I have no
malicious agenda against Christianity. I just want to find the
truth and let it speak for itself. If  I honestly thought Christianity
were true, I would be first in line to dedicate my life to Christ.
But apparently I’m going to end up in hell because I’m too
stupid to see the truth. Hypothetically, if  I were to die and
find myself face-to-face with a God who is going to judge me,
what would I say in my defence for the “blasphemy” that I’ve
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written here? “I did what I thought was right” – which is all
any of  us can do.

I don’t have a problem with Christianity specifically. I have
a problem with all religions – with the very idea of religion.
Religion takes your concept of  what may be true and narrows
it down into a sharp focus by dictating “truth” and denying
you the right to think anything contrary. Once you commit
yourself to looking at life through that narrow tunnel, you lose
any ability to see outside of  those confines. And maybe outside
is where the real truth lies. The whole manipulation game is so
plain to me. When you finally see the bars on the cage you’ve
been living in, you can’t unsee them.

If you choose to follow a religion – any religion – understand
what you are getting into. Whatever you decide to believe, be
sure it’s because you choose to, not because you’re being made
to feel afraid to do otherwise. Everyone is free to believe what
they wish, with or without evidence, but it’s the height of
manipulation to threaten another person into believing
something in the absence of evidence.

Dare to deconstruct your beliefs and examine their
foundations. Then start to put the building blocks together
again, this time by thinking your own thoughts in full awareness
of what you have been conditioned to believe your whole life.
You may find that the blocks don’t fit as neatly as they used
to. That’s nothing to fear. It just means you’re one step closer
to the truth than you were before.

The seven deadly sins of religious mind control
Based on my own experience of Christianity and my
observation of  it in the lives of  others, I’ve come up with the
following list of mind control tactics regularly used by religion:

1. Implant the desired belief system in others from as
young an age as possible, long before they are able to
think critically.
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2. Exploit the tendency of people to follow the herd.
Surround them with like minds and encourage
uniformity of  thought. To think freely and depart from
orthodoxy is to commit heresy.

3. Restrict access to “dangerous” information that
challenges the belief system, lest the hearers should
be swayed and damn their souls.

4. Declare the belief system to be sacred, thus protecting
it from examination and the potential of criticism.
Woe unto he who profanes the sacred.

5. Terrify unbelievers using threats of  damnation, so that
they will bend to your wishes. Encourage them to act
immediately, rather than taking time to weigh the
evidence.

6. Indulge in emotional blackmail to ensure that your
children don’t choose a different path. Let them be
aware that it would break your heart if they changed
their beliefs.

7. When family members and friends “go astray,” bully
them back into submission with insults, accusations,
and threats of exile.

Looking back on my days as a Christian, I confess to
indulging in numbers 3 and 5. When I emerged from
Christianity, I was placed on the receiving end of  numbers 2,
3, 4, 5 and 7 – especially 7. In my experience, it seems the more
pious the Christian, the more liable he is to hit you with number
7. It’s the easy-going Christians who are more likely to respect
your right to make up your own mind. As for 1 and 6, I have
seen direct evidence of those in the lives of some Christian
parents. Of  course, the perpetrators of  all of  these tactics are
rarely aware of  the manipulative aspects of  their actions. People
who act in these ways are not bad people; they are themselves
victims of  manipulation. If  they became aware of  the harm
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they were doing, they would cease. Some are partially aware.
This is why one Christian might shout, “Turn or burn!” to
everyone in sight, while another might seek to first learn what
the hearers believe then attempt to reason with them. My
complaint is not that all Christians are guilty of all seven mind
control tactics; this is clearly not the case. My complaint is
that I never have to look very far in organised religion to see
these tactics happily and blindly employed in the ongoing
manipulation of  humanity.

To those on the receiving end of  these attempts at mind
control, I suggest the following antidotes, point for point:

1. Take no opinion of  another on blind trust, but start
asking questions from as young an age as possible.

2. Resist your tendency to follow the herd, since the
world is full of diverse herds, each one contradicting
the others and clamouring for followers. Do your own
thinking instead.

3. Seek out challenging information, because it holds
the potential of exposing your errors, thus guiding
you to greater truth.

4. View no opinions as sacred. It is only through
criticism that we can discern truth from error.

5. Fear no claims without evidence.

6. Do what you think is right, even when it causes
distress to yourself  and others. Giving in to emotional
blackmail means handing over control of your life to
someone you think is wrong.

7. Don’t give in to bullies.

In short, religion preys upon our natural weaknesses,
exploiting them for its own ends. I rest my case, grieved by the
loss of friendships, but happy to be wide awake.
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3
Spot the Traps

Reason versus emotion
In the previous chapter I indicated that I was a Christian for
almost two decades of my life. However, during what I would
call my Christian period, I abandoned and reaffirmed my faith
more times than  I can remember. Sometimes the psychological
squeeze of how I was supposed to think and behave would
become too painful, leading me to seek relief from somewhere.
And escape was just too easy. All I had to do was pull down
some of the unresolved questions from the dusty shelf in my
mind and shine a light on them.

It’s funny how someone can always find a reason to believe
in Christianity, or a reason to disbelieve, depending on personal
circumstances. For some people, a conversion to Christianity
can initiate a life-changing experience that brings an end to
alcohol abuse, drug-taking, wife-beating, or some other
destructive behaviour. Such people have a reason to believe
so powerful that no argument against it can compete. However,
it should be noted that for every person who transforms his
life through religion, there is someone else who makes the same
changes without it.

Just as one person can use an emotional reason to believe,
another can use an emotional reason to disbelieve. My reason
to disbelieve, I admit, was emotional rather than rational. I
just couldn’t take it any more. I was tired of my religion not
working properly in my life. I felt confused about how I was
supposed to behave, shackled by legalistic demands on my
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life, jealous that others around me seemed to be happier,
depressed that I couldn’t successfully suppress my sexuality.

Christians may think that I was merely victimised by a
seriously imbalanced form of  Christianity and that this is no
reason to criticise the religion as a whole. But what is a balanced
form of  Christianity? We all take what we are given, depending
on what particular face of Christianity we happen to be lucky
or unlucky enough to land beside in life. At the time, I knew
of no other way to think.

I had to get out. It was either that, or continue going steadily
mad. So I took a look at the Garden of Eden again, and I
allowed the scientific difficulties with it to come to the fore of
my mind. The more I thought about the Bible’s version, the
more like a fairytale it seemed. Equipped with this, and other
Bible problems, I felt I had good grounds for abandoning ship.
It seemed like I was making a rational decision, and in part
this was so, but the underlying force behind it was emotional.

It’s worth noting that our minds have this tendency towards
self-deception. Rather than seeking the truth without bias, we
do what we want to do, then look for evidence to back up our
decision while ignoring evidence to the contrary. Of  course, it
also has to be stated that a large part of the reason why I
embraced Christianity in the first place was emotional. If  we’re
going to get to any real truth about life, we’ve got to get past
our emotions and look impartially at information, even when
it’s painful to do so.

Every time I let go of  Christianity, and every time I picked
it up again, it always seemed like I was doing the right thing
for the right reasons. In a sense, the reasons could only be
emotional, because the rational arguments were always
inconclusive, and could support or tear down either position,
depending on what angle you looked at them. Regardless of
the whys and wherefores, the lessons I learned from living a
period of my life from the atheist perspective were invaluable.
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The joy of disbelief
When I stopped being a Christian, the first thing that hit me
was blissful relief, because all the psychological difficulties
that came as a result of Christian teachings could now be
thrown in the bin. This did not mean “Hooray! Now I can
sleep around with girls and not feel bad. Two bottles of  vodka,
please, thanks very much. Hey, roll me a joint, will you?”
Nothing in my lifestyle changed for the worse. On the contrary,
things improved. As a Christian, I was taught that we have
original sin and that if not for the grace of God we would all
be running around revelling in every wickedness under the
sun. Interestingly, as soon as I stepped out of  the shackles of
religion, I started taking more responsibility for my actions, not
less. No longer able to fall back on God and his promise of
forgiveness for every wrongdoing, I realised that it was all up
to me. Any consequences, for myself or others, that would
result from my actions would be real consequences that I could
not take back. I did not become the monster than Christianity
indicated I ought to be without God’s help.

It was also a relief to be able to stop categorising everyone
around me as either one of the “saved” or the “unsaved.” As a
Christian I had formed my opinions of  people more on what
compartment they fitted into rather than on what their actions
told me about their characters. Heaven-bound Christians by
default were The Good, and hell-bound unbelievers were The
Bad – maybe not bad on the outside in any overt way that you
could put your finger on, but they had unclean hearts and could
not be trusted in the way that a Christian could. This attitude
of mind was certainly not unique to me. It is expressed in
every Christian who seeks exclusively Christian friendships.
Now that I was on the outside, I could begin to see that this
division of  mankind was not true. There were trustworthy
and untrustworthy Christians, just as there were trustworthy
and untrustworthy non-Christians. I had non-Christian parents,
and I’m sorry to say that to some extent I allowed my attitude
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to affect how close we could be. As a Christian, I always saw
myself as different – an outsider in society and, to some extent,
an outsider in my own family. It was good to be able to rid
myself of such a mindset.

In determining how to live my life, what a breath of  fresh
air to be able to make a decision and not have to consult some
mental list of  do’s and don’ts, wondering how much God was
smiling or frowning upon me for my choices. Right and wrong
were no longer based on lists, but on considering the
consequences of  my actions. I’ve heard Christians argue that
to abandon religion is to abandon any meaningful basis for
morality. But what are we – robots? Do we really need to be
programmed with a list of rights and wrongs to have a
meaningful sense of right and wrong? I think it seems that way
to the Christian because he has been taught to believe mankind
is inherently evil. Therefore to be without guidance from a
higher authority is to be lost in a sea of  wickedness. But we
are not evil. When you withdraw from all the dictated “truth”
of religion, you realise that human nature, when
deprogrammed, is something harmonious and balanced. I mean,
take a look at many animals. Does your pet Labrador need to
consult some Doggie Bible before knowing that it’s good to
lick the face off you? A Christian might assert, “Oh, you don’t
believe in God. Why don’t you lie, cheat and steal your way
through life? Because if  there’s no one to judge you, you can
do anything and get away with it.” Well, if  we love others only
because we’re afraid of  what will happen to us if  we don’t,
that’s not much of  a basis for morality. How about being loving
because you want to be – because you recognise that
underneath the conditioning we’re subjected to in life is a being
that loves to love.

On the other hand, if you want justification for the greatest
extremes of negative behaviour, look no further than religion,
the allegedly God-sanctioned genocide of 1 Samuel 15 being
a prime example. To follow such a horrific command, you
would have to turn yourself into an emotionless computer:
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“Genocide program loading … Execute … Error! Program
execution halted. Computer infected by ‘empathy’ virus …
Delete virus … Execute …” Is that what you aspire to be? An
empty vessel, devoid of any natural human emotion, willing
to be programmed by something outside of yourself, and
accepting that program, whatever it may say, on no other
grounds than it claims to originate from a higher power that
you feel you need, in order for your actions to mean anything?
Count me out.

The depression of disbelief
I went through a joyous honeymoon period when I abandoned
religion, but a honeymoon was all it was, because there were
certain realities I had to face. Without religion, it seemed I had
to let go of certain concepts that were tied to religion. Now
there could be no God, no answers to prayer, no plan for my
life; I had no soul, and there was no afterlife. All of these were
religious ideas and they had to go. The world quickly became a
cold and impersonal place to live.

I was now what is called an agnostic or atheist. In practical
terms, there is little, if  any, difference between an agnostic
and an atheist. The agnostic says, “There may or may not be a
God,” while the atheist says, “There almost certainly is no
God.” Both types of person live with the same sense of reality:
no God, no soul, no afterlife. The level of your certainty about
the non-existence of God doesn’t really affect what you believe.
Since you’re not confident that God exists, you shape your life
around the belief that he does not. Without the personal
conviction that God is real, the comfort of  believing there’s a
heaven waiting for you when you die is null and void. So, I
could expect nothing but oblivion when I died. But maybe
that was okay, and maybe that was something that ought to be
faced.

The problem was that my own future death was going to
make a mockery out of all my accomplishments in life; nothing
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would have any ultimate significance. Thousands of precious
memories would die as soon as my brain switched itself off.
The worst thing about atheism was the depression. It’s wasn’t
a big thing, just a minor irritation that gnawed at me. I could
be out on my bicycle, enjoying a ride through beautiful
countryside on a warm summer day. All five senses in my body
are feeding me pleasure and telling me to enjoy myself, but my
joy is crushed by a subtle sense of  gloom that never quite goes
away. It’s a nagging voice that says, “Someday you will be
dead, and it will be as if  you had never been here doing this.”

I have spoken to agnostics and atheists who claim to feel
great joy in their view of life, but I have never understood it,
and I have only been able to see their reasons as smokescreens
over a harsher reality. A person may talk of  living for his
children, injecting meaning into his life’s accomplishments
because his children will continue to enjoy the fruits of  his
labour after he dies. But he will not face the reality that his
children, too, will die. This is conveniently ignored, because
he probably won’t have to experience it in his lifetime. There
is either intrinsic value in a human being, or there is not. And
the atheist reality says there is not. Love is nothing more than
one meaningless being doing something good for another
meaningless being. No amount of  passing the buck to future
generations is going to change that.

Someone else may use the same argument in another
context, perhaps a scientist who dedicates his life to improving
the world. Let’s say he makes some great discovery that
revolutionises all our lives for the better. This would seem to
inject a great deal of meaning into his life, meaning that certainly
continues after his death. But where is the world heading? To
oblivion, just as every human body heads to oblivion. All matter
is subject to decay. Even if  humanity gets through the next
few hundred years without bringing about some global
apocalypse, one day the sun is going to perish. What becomes
of the human race then? What becomes of that great body of
scientific knowledge we’ve dedicated eons of  time and energy
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into creating? It will be as if the human race never existed.
Not even the memory of it will remain, because there isn’t a
mind left to house it.

This is the atheist’s reality. Face it. But someone will say
something like (and I’ve said it to myself), “It doesn’t matter.
We humans have an inflated view of  our own importance in
the universe. Mortal is what we are, what we’re supposed to
be, and all we’ll ever be. And mortality is enough.” But is it
enough? Why do I feel this continual sense of urgency that I’m
running out of  time? Why do I find my most pleasurable
experiences continually tainted with sorrow? Why is there
always a feeling of  emptiness nagging at me? It’s because I’ve
faced reality. None of  my experiences means a damn thing; all
of  life is just an expression of  futility. I possess a hunger for
significance and I cannot be satisfied in the knowledge that I
will die and cease to exist, no matter what angle I look at it
from.

Atheism, when you strip away the comforting illusions, does
not lead to joy. It is the philosophy of  no hope. It says that
human life means nothing, promoting feelings of worthlessness
(because you are ultimately without value). Who knows how
many people have spiralled down the road to suicide because
they held this belief. Oh, I’m not talking about some intellectual
atheist who’s got it all worked out. I’m talking about the average
joe who has unwittingly imbibed the atheist way of thinking
through culture and media and education. I would even dare
to say that an atheist who commits suicide is making a perfectly
reasonable choice, in light of his own view of his place in the
universe. For the atheist, everything is going nowhere. Never
was it said better than in Shakespeare’s Macbeth: “Life is a tale
told by an idiot, full of  sound and fury, signifying nothing.”

“Well, face it,” says the atheist. “Wishing it otherwise doesn’t
make it so.” I did face it. And it depressed the hell out of  me.
It became the emotional trigger that made me yearn for
Christianity again.
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I, pendulum
Now that I had been away from religion for a period, I was
able to look back with rose-tinted glasses, forgetting all the
negative aspects of the experience. Christianity wasn’t all bad.
I enjoyed some great times of  fellowship, and learned some
genuine insights about life from the Bible, amid all the other
confusion. And so, I placed all my unresolved problems with
Christianity back onto the shelf in my mind, and I returned
home like the prodigal son.

But nothing had been fixed. All the same issues I had before
I left were waiting to leap back into my mind. There was no
solution, no peace to be had.

And so, over the years, I became like a swinging pendulum,
pulled back and forth by opposing forces, or like an object
placed between two repelling magnets, never able to sit still
and accept one position or the other. A Christian one month,
an atheist the next – back and forth.

Aside from letting my heart rule my head, the futility of
life without God was a strong rational indicator that atheism
was wrong. Let’s assume for a moment that atheism truly is
the enlightened viewpoint. By implication, then, the
enlightened man is the depressed man. Does it seem rational
that man, in his most enlightened state, should be depressed
by his own existence? Is it not more likely that these feelings
of  depression are pointing to the notion: “Hey, maybe we’ve
got this all mixed up.” In this vibrant world, teeming with life
and vitality, are we really supposed to spend our days battling
sorrow over our mortality? I think not. Realising this was a
major step to me bringing the pendulum to a stop – on the
Christian side. It resulted in me being a fairly unhappy Christian
for several years, always feeling the pull of gravity away from
it. Even though I could now see the fallacy of  atheism clearly,
Christianity still didn’t work on an experiential level, same as
always.
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Finally, after close to twenty years of  swinging about, I
discovered where I had been going wrong all that time. Every
time I grasped the necessity for the reality of God, the very
next thought in my head was “Which religion goes with God?”
And every time religion failed, my next thought was “There is
no God.” What I was doing, without realising it, was gravitating
towards an archetype – seeking to align myself with a herd.
Every time I veered in the spiritual direction, I immediately
dived headlong into organised religion, choosing Christianity
because it seemed to be the main religion of the world with
the biggest following. It never occurred to me that it might be
possible to have spirituality without religion – God without
the trappings of an imposed belief system.

Similarly, when the experience of  religion failed, I jumped
straight out of the religious archetype and straight into the
“physics is the only reality” archetype of conventional science.
This is the herd that every atheist I’ve spoken to has unwittingly
aligned himself with. It is not an imposed belief system as
much as it is an assumed belief system. And just like a religion,
it has rules that are adhered to religiously. The main rule is
that nothing is real unless you can prove it is real. Followers of
atheism are conditioned to disbelieve in anything that cannot
be measured and quantified. This way of thinking will allow
you to move forward and make progress – scientific progress –
but it will also restrict you from putting together any kind of
comprehensive view of life. God is denied because he hasn’t
shown us the proof  of  his existence within physics. And yet
we can understand rationally that such a being, if he exists,
transcends the realm of  matter and time. Yet we deny the
possibility of God because we are locked into one mode of
thinking: proof  or nothing. Meanwhile, the biggest glitch in
our reductionist, materialist standpoint is staring us in the face
every moment of every day: the existence of the universe.

With a scientific understanding, we see that every effect
has a cause. So we ask the question, what caused the universe?
Let’s answer it with the word “something.” We then have to
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ask, what caused “something”? Answer: “Something else.”
What caused … You get the point, right? If  I keep going with
this, I’m going to have to go on forever. This is known as the
problem of  “infinite regression” and it’s basically telling us
that it’s a very strange thing that the universe exists at all,
because we can’t account for it scientifically. And yet here we
are, throwing a big messy variable into an otherwise simple
equation: no universe, no need for a creator, no problem.

When science can’t explain the problem of  causality, this
tells us that something somewhere is neither a cause nor an
effect. Something somewhere is eternal, existing beyond the
constraints of cause and effect. This is the weighty concept
that many creationists recognise and sometimes call God, not
the bearded old man in the sky that they are often accused of
believing in.

Yet atheists will give limited science permission to define
their entire sense of  reality, without regard for what science
may not be able to detect about reality. The atheist confidently
attributes non-existence to what is merely undiscovered by
empirical means, never realising that he is being victimised by
an archetype that he blindly follows.

Life experience in the Western world had lulled me into
thinking that there were only two choices, two possibilities for
where the truth lay: religion or atheism. It’s like using a drawing
program on your computer with the “snap to grid” feature
turned on. Let’s say you want to draw a rectangle that’s exactly
5.3 cm by 8.2 cm. When “snap to grid” is active, the program
constantly snaps your rectangle into either 5.0 or 6.0 by 8.0 or
9.0, refusing you access to any position in-between. Our brains
seem inclined to play “snap to grid” with our beliefs.

The potential of all possibility
When I saw that I had been constantly “snapping” into
archetypes, the answer was so simple: refuse the archetypes.
Instead of  saying, “I believe in this or that religion,” or “I won’t
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believe anything till I have the proof,” step outside the restraints
of  all pre-constructed systems of  thinking, because all they do
is imprison the mind. If I talk to an atheist about learning
through intuition, he will likely laugh because his belief system
won’t allow for the possibility of it. If I talk to a Christian
about hypnosis, his religious views might dictate that such a
practice is occult and forbidden. Unless we deconstruct all of
this right back to the potential of  all possibility, we haven’t
got a hope in hell of  discovering the underlying truth about
reality, because all we’ll be doing with our learning is placing
building blocks on top of  false foundations.

Beginning with all possibility is not to say “Everything is
true,” which is a nonsense statement. It’s saying, “Anything’s
possible,” then moving forward, carefully and rationally, to
determine which part of  all possibility we consider to be reality.

This is how it finally occurred to me that the concept of a
creator (which made perfect sense to me) could be true without
religion (which I now saw as a form of  mind control), and how
physics (which was not necessarily the sum total of  reality, as
atheists assert) could co-exist with spirituality (which was
simply another level of reality alongside physics).

When someone escapes the snare of religion, little do they
know that there’s another trap of  the mind waiting to catch
them on the outside: the “physics is the only reality” archetype.
When you emerge from religion, this feels like the natural
direction to go in, but you’re unwittingly falling victim to yet
another form of  dogmatism: the laws of  physics. Newtonian
physics is a way of looking at life that has only been around
for a few hundred years. It is useful in the context of  science,
but it is too restrictive to define the whole of  reality. When
you follow scientific principles religiously (in other words, when
you refuse to allow for other possibilities that transcend science),
you become what I call a Newtonian Physics disciple, a
member of the Church of Newton. This is nothing more than
religious dogmatism repackaged. And religion without God is
still religion.
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Someone recently asked me to explain what I had come to
believe since the end of my Christian phase. The answer I
gave mystified him, because he couldn’t attach it to anything
he recognised as a known belief system with an identity and a
name. Good. Let it stay that way. Once you give it a name and
it becomes recognised by people, it then becomes a belief
system followed by a herd, and it starts to define you, rather
than you being in a position to continually redefine it as you
learn new things.

He asked me how I could possibly think I was right, since I
was standing so alone with this? But what have herds done for
the human race – led us into truth and harmony? They have
been the cause of nothing but division and conflict.

It’s frightening to realise that the herd mentality exists at
such a deep and unconscious level within us, but when we
finally see it – when what was unconscious becomes conscious
– all its power to control us is gone.

Leave the herd. Refuse every archetype. Start with the
potential of  all possibility. Just you and your own independent
mind, asking yourself the big, big questions about life, without
any reliance on any belief system.
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4
Know Yourself

My body and me
What are you? Take a moment to ponder that question and
answer it by making a picture in your mind. It’s not a trick
question.

What image formed? Perhaps a head-to-toe representation
of yourself, or a diagram of a human body from a textbook. It
seems fair to say “I am a human being” in answer to the question.
But it’s not the most accurate answer. It’s an answer based on
certain assumptions – assumptions that I aim to show are faulty.
Getting wise to these assumptions and seeing the deeper truth
is an essential first step to understanding your place in the
universe.

Most people identify who they are with their physical selves.
This is evidenced by how obsessed we are with our bodies. It’s
all well and good to take an interest in your appearance, on the
grounds that your appearance is what you use to interact with
the world around you. But few would deny that the pursuit of
beauty has reached epidemic proportions today. “Buy this new
wonder-cream to hide those wrinkles!” screams the latest TV
advertisement. Young people are constantly bombarded with
impossible standards of beauty from the media and are urged
to think, “This is what you must be like or you are not good
enough.” Middle-aged people are encouraged to mask what
they are becoming by this gel, that needle, or the other
operation. It’s as if  the entirety of  your personal worth hinges
on what you look like.
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You can buy into the lie sold to you by the media and society,
or you can think your way out of it by asking yourself the
simple question “What am I?” First of all, you are not your
body. Your body is a machine. It may not be made of  metal,
but it works on exactly the same principles. Grab any human
biology textbook, look at the diagrams, and tell me that’s not a
machine. Our bodies are made up of thousands of parts, each
one unique in appearance and function, each one serving the
whole machine, allowing you to walk, run, dance, talk, whisper,
shout, look, listen, smell, pick your nose, and so on. The body
is a biological machine. You feel this machine is the real you
because you are so intimately aware of it and connected to it.
From the moment you were born, your body started
encountering things: the caress of  a mother’s hand, the warmth
of a blanket. These sensations were a potent experience in
your consciousness, immediately blurring the division between
body and mind. And this sensory bombardment continues from
birth to death, never letting up for a moment. Even your
emotional life is tied into the equation. If someone kisses you,
or slaps you on the face, you not only feel the physical sensation
of touch, but you experience an emotional reaction of delight
or shock. This way, we are continually lulled into thinking,
“My body is me.”

The body is sixty-six percent water. Would you, then, say
that the real you, your self  identity, is sixty-six percent water?
If you fill the bathtub with several litres of water, would you
say that you’re two thirds of  the way to creating a person?

Let’s take it further. In the centre of  your chest is a heart
that pumps blood around your body. If  your heart failed and
you received a heart transplant, are you any less yourself for
having an organ belonging to another person functioning within
your body? No, you still exist. It’s no different from replacing a
faulty component in a car engine. If you lost your legs in a car
accident and were bound to a wheelchair for the rest of your
life, you would still exist. Your ability to function in the world
would be compromised, but your self identity would remain
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one hundred percent intact. Because the body is not you. It is
the vehicle you are using to interact with the physical world.

My brain and me
So, what are you? You know what I’m getting at by now. You
are the awareness looking out from behind those eyes. You are
the consciousness that is able to say, “I am me.” It seems so
obvious to me now, and yet I’ve lived with the false
understanding all my life that I am my body. “Body
consciousness” seems to be the prevalent way of thinking in
the world, because few people question the reality that is handed
to them on a platter by the conditioning of human experience.

Okay, so I’ve identified myself  as my consciousness. But
what is consciousness? Is consciousness the brain? Am I still
just a biological machine with the central part of me being my
grey matter? Is self-awareness nothing more than electrical
activity flowing through neurons? The atheist says, “That’s
exactly how it is.” The spiritual person says, “No, we have a
soul.”

To answer this dilemma, I would use the analogy of
comparing the human brain to a computer. Like the brain, a
computer can think. You can program a computer to perform
a task, feed it data, and it will work its way through the task
and produce results for you at the end. In fact, a computer can
think much faster and more reliably than a human brain. It’s
like a super-brain. Imagine yourself playing chess against a
computer. The game is quite real, because your opponent’s
thoughts are quite real. Those thoughts may just be electrical
pulses flowing through a microchip, but is that necessarily so
different in principle from the electrical activity in the human
brain? And let’s face it, unless you’re very good at chess, the
computer is going to win. But here’s the thing: even though
you’re playing chess against an intelligent, thinking computer,
would you ever say that your computer is self-aware? Can your
computer consciously say to itself, “I am me”? No. And this
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points to a very important truth that seems to be sadly
overlooked by conventional science: thinking and
consciousness (or awareness) are not the same thing.

There’s no doubt that thinking is brain-based. After all,
chemical substances affect how you think. Different animals,
with different types of brains, have different levels of
intelligence. People with brain damage have problems thinking
correctly. All this makes the atheist rub his hands with glee
and claim, “Look. You’re nothing more than a brain. Here’s
the proof.” But this is only true if  mind and consciousness are one
and the same. And the computer analogy shows they are not.
Atheists don’t seem to realise that they are essentially reducing
themselves to the level of computers – nothing more than
pre-programmed automatons, like Arnold Schwarzenneger in
The Terminator. When you use your computer, would you ever
seriously imagine that there is something inside those
microchips saying, “I’m aware! I exist!” Have you ever felt a
pang of conscience about flipping the off switch and killing
your computer? Computers are a facsimile of consciousness,
incapable of  self-awareness; we’re the real thing.

Imagine an advanced robot, something like the Terminator.
Its CPU (central processing unit, or brain) can receive
information from the physical world using two advanced
cameras – the same principle as our eyes. The CPU can interpret
that information into a usable form that makes sense, just like
our brain does with what our eyes see. The robot would even
have an awareness of itself as an aspect of that environment,
enabling it to move about and determine where it’s going from
where it has been. But it’s not real consciousness. It’s an act, a
feedback loop. There is no actual observer; it’s all just electricity
organised into patterns. To say that this is the same in principle
as human consciousness is to say that human consciousness
doesn’t exist. But you feel your own existence very keenly,
don’t you?

On the physical level, everything is made up of an
organisation of  smaller things. Cells works together to form
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an organism. The heart, lungs, kidneys, bones, ligaments, skin,
and more, all work together to form the body. So, we should
be able to break everything down into something smaller. And
we can. Right down to the atom and further. In all our
technology, we’ve used the very same building-block principle
to create our tools, machines and computers. I can see that a
computer isn’t conscious, even though it thinks, because there
is no centre to it. You can always break every part of  it down
into something smaller. It’s just an unconscious organism with
parts that work together for a common goal. All of it is reducible
to microchips made of silicon made of molecules made of
atoms. And yet inside me is a centre, something much more
significant than a single atom – some kind of mysterious
singularity that I recognise as my conscious awareness, which
cannot be reduced to something smaller than itself.

It is true that our brains are merely biological computers.
We can examine the brain; we can differentiate the frontal lobe
from the temporal lobe; we can discern the individual functions
of  the various sections. What we have not been able to do is
locate the observer, the voice inside our heads that says, “I’m
aware.” We have not found the real you on any map of  the
brain. We do our sense of  ourselves a grave disservice if  we
assume that our consciousness must be purely physical, when
we’ve never found it. I suspect the only reason why some insist
on the brain-based model of consciousness is because they
refuse to allow for the possibility of anything existing outside
of physical reality as we know it.

When we divide mind from body, we make the wrong
division. Mind and body are one, purely physical in nature.
But our self-awareness resides beyond mind. We are
consciousness using the brain computer and body vehicle to
interact with the physical world. In short, I’m saying we have a
soul.

All of  this detail may sound overly complicated, but it’s
really as simple as you’re prepared to let it be. I’m going into so
much complexity as an attempt to satisfy the sceptical side of
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the mind that continually needs physical evidence before it
will acknowledge anything. I’m not knocking scepticism; it has
its place. But some people allow the sceptical approach to
dominate their entire thinking, to the point where they
disconnect themselves from having any ability to form an
intuitive sense about what they are. When I was a child, it was
obvious to me that I had a soul, because I knew that soul as
my self-awareness. But as I grew up and received an education,
at some point I unconsciously imbibed the “physics is the only
reality” mindset. Later, when I was an atheist, I decided that I
didn’t have a soul, because I couldn’t have a soul. The rules
said it was impossible, so I crushed any intuition on the matter.

I think it’s important at this point to take a moment to define
terms, so that we avoid confusion. From here on, when I talk
about “mind,” I’m referring to physical brain-based thought.
When I used the word “consciousness,” I’m referring to self-
awareness. I’ve heard people refer to mind and consciousness
as one and the same, but since we live in a world where non-
living things (computers) can think (compute), it’s vital to make
a distinction.

My personality and me
So, we are not our bodies; we are not even our minds. Are we,
then, our personalities? It’s certainly easy to identify our sense
of  self  with our personality, but here comes yet another
surprise. Personality is purely brain-based and this is easily
provable. For instance, the personalities of  teenagers are
dictated by chemical changes in their bodies as they go through
puberty. Similarly, when a teenager drinks a can of  Red Bull (I
don’t recommend it, but that’s another story), you can watch a
rapid change of  personality unfold. The same is true of  alcohol
and drug consumption. Much of  your personality is dictated
by a chemical balance. That balance can be natural or
engineered, but it’s still a chemical balance, and it will change
as you go through life. There are clear differences in the way
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that men differ from women in how they think, feel and act,
and these differences are purely bio-chemical.

Furthermore, imagine yourself  shipwrecked on a desert
island, completely alone. What happens to your personality
when there is no one to interact with? It cannot be expressed,
so it ceases to be. Yet you don’t cease to exist. I happen to like
my personality (others may disagree), and I feel quite attached
to it, but I know it will undergo changes in the future, just as it
has undergone changes up till now. Some of  these changes
will be chemical, others will be due to the choices I make as I
experience life. Personality is not a constant that equates to
consciousness. Science shows that there’s a lot about you that
is provably physical in nature, and everything that is physical
perishes. A mother who loses her teenage son in an accident
will not likely find that same bubbly, quirky, mischievous
personality waiting for her on the other side, because the things
that made her son the person he was are physical in nature.

Imagine having a friend who is mentally retarded. Do you
think he has a mentally retarded soul? If he dies, do you think
the person you will meet on the other side will be that same
disadvantaged personality, which was the only personality he
could express on this side? Clearly not. Again we are back to
this same point: mind (including personality) and consciousness
are not the same thing.

When you die, say goodbye to your brain and everything
you used it for. After death, we’re done with thought and
personality. Do you think you’ll continue to be a man or a
woman, psychologically and emotionally, after you shuffle off
this mortal coil? Why would you be, when everything that
dictated those qualities has turned to dust?

I am consciousness
My, doesn’t all this cast a new light on our assumptions about
the essence of what we are and what lies beyond death? Since
consciousness is distinct from the brain and body, there is no
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reason to assume that it ceases to exist when the body dies.
Yet when I die, there’s so much that I tend to think of  as me
that I’ll be leaving behind. When I die, just what will I be?
Because there doesn’t seem to be much left of me to be
anything. The dismay you might feel about this situation is
simply a result of identifying who you are with the wrong thing:
your personality, your ego, your sense of  being a unique
individual, different from everyone else around you. “But if
I’m not my ego, what’s left!” you cry. “If  all I amount to when
I shrug off  this body is some bland, unthinking consciousness,
then death might as well be oblivion, for all I care.”

Ah, but you are much more than that. The knowledge of
what you are is discovered by first realising how you’ve been
misdirected by your experience of life. Since we’ve exposed
all the things you are not, let’s just say for now that what you
are is an exciting mystery that we’re going to get to the bottom
of.

What is at the heart of all of the above? I’m about to say
something that would have sounded silly if I had stated it at
the beginning, but now that you’ve read the chapter, I hope it
has more substance: You are not a human being. You are
consciousness. You are spirit, if  you like. Our natural tendency
is to think like this: “I am a human being having a spiritual
experience.” But the underlying true picture is: “I am a spiritual
being having a human experience.”

Religion and spirituality are often labelled as one and the
same thing. But when your mind stops playing “snap to grid,”
that’s when you can see that spirituality exists independent of
any form of  imposed belief  system. Spirituality is real simply
because you are spirit.
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5
Peer Beyond Your Perceptions

The game of perception
My friend Graham once told me about a funny event from his
childhood. He was walking outdoors with his dad, when his
dad passed a critical remark about some graffiti that had been
painted on a wall in their vicinity.

Graham looked at the wall, but saw nothing written on it.
“What graffiti?” he asked.

“That graffiti,” his dad said, pointing.
“What are you talking about? There’s nothing there.”
At that point, his dad started getting exasperated with him,

understandably.
As it turned out, this was a key moment in Graham’s life

that led to the discovery that he was colour blind. From the
beginning of his life until that event, no one had known,
because no one had been able to look out through his eyes but
himself. And Graham had no idea that he was viewing the
world any different from others, because he had no means of
looking at the world through anyone else’s eyes but his own.

To be severely red-green colour blind is to stop at a road
junction and watch the traffic light change from red to amber
to red again – or from green to amber to green. Take your pick,
because both colours look the same to a person experiencing
colour blindness. What does this weird mix of  red and green
look like – brown? Close, but not quite. To be red-green colour
blind is to play a game of snooker and not be able to tell the
red balls from the green ball. The brown ball is still brown.
Actually, that’s not quite right, either. A colour blind person
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would see brown as something different from the way we see
it. You see, every shade of  every colour is made up of  three
primary colours: red, green and blue. You can achieve every
possible colour from black to white by mixing different
quantities of  each primary colour. But a colour blind person is
only able to see two of  the three primaries. You can think of  it
as red and blue, or you can think of it as green and blue,
depending on which part is faulty.

Think of those ink-jet printers that have separate cartridges
for red, green and blue (more commonly now they use cyan,
magenta and yellow as alternative primary colours, but the
principle is the same). If you’ve ever printed a page without
realising that one of  your cartridges is faulty, the resulting image
will look more than a little trippy. It’s not just green grass or
red lips that are affected; it’s everything, because everything is
made up of  only three colours. This will give you some idea of
how the world looks to a colour blind person. Just bear in
mind that it looks perfectly normal to him, because it’s all he
has ever known. Imagine red lipstick and green grass appearing
to you as almost the same colour. In the case of  the graffiti, I
imagine the wall must have been a particular shade of red
brick and the paint a particular shade of green. A lucky balance
on the red-green-blue colour spectrum rendered the whole
message invisible to Graham, while it stood out starkly to his
dad.

Before you think, “The poor guy never gets to see what the
physical world really looks like,” are you certain that what you’re
seeing is what it really looks like? Consider the lizard. Most
reptiles have startlingly different eyes from human eyes. They
tend to have vertical-slit pupils and no whites at all. We can
dissect a reptilian eye under a microscope and learn something
about its function, but we can never see as that reptile because
we are stuck with our human perception. Clearly, the radically
different design of the eye is going to process light somewhat
different from how the human eye does it. So, never mind
having a faulty human eye. Who sees the world as it truly is –
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the reptile or the human? Or the cat? Or the fly, with its weird
compound eyes?

Or how about the bat? Bats have extremely poor eyesight
and navigate by a form of  radar called echolocation. Have
you ever wondered what sort of a picture of physical reality a
bat has in its little bat brain? Something quite different from
what we humans have, and yet I’m sure the bat feels it’s
“seeing” the world as it really is.

Imagine being blind your whole life then having an operation
that restores your sight. Until that moment, you’ve been creating
a version of reality in your head based on your remaining four
senses: hearing, touch, smell and taste. You know nothing of
colour, texture, geometry, or depth perception – absolutely
nothing. Now imagine suddenly being able to see the room
you’re in. I can only vaguely imagine what this would be like,
but I suspect my reaction would be utter bewilderment, maybe
even terror. Nothing I see would make any sense whatsoever.
Let’s say there’s a door across the room, but remember I’ve
never seen a door. I don’t even know what “across the room”
means in visual terms. Across the room could be an inch from
my face. I have no reference point.

All of us began to see when we were born, but none of us
can remember those first days of  our lives. I suspect those
days were spent getting adjusted to our environment. Our
consciousness reached out into this body and flexed something.
Our sense of touch responded; our sense of vision
simultaneously responded. We learned to see and feel our legs
as the senses of touch and sight worked in tandem. But a blind
person has never seen. As an infant, he went through this
learning process with four senses instead of  five. Now, when
sight suddenly activates for the first time, nothing he sees makes
any sense – not until he learns to interpret what he sees by
using his sense of  sight in relation to his other senses. He will
have to repeat in adulthood what we all did as infants.

In 1897 George Stratton, a psychologist from California,
performed an experiment where he designed a pair of  goggles
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that made him see the world upside down. He wore these
goggles all day, every day, for a period of  several weeks, never
taking them off. First of all, he had trouble coordinating
himself, as you would expect. But after a period of time, an
interesting effect occurred: he started to see the world the right
way up again, while wearing the glasses. What really happened
was that his mind had learned to adjust itself to the new way
that the world was being presented to him, and it flipped the
image for him. Even more interesting was what happened when
he finally took the glasses off, returning his eyes to their normal
function: the whole world suddenly turned upside down! And
it stayed upside down, until he went through yet another period
of adjustment.

Interestingly, our perceptions of  the world around us are
not fixed. When we deliberately distort those perceptions, our
minds will grow accustomed to the new way of seeing things
and we will feel that it looks perfectly normal. Whether it’s
upside down or right side up matters not. Either way, it’s just
an interpretation. We can’t get our hands on the actuality of
physical reality. Here’s an interesting dilemma: how do I know
that the way I’m seeing the world is the way you’re seeing the
world? I can’t. I’m stuck inside my head and you’re stuck inside
yours. How do I know that you didn’t choose to see the world
upside down and decide that’s how it should be, when you
went through your infant learning phase? I can’t know. Our
brains are all individually decoding the physical universe and
presenting it to our consciousness, and as long as it makes
sense to our consciousness, that’s all that matters.

Falling down the rabbit hole
Our experience of  life conditions us to think that reality truly
is as we see it, but that’s not the case. Not only are different
creatures sensing the physical universe in different ways, but
our individual brains are placing an interpretation on that
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sensory information before we have an opportunity to
consciously perceive it.

Furthermore, it’s not even true to say that we see with our
eyes. Light enters the eyes. It is then converted into electrical
impulses and sent to an area at the very back of the brain
called the visual cortex. It’s here that we do our seeing, deep
inside the darkness of our own skulls, which no actual light
can penetrate. Light stopped being light the moment it struck
the retina of the eye. None of us has ever actually seen light,
strange as that sounds. What we see is a byproduct of  light, a
second-hand pictorial representation inside our heads of a world
outside our heads.

But I have to wonder, since I can’t reach that world outside
my eyes, what can I say with certainty about it? If I’ve never
seen light, is light really light? Or is it something else? If all
I’ve got is the interpretation that my brain presents to me,
what can I really say about the source? What can I say about
the actuality of  light? Nothing.

Can I claim with certainty that the universe around me has
any more substance than a dream?

“Of  course! Don’t be silly,” someone will say, slapping their
hand against the table. “Look. I can feel this. It’s solid. It’s
real.” But let’s look closely. Do you really feel the table with
your hand? Isn’t it more true to say that your hand transmits a
message to your brain via your nerves, and your brain then
says to you, “You felt that in your hand.” Notice it’s not your
hand telling you that; it’s your brain. The solid feel of  the table
is no more an indicator of the solidity of the world around you
than what your eyes are telling you. All of  the information
your consciousness receives about the world comes second-
hand, via your senses, therefore there is no means of
determining the essential nature of  the source of  that
information.

“Shouldn’t we just have a little faith?” you might ask. “It
seems a bit obvious that the world is more than a dream.”
Well, this journey is all about questioning all of  our
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assumptions, so before we jump hook, line and sinker back
into conventional thinking, consider these factors …

Firstly, when we dream, we experience an interactive world
of  sight, hearing, smell, taste and touch. For the duration of
the dream, our consciousness is quite convinced that it is awake
and experiencing the real world. Take note that during this
experience, at no time do we see with an actual pair of eyes,
hear with an actual pair of ears, touch with actual skin, etc.
Certainly, the laws of  physics in a dream-world tend to be a
little free and changeable, and in this respect dreams and reality
are clearly different. The only point I’m making is that it’s not
necessary to use an actual physical body in order to have a
five-sensory experience. So, my question is this: is your physical
body, and the universe it inhabits, truly physical in its
fundamental nature? Or is physicality just a perception, as it is
in dreams? We really have no way of  knowing, since the answer
lies on the other end of  our perceptions.

Secondly, consider modern videogames. We can take part
in adventures across city-sized maps, with amazingly detailed
roads, buildings, and countless nooks and crannies for
exploration. We can make our game character turn his head in
any direction and watch the real-world laws of geometry playing
out in two-dimensional space on the flatness of our television
screens, beaming out texture, light and shadow. Once, while
playing Elder Scrolls IV: Oblivion, I had a moment of clarity
when I stood on a hillside, gazing down through the trees at a
lake and a castle on the opposite side. It was a picturesque
scene, and in the real world it might have made me reach for
my camera. And I thought, “No one else has stood on this
precise spot and looked down the hill at this exact angle. Not
even the game’s creators. The game is just too vast.” It struck
me as profound that something so artistic – something that
was just for me in this moment – could spring to life from
nothing more than a rapid series of mathematical equations
being processed inside my computer. In videogames, we
experience an interactive world of sight, sound and touch – a
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limited but spectacularly detailed facsimile of the physical
world. The big question, then, is this: since we are able to
create this 3D experience inside a computer, should we assume
that our universe is truly 3D in its deepest essence, in its
actuality? The three-dimensionality of a videogame is nothing
more than binary ones and zeroes flowing through electrical
circuits, and yet the laws of physics in a game are as solid and
dependable as the laws of physics in the real world.

Where does all the mathematics in a videogame come from?
It comes from observing physical reality, understanding how it
is made of  geometry, light and shadow, then recreating it
elsewhere. Using today’s powerful computers, the mathematical
computations can be so extensive as to produce photorealism
indistinguishable from the real world, such as the special effects
in big budget movies. The reason why we can recreate physical
reality on a two-dimensional television screen using nothing
more than mathematics is because the universe has no more
actual substance than its mathematics. We are so used to
thinking of  atoms as the building blocks of  reality, but in an
even deeper sense, it’s mathematics that’s holding everything
together and the atoms are nothing more than bits of data
being organised by mathematical principles. We tend to think
of  physics as being the fundamental reality – what’s really real
– but from a mathematical perspective, physics doesn’t need
actual solidity in order to be experienced. It only needs
mathematical organisation. Solidity is the interpretation that
your consciousness places on the information it receives.

“But the universe is so big!” you cry. Well, when I hold a
DVD-ROM disc in my hand containing a videogame that allows
me to explore an entire city, does the magnitude of  that city
have any bearing whatsoever on the tiny disc I’m holding? No.
Likewise the physical size of the universe has no bearing on
the mysterious force that is projecting it.

A group of people can exist in various places across the
world and can take part as players in a single three-dimensional
videogame arena via the internet. By the same principle,
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consciousness can experience the universe without the need
for an actual physical universe. To assert that the universe
must be physically real – or that physical three-dimensionality
is the prime baseline reality beyond which no deeper picture
exists – is to step beyond your own perceptions and make a
colossal assumption about what we cannot possibly know. Life
conditions us to automatically make the assumption that the
math is an expression of the universe, but when you dig deep
and really think about it, you realise it’s the other way around:
the universe is an expression of the math. Solid matter is only
the mathematical organisation of data. Some refer to this as
the holographic universe, or the superhologram.

If you’ve never witnessed a hologram in real life, I
recommend the experience. There are many cheap holograms
on sale, which feature only two flat levels of depth, one on
top of  the other. A proper hologram is a much more startling
thing to behold. I have one in my possession: a holographic
photo of a panther facing the camera with its jaws open
(presumably a stuffed panther). Some people have asked me,
“Why do you have a black picture on your wall?” The hologram
is invisible in normal lighting conditions, but when you dim
the lights and shine a light onto it at a certain angle – wham!
The panther’s snout is poking right out of  the glass at you,
while its forehead is somewhere inside the glass, fully 3D. You
can even change the viewing angle of the photo and watch the
head tilt slightly from left to right, allowing you to literally see
around corners. If  you look inside its mouth, you can see behind
its fangs to parts of the tongue that were previously hidden
from view. It all looks completely solid to your mind, and yet
it’s not. Reach out and touch the end of  its nose and your
finger passes through only air. The appearance of  three-
dimensionality does not require actual three-dimensionality,
and if we are able to demonstrate such a principle with our
own human inventiveness, it should not be so great a leap to
conceive that the universe itself could act on the very same
principle.
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Snapping back to the real world?
If you present yourself with a choice, whether to believe that
the universe is solid or holographic, which should you choose?
Look carefully at what factors enter into your decision. When
we gravitate towards our established understanding that the
universe is solid, we’re not necessarily gravitating to the truth,
only to the familiar. And that familiarity is based on nothing
more concrete than the assumptions of our heavily conditioned
life. Remember, this journey is about tearing away assumptions.
I cannot emphasise this enough: we need to disconnect fully
from everything that occupied our minds beforehand and start
from scratch.

Someone may say, “I switched on my camcorder, pressed
record, and left the room. When I came back and checked the
tape, it had recorded the room successfully. Clearly the physical
universe exists apart from my perceptions of it, since I’ve
managed to capture a part of  it on tape when I wasn’t looking.”
This is a misunderstanding of the holographic perspective. All
the mathematical computations that keep the universe running
are quite real, including the computations of a holographic
camera recording a holographic room. I once played a
videogame called Splinter Cell and one of  my character’s gadgets
was a camera that I could stick to a wall, enabling me to wander
elsewhere in the game arena and check on the camera remotely
any time I wished. Here is the same principle, existing in a
completely virtual world. In the real world, when you look at a
recording, you are proving nothing about the nature of  reality,
because once again, you can only see the recording as a
perception through your eyes and brain.

To call the universe a hologram is not to make assumptions
about it, but to strip the existing assumptions away –
assumptions that have festered there simply by the conditioning
of  your life experience and education. It is to say, simply, that
the universe is information. There is no way to prove that the
universe is solid. You have to take that solidity on trust (if
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you choose to). Subjectivity tends to be frowned upon, and
yet all the objectivity of science rests on the subjectivity of
human perception. There is no objectively solid universe unless
you subjectively trust your perception that physics is the prime
state of  reality. This is a staggering realisation, and it ought to
be noticed by a lot more thinkers. Alarm bells ought to be
ringing that perhaps we’re living in the wrong paradigm. The
deepest, clearest, most defensible statement I can make, relying
on the least assumptions, is this: “I am consciousness having
an experience.”

Some people simply will not enter into this manner of
thinking, because it seems repugnant that the universe should
be telling us fibs about itself. But this is exactly what has already
happened in the past and continues to happen. Without any
knowledge of  astronomy and geometry, we started off
believing the Earth was flat. Why? Because our experience
told us it was flat. The human form is so tiny in relation to the
magnitude of the Earth that we have no conscious awareness
of  moving over a curved surface as we go from place to place.
Only when we started working out geometry, noticing things
like how the stars travel up the sky as we sail towards them at
sea, could we begin to deduce that we were sitting on a big
ball. Similarly, when a kitten sees its reflection in a mirror for
the first time, it thinks it is looking at another kitten, one that
mimics its every move – until it learns to see through the lie.
The key question is whether you want to trust your experience
or try to see the bigger picture. To say “I’m just going to trust
that there’s no deeper truth than what my eyes tell me” is to
lock your mind into the unproven “physics is the only reality”
paradigm.

The universe lies until you figure out the lies. Its purpose is
not to tell you its innermost secrets. Its purpose is to provide
consciousness with an experience. It is up to us to probe its
nature, except most of us have been doing so from the wrong
standpoint. We’ve assumed that it’s three-dimensionally real,
when that realness may be nothing more than a stream of data,
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a matrix, a frequency to which our consciousness is tuned. Is
Betelgeuse six hundred light-years away from Earth, or is it
sitting right next to us, just another point on the data stream?

If you are sold on the “physics is the only reality” paradigm,
then you will likely be resistant to this manner of  thinking.
But if  it’s becoming clear to you, especially in light of  the
previous chapter, that consciousness is a much bigger deal
that what is commonly thought, then you may be able to
understand that the universe exists, not as a physical place,
but as an experience of consciousness, and we cannot know
of  it in any other form except as an experience.

If  you want to understand the nature of  reality, but you
start from the wrong perspective, you’ll make the wrong
conclusions. You have a choice before you. Which is the more
fundamental starting point for an investigation into the nature
of  reality? Is it observation of  the physical universe, or
observation of  yourself ? Is the universe all matter or all
consciousness? Your answer to that question will determine
your reaction to much of the rest of this book.

Tuned to the “physical universe” frequency
What I’ve grown to understand from the information I’ve
presented in this chapter and the previous is that consciousness
is much more than I ever thought it was and the physical
universe much less. Since the universe can only be known as
an experience, the more fundamental reality is not the
experience but the observer of  that experience: consciousness.

This causes a massive paradigm shift in how you see your
life. No longer are you a tiny little spec of insignificant dust
within a colossal three-dimensional universe. You are
consciousness experiencing the universe, like a radio tuned to
a station. The “big universe, little me” perspective suddenly
becomes “big me, little universe.”

If you try to put together an imaginary visual picture in
your mind of what this situation looks like, you might picture
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your consciousness as a pulsating blob, floating alongside other
blobs of  consciousness in some kind of  non-physical reality.
Of course, visualising this three-dimensionally is always going
to be inadequate, because the very point I’m making is that
there’s a deeper reality than three-dimensionality. But I think
it can be useful as an aid to wrapping your head around the
concept. The visual I’ve suggested here is actually quite
inaccurate. It’s going to change as we learn some wonderful
things about consciousness.

The essence of everything we’ve covered so far is this: all
you can say with certainty is “I am consciousness having an
experience.”
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6
Reconnect Your Intuition

Intuition defined
I am consciousness, but what is consciousness? In chapter four
I went to great lengths to point out everything consciousness
is not. It is not thought, nor emotion, nor personality, all of
which are physical in nature. We can deconstruct all of  these
things, but we cannot seem to deconstruct this inner singularity
that we sense to be our soul. Consciousness appears to be
something that throws a spanner into the realm of  physics.
However, that is only a problem if  you’re determined to assert
that physical reality is the only thing that exists. I have no
problem with the idea that physics is merely a layer, and that
consciousness transcends this layer.

I do, however, have a different problem. I want to know
more about what consciousness is, but how can I possibly find
anything out? Since consciousness transcends physics, it lies
outside of my means to gather evidence. Everywhere I look,
I’m looking at the physical realm, and that’s not where I’m
going to find consciousness.

This is similar to the dilemma of the atheist and the theist.
The atheist disbelieves in God because he has never found
any evidence, while the theist needs no evidence because he
understands that evidence of something that transcends physics
is impossible to obtain. To the reductionist thinking of  the
atheist, the golden rule is that nothing is true until proof  is
provided. To the wider thinking of  the theist, the reality of
God’s existence shines out of  the universe’s incapacity to
account for its existence in terms of  physics alone.
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To say “What lies outside of  the bounds of  investigation
cannot be proven and therefore must be denied by default” is
a way of thinking that quickly gets you nowhere. The idea of
a creator makes perfect sense in light of the alternative, which
is, “Once there was nothing, then there was something that
we call the Big Bang. And it makes no sense that it came from
nothing, but never mind.” Atheism sits on its backside waiting
for proof that cannot exist, instead of having the sense to
question the materialist mindset that traps it in its own illogical
dead-end.

Clearly, something transcends this physical realm of  cause
and effect – an eternal something, having no beginning and no
end, that some choose to call God. Looking back on my
turbulent religious experience, it’s clear that my main problems
were not with the concept of God, but with all of the stuff
that religion insists we attach to God: worship, sacrifice, laws,
sin, punishment, salvation, damnation. When you disregard
the imposed belief  systems, there’s no problem with the idea
of  an intelligent creator. Personally, I’m reluctant to use the
word God, because it instantly conjures up a religious archetype
in the mind of  the hearer, so I will often use the term Infinite
Consciousness (bit of a mouthful, but the reasons why this
term is highly appropriate will become clear later).

Whether we’re attempting to understand Infinite
Consciousness, or just our own consciousness, we’re presented
with the same problem: no means to obtain evidence. But it’s
not quite game over yet, not by a long shot. Have you ever had
an experience where you just know something? No thinking,
no working it out, and no feelings of  doubt about it. You simply
know it. A gut feeling, as they say. The official term is
“intuition,” defined as a knowledge that is obtained without
any process of  reasoning. Rational thinkers may be inclined to
be dismissive of the concept, but if intuitions can be shown
to give tangible, accurate results, then there’s something worth
looking at here.
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Intuition experienced
If  you’re the sort of  person who sets his alarm at the same
time every morning, you may have had the experience of
forgetting to set it (or leaving it off  because it’s the weekend)
and discovering that your body wakes you up at exactly the
right time anyway, as if  you have some kind of  internal clock
that keeps uncannily accurate time. I’ve had this experience,
and I’ve had the similar experiences of waking up seconds
before my alarm goes off.

Several months ago I had an interesting variation on this
kind of event. I woke up early because my bladder was crying
out for relief, so I got up and went into the bathroom. While
peeing, I thought, “Why did I have to wake up at 7.30? No
point going back to sleep now, because the alarm is set for
7.40 as usual … Hold on a minute. How do I know it’s 7.30?”
It was dark outside, could have been 6.30 or 7.00, but I had
the overpowering sense that it was definitely 7.30 on the dot –
not five minutes earlier nor later. Furthermore, there was no
way that I could have absentmindedly glanced at the clock on
the way out of the bedroom because I always keep it facing
the wall; I hate the way the LEDs light up the room. This
uncanny sense of confidence about the time prompted me to
check the clock when I got back to my bedroom. It said 7.31.
Given the time it took me to relieve myself, my intuition was
spot on.

We know that the conscious mind doesn’t possess an
accurate sense of time, otherwise there would be no market
for wrist-watches. It seems to me that in those early moments
of semi-wakefulness, before the conscious mind starts its usual
chitter-chatter, I was able to pull information from somewhere.

I had a similar experience when standing in a queue at the
local supermarket. While waiting for my turn at the check-
out, I drifted off into a natural trance-like state of daydreaming
and felt strongly that I was going to encounter someone I knew
– a woman who lives nearby. Within a minute of  me having
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this intuition, I heard the words “Hello, Darryl” and turned to
see her standing there. The common factor with this experience
and the former is that my mind was not operating in a normal
state of  wakefulness. Some will balk at the notion of
precognition, insisting that I was merely recognising déjà vu
on hindsight. As the experiencer, I feel there was more to it
than that. It was as if the absence of thought allowed
consciousness to align itself  with something deeper.

One of my most powerful experiences of intuition happened
in my Christian phase, during a period of great emotional
distress in my mid-twenties. I was deeply in love with a woman,
thought I had found the person I would spend the rest of my
life with, when out of  the blue she ended the relationship,
leaving me feeling confused, betrayed, and heartbroken. The
year that followed was the most difficult year of my life, as I
struggled to recover emotionally. What I did was turn to God
for help. I don’t mean that I read my Bible and received comfort
from this or that verse of Scripture. I got into the habit of
going for walks in the evening, heading for somewhere quiet
and private and close to nature. Here I would sit down and
simply allow myself to become aware of God. Every evening
for about two months, during that period of being at rock-
bottom emotionally, I experienced the reality of  God in a potent
and profound way that I never once did at church. It wasn’t a
feeling or a sensation; it was a knowing. It was as if  a veil had
been lifted from my mind, allowing me to see something that
was normally hidden from view because of  our ever busy lives.
I knew that God was everywhere, all around me, in everything,
and that I was completely and utterly loved without judgement.
Those words can’t possibly convey the experience of it. Anyone
could acknowledge that they believe the same, but this was
knowing it. I would look up at the stars with a profound sense
of awe at the divine and think, “How can people not see this?”
But of course they don’t. In day-to-day life, all our attention is
devoted to our chattering thoughts and our sensory experiences,
not to our ability to sense outside of  these parameters. Practising
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meditation is one way to disassociate yourself from the world,
but for a time I was living my whole life in a kind of
psychological decompression chamber – a subtly altered state
of consciousness brought on by emotional trauma. And I think
this prolonged shift of attention away from everyday experience
is what allowed me to intuitively connect with something else
in a profound way.

At the time this was happening, I projected my view of the
Christian God onto this experience of intuition, and I
interpreted that sense of being loved in line with the Christian
teaching of  divine forgiveness. When I later rejected Christianity,
I reinterpreted the whole experience as nothing more than my
brain’s attempt to cope with emotional trauma. Now, looking
back as a non-Christian who is still open to spirituality, the
experience rings true as something powerful and wonderful
that happened to me. However, for those who think such
experiences validate Christianity, it’s interesting to note that
I’ve had a similar experience recently, despite my strong
opposition to religion.

Intuitions are no mere flight of  fancy, and you’ll spot them
in your experience if  you’re on the look-out. You may even be
able to recall past experiences of intuition that you never paid
much attention to at the time. If intuitions are real, they must
have a source. And that’s a mystery worth investigating.

Seeing without your senses
We have five senses – sight, hearing, smell, taste, touch – which
we rely on to give us information. Yet we know that there is
much more going on around us than we can perceive. For
instance, all around me are the various frequencies of all the
radio and television stations broadcasting to my area. These
frequencies pass through the walls, and even through my body.
The machine of my body is not designed to pick up these
signals, and so it’s as if  they don’t exist. However, a different
sort of machine with different sensory apparatus – a television
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or radio with an aerial – will receive those frequencies and
interpret them into usable information.

The experience of being conscious in the physical universe
is an experience of limitation. Our consciousness is tuned to
the physical universe and our sense of sight is able to receive
only a small part of  the electromagnetic spectrum known as
“visible light.”

This understanding should give pause to those who think
exclusively in a reductionist fashion: “If I can’t detect it, it
isn’t real.” It’s all well and good that we know about radio
waves today, but imagine trying to explain them to someone in
the 15th century: “In the future, people will have little boxes
that they hold up to their mouth to talk to each other. I could
stand at the far side of the lake over there and talk to you as if
I were standing right beside you. The box changes your voice
into an invisible wave that flies out in all directions, travelling
much further than your voice can carry. And the other box
receives the wave, changes it back into sound, and speaks it
into the air so that the other person can hear it with his own
ears.”

A reasonable person of  the time period might reply, “Little
black boxes that can listen to you as if they have ears, then
throw your voice over great distances, and even speak back to
you as if they have mouths – how ridiculous! What proof can
you offer me of this nonsense? I don’t believe it.” In this case,
allowing yourself to be led by evidence alone would have led
you to the wrong conclusion. Absence of proof is not proof
of absence, and yet many people continually treat evidence as
the singular factor in determining what is both true and untrue,
possible and impossible, ridiculous and sensible.

We should not be so quick to label something as impossible
when it may simply be undetected. As conscious entities, locked
into a specific range of perception, we simply have no way of
knowing what exists outside of  us that we are not perceiving.
We may make certain discoveries with scientific instruments,
and we have (gamma rays, X rays, ultraviolet, infra red,
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microwaves, radio waves), but we never know how much or
how little there really is going on. Reality may well be far more
multi-dimensional than we realise.

Another aspect of our limited range of perception is our
limited focus of  attention. We are always focused on one thing
or another, never on many things at once. I cannot watch a
movie on television while writing this book. It’s impossible for
my mind to attend to the two simultaneously. I might attempt
to switch between two things periodically, but attention is
always on one or the other. I can play the piano a little, with
both hands, which appears to defy this logic, but always my
focus is on one of the hands, while the other plays a repeating
pattern that I have trained my subconscious to handle on my
behalf. As we experience life and accumulate memories, those
memories are not ever-present with us, but go into storage.
They are only useful to us when accessed and focused upon
afresh.

I identify my innermost self  as this consciousness, and yet
I am confronted by how utterly restricted consciousness is,
and by the strange ability I have to sometimes know things
without obtaining that information through the five senses or
through a process of  reasoning.

I find myself asking the question “Is there more to me than
my five-sense awareness?” If  I answer no, then I am left unable
to explain my capacity for intuition. Clearly, the answer is yes.
Beyond five-sense awareness is greater awareness.

Think of  your consciousness like an iceberg. The largest
part of  the iceberg is what lies beneath the surface of  the water.
Think of the small part above the surface as your five-sense
experience in the physical world, while the huge chunk of ice
underneath represents your whole consciousness, unrestricted
by the physical universe – that is, the restraints of perception
and brain-based thinking. The whole iceberg is you –
consciousness – and the part above the surface is consciousness
held in a state of  amnesia from the full awareness of  what it is.
The purpose of this amnesia appears to be to facilitate the
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five-sense experience – to place us into an arena of learning
and experience without a reliance on our totality. The whole
iceberg is a single consciousness, not two but one – a fully
aware “you” and an amnesic “you” in co-existence. Some
spiritual teachings use the term “higher self.” Other terms we
might use are “ego” for our five-sense awareness and “soul”
for our deeper consciousness.

I can provide no conclusive evidence for the understanding
I’ve just described. It simply rings true for me, intuitively. When
you hear an insight, and something within you responds, “This
makes perfect sense. I just know this is true,” that’s intuition.
It rings true because it is something that your higher
consciousness already knows. You are not learning it by a
process of reasoning; you are remembering something that your
five-sense experience caused you to forget.

At this point, some people will immediately respond with
“I can’t accept that. Where’s the evidence?” That’s the “physics
is the only reality” paradigm pulling you back into line.
Remember, we have stepped beyond the boundaries of  physics.
Here there is no evidence. There is only consciousness.
Consciousness is not the brain. It doesn’t think; it knows. And
what is intuition? Knowing without thinking. Trusting your
intuition is nothing short of a massive paradigm shift in your
understanding – one that is completely repugnant to those who
are trapped in physics, but completely understandable to those
who are willing to look beyond the boundaries of  physics.

Someone may say, “My intuition tells me that what you’re
saying isn’t true. There is no higher consciousness. I’m just my
brain.” It may not be intuition telling you that; take care that
you’re not merely expressing a total reliance on reductionist
thinking. Reductionist thinking demands that intuition be
supplemented with evidence or suppressed as invalid. Intuition
that demands evidence is not intuition but deduction – thinking
instead of  knowing. From that standpoint, of  course your mind
is going to tell you something contrary to those who are simply
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willing to let intuition stand on its own merits as a viable form
of obtaining knowledge gained from “out there.”

Religion throws another spanner in the works. People
experience the genuine intuitive sense that God is real, only to
have an imposed system of  mind control constructed on top
of  this knowledge. Instead of  being allowed to intuitively form
their own opinions about themselves and about God, they are
instructed that they are born evil and need to be saved from
God’s judgement. It took me a long time to realise that I was
throwing the baby out with the bathwater every time I tossed
God out along with religion.

The sacrifice of  free thinking demanded by religion serves
only to suppress intuition by causing you to place more validity
on what you are instructed by others to believe over what you
intuitively sense. Likewise, the reductionist thinking of science
suppresses intuition by refusing to let you have convictions
about anything without evidence.

All I can do is suggest what I think is the truth, having first
torn down the sense of reality that was implanted in me by
others. It’s not my place to dictate what you must believe. You
must use your own reason and, when you hit a dead end with
that, your own intuition.

Understanding the subconscious
It’s worth taking a look at what we can learn about our higher
consciousness from a purely scientific point of  view. You’ve
probably heard the term “subconscious” or “unconscious mind”
before. What exactly is it, and do we possess such a thing?
Well, what precisely it is remains something of  a mystery, but
you’ll get a sense of  it by example. It’s undeniable that we do
possess a subconscious mind, since it can be shown that we
use it every day, mostly without realising it.

Right now, I’m using my subconscious to type on this
computer keyboard. As I press the keys, I don’t think about
what my fingers are doing. Words flow out automatically, from
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my mind to the screen. I’ve been typing for so many years that
I don’t have to consciously concern myself with my fingers
any more; my subconscious takes care of it for me.

Here’s how the process works. When I was a child, learning
to type for the first time was a frustratingly slow process. I
would rove my finger over the keyboard for maybe five seconds,
just looking for the “V” key. With continual practice I learned
to memorise the layout and find the keys at a much faster
pace. Something more than memorisation was also taking place.
In the early days, I still had to consciously direct each finger to
each key, but in time it started to happen automatically. What
I was doing, without realising it, was training my subconscious
mind. You can think of  the subconscious as a faithful servant
who constantly pays attention to what you’re doing, always on
the look-out for repetitive patterns, so that it can take some
of the workload off your conscious mind. Nowadays, in my
typing experience, there is a direct connection between a simple
intent of the will for a word to appear on the screen and its
appearance. And there is no conscious thought in-between. If
you’re reasonably good at typing, try it. Think of  a sentence,
type it on your keyboard, then afterwards reflect on how aware
you were of  what your fingers were doing. I’m betting not a
lot. Amusingly, I sometimes have the experience of  a wrong
word slipping out through my fingers. I don’t mean a typing
error like “carvinh” instead of  “carving”; I mean something
like “carpenter” instead of  “carving,” where a totally different,
yet perfectly formed, word from the one intended pops out.
It’s as if  the subconscious mishears me and grabs the wrong
word from my mental dictionary.

Driving is another good example. If  you’re an experienced
driver, you will remember the hardship of learning to drive.
It’s especially difficult here in the United Kingdom, where
automatic gears are not the norm. You have to learn the correct
order of three foot-pedals (clutch, brake and accelerator) and
the positions of five gears – oh, and not forgetting reverse.
While remembering those, you have to know how to properly
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lower and raise the clutch while changing the gear,
simultaneously steering and paying attention to the road. Now
that you are an experienced driver, the whole car just feels like
an extension of  your body. You barely have to think about
what you are doing as you navigate. You can even give most
of  your conscious attention to a conversation with a passenger.
All of this is possible because you have successfully trained
your subconscious to handle what your conscious mind
originally had to perform on its own. If  we didn’t have a
subconscious mind to aid us, every trip in the car would feel
like your first ever driving lesson. I had an amusing experience
not long after I moved house. It was my habit to drive home
from work at lunch-times, so one day I got in the car and started
driving, not giving any thought to where I was heading. I ended
up pulling into the driveway of my old house before I realised
my mistake. I had literally said to my subconscious, “Take me
home,” and my subconscious followed the old program it had
been trained to perform while my conscious mind occupied
itself elsewhere (probably doing some dangerous
daydreaming). This shows just how elaborate our subconscious
programming can become.

The subconscious is what regulates our bodies; we do not
need to think in order to breathe. Certainly, we can consciously
take control of our lungs at any time, by choosing to take a
shallow breath or a deep breath. But we don’t have to. We
won’t die if  we forget to breathe. Actually, strike that – we will
die if  we forgot to breathe. But it’s the subconscious that
remembers for us and does it on our behalf. A fun little
experiment you can do for a moment is to think about your
breathing for thirty seconds; give your complete attention to
it. You’ll find that you won’t be able to breathe naturally. Try
it and see. Some people claim to be able to regulate their own
heart rate and blood pressure by the same principle of arresting
control from the subconscious.

We all make use of  our subconscious every day, without
thinking about it. It is a faithful servant that makes life so
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much easier. Without it, life in this physical reality would be
an intolerable drudgery, if  not an impossibility, as our every
motion would require our full conscious attention.

Subconscious or superconscious?
Now that we’ve identified the purpose of the subconscious,
we might label it as a layer of intelligence that exists just outside
of  conscious awareness, but the truth is much more profound.
I once saw a documentary on television called Living With Half
a Brain, about a little girl called Cameron Mott who started
displaying the symptoms of a rare brain disease called
Rasmussen’s Encephalitis when she was only three years old.
The only cure was a radical surgical operation called a
hemispherectomy: the complete removal or disconnection of
one entire side of the brain – close to half of the entire brain
mass, with the exception of the small section in the middle
that joins the two hemispheres.

As predicted, after the operation Cameron suffered paralysis
along one side of  her body. You could be forgiven for thinking
that this paralysis would be permanent, given that the side of
the brain which had controlled the functioning of that side of
the body had been obliterated. But no sooner was she out of
surgery than the doctors were encouraging her to try and move
her limbs again. Slowly but surely, with great persistence, her
limbs came back to life. They never reached one hundred
percent of  their original dexterity, but they were far from
paralysed.

Let’s take a close look at what was going on within the
body. The first thing to note is that everything from the brain-
stem downwards was undamaged; outside the brain, the nerve
passages to the limbs were completely intact. But within the
brain itself, the route to those limbs was physically severed. And
yet, somehow, the remaining side of  the brain was able to say
to itself, “Don’t worry. I can re-grow those connections over
here.” I find it very interesting that this can happen, in light of
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our understanding that every organism is made up of a series
of  smaller organisms. To those who are still locked into the
brain-based model of consciousness, where is the central core
of consciousness physically? How can I lose the left side of
my brain and have the right side take over the functions of the
left, and vice versa? If you lifted the CPU out of a computer,
cut the corner off the chip and put it back in, the computer
wouldn’t even start up. And yet the human brain, the intelligent
core of ourselves on the physical level, has this remarkable
ability to intelligently restructure itself  even when almost half
of  itself  is missing.

Even more interesting is that a little girl with no knowledge
of the workings of her own brain can make all this happen
using nothing more elaborate than the desire to make it happen.
The only thing she had to do was keep trying to move her
limbs until her limbs started to move. Some other deeper form
of  intelligence beyond her normal five-sense awareness
handled the rest for her – like having your own personal brain
surgeon on call, inside your head.

Not only does the subconscious listen to us and serve us in
terms of  our interaction with the physical world, but it is able
to do the most incredibly complex things with our requests
that the conscious self  would have no clue how to perform.
It’s as if  the subconscious would be better termed the
superconscious.

Intuition and reason working in harmony
Is the subconscious the same thing as the higher self or soul?
Not quite. “Subconscious” is just a label that Western science
gives to something to account for all the things we do that
happen sub-consciously – below awareness. Science has no
comprehensive understanding of what the subconscious is,
but it insists on seeing the remarkable abilities of the
subconscious in mundane and reductionist terms.
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Interestingly, when you intuitively become aware that you
have a higher consciousness not limited by the five senses,
and you put this together with what Western science has shown
to be rationally true regarding the subconscious, you find that
there is a comfortable fusion of  the two approaches. Intuition
will inevitably go beyond what the science can prove, but the
science backs up the intuition.

I’m so entrenched in Western thinking that I use the word
“subconscious” far more often than “higher self,” and since
this book is aimed largely at a Western audience, I will continue
to do so, but I see the subconscious in much broader terms
than what is understood by science. There is “me” existing in
a state of limitation and perception, and “me” existing in a
state of  expanded awareness. Both are me.

Talking to ourselves is something we do often without
realising it. I might say to myself, “What’s the name of  the
black actor in Pulp Fiction? I can’t remember.” Anything from a
moment to several minutes later, the answer will pop into my
conscious mind, as if from nowhere. “Samuel L. Jackson!”
Now, the next time you have a conversation with yourself  like
that, ask yourself what process you went through to recall the
information you wanted. Because I have no idea what I did
beyond simply creating a request for information. The
subconscious you just seems to get on with the task, and then
it gives you the answer when it’s done, sometimes at a
completely unexpected moment. Spooky. Notice also how this
talking to yourself is an admission of there being two parts to
you: an up-front part doing the experiencing of the world and
a behind-the-scenes part doing the work. See how we naturally
think of both parts as “me.” Whilst we perceive a duality within
ourselves, we also sense that there is only one.

We’re now going to jump headlong into pure intuition and
gain some insight into just how far this oneness extends.
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7
Expand Your Awareness

I am you and you are me
We are all one consciousness.

When I first heard this idea, I was struck with the conviction
that there was a profound truth to it that I couldn’t quite grasp.
We live our lives with a sense of  awareness that we are all
separate from each other, individual, unique. But something
was urging me that this is not the case.

I once heard the analogy: “Individually we are like droplets
of water and collectively we make up the ocean. Where does
the droplet end and the ocean begin? All is one.” It’s a limited
analogy, because you’re still inclined to identify yourself  as
the droplet and see yourself as being absorbed into something
other than you.

The problem here is our limited five-sense awareness – what
we might call “ego.” We are naturally inclined to think “My
ego is me.” And so, the droplet (ego) gets lost in an ocean of
consciousness that we view as something foreign and outside
of  ourselves. Absorption back into the one consciousness at
the point of your death doesn’t look much different from facing
oblivion. But there is no absorption. There is no droplet
returning to the ocean. You are not the droplet; you are the
ocean. Not a tiny aspect of it, jostling for position with other
aspects. You are all of  it.

And so am I. This is what it means to say there is only one
consciousness. I am you and you are me – completely and fully.
To help you wrap your head around this, think again of  the
analogy of  the iceberg that I used earlier. The portion above
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the water is your five-sense awareness and the portion
underneath is your expanded awareness. The five-sense
experience is so dazzling that we are inclined to forget that it’s
an experience of  limitation. We need to stop identifying ego
alone as consciousness. Beneath the water is the fullness of
consciousness, the real you that knows everything and manages
the five-sense experience. When the body is about to die and
the ego panics because its existence is about to be terminated,
that panic only happens because you’ve wrongly identified your
consciousness as your limited physical mind. You are bigger
than your ego. Death is not the termination of  consciousness.
It’s the termination of  mind and the expansion of  awareness
from the prison of five-sense limitation.

It’s important to move your sense of  yourself  from the “little
me” that’s restricted by your brain to the “big me” that lies
beyond it: “I am the whole iceberg, not just the surface.” This
is something you’ll probably have to remind yourself of more
than once, because the experience of daily life keeps trying to
dazzle you into believing it’s the prime reality when it’s merely
a frequency you are tuned to.

There is only one consciousness having innumerable
experiences of mind. The self-awareness within me is the same
self-awareness within you – the same being. If  you and I were
in the same room and I gazed across at you, I am literally looking
at myself. Perhaps you can’t wrap your head around the idea
of a single being having two brains, two personalities, two
sets of  memories. That is because you are still thinking of  a
being in terms of  five-sense limitation. Think of  the surface
of the iceberg as having two peaks that emerge from the water
instead of one – two experiences of ego in the one
consciousness. Taking account of  the holographic model of
the universe, the physical distance between you and I is of no
account. We are a single consciousness decoding two slightly
different holographic realities – one from your holographic body
and brain, and another from mine.
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It’s not so different from saying that you have two eyes,
and the left eye has a slightly different experience of the world
from the right eye. Yet these two experiences merge together
as one in the brain to provide consciousness with depth
perception, which it could not have with a single eye. In the
same way, countless human experiences exist within a single
consciousness. The great lie is that you are your tiny little ego.
Remember, you are not a human being having a spiritual
experience; you are a spiritual being having a human experience.
The consciousness that is you is beyond physical limitation. It
contains all the experiences of every conscious entity on every
planet. You are not an aspect of  that consciousness. You are
the whole consciousness.

It’s worth asking, what things in the universe are conscious
– only biological creatures existing on Earth-like worlds? Since
consciousness is not mind, it may exist in many forms that we
don’t commonly recognise. When I look at a photograph of a
distant galaxy taken by the Hubble Space Telescope and I see
spiralling forces that span the whole diameter of the galaxy
from edge to edge, I can’t help but think I’m looking at
something that is alive. It feels small-minded to presume that
biological lifeforms are the only entities experiencing the
superhologram. Perhaps the stars and planets themselves are
conscious entities undergoing a kind of experience alien to
what our human egos experience.

Ultimately, behind the ego of  a flea, a dog, a human, a planet,
or a galaxy, is a single consciousness. In human terms, that
consciousness is you, dear reader, and me, and everyone else.

Am I mad? Some may think so. I find myself  incapable of
connecting this viewpoint to anything resembling conclusive
evidence, and yet I find myself incapable of denying its validity
to myself. It is ultimately dependent on intuition.

When I first read about the single consciousness model, I
viewed it as a fascinating theory. But in the days and weeks
that followed, I started noticing a change in my behaviour
towards people. In situations where I might have taken secret
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pleasure in embarrassing or belittling someone, I found myself
thinking, “Be careful. What you do to him you are doing to
yourself.” I started understanding that loving others was really
loving myself and mistreating others was nothing short of
senseless masochism.

“Just a moment,” I thought. “I’m talking and acting like I
believe this stuff. Do I?” It seemed that I did, for no reason
that I could ascertain except a powerful conviction that it was
true, based on no process of  reasoning. Intuition had struck –
and it stuck.

God complex
Earlier I referred to God as Infinite Consciousness. Where does
Infinite Consciousness stand in relation to this collective
consciousness of all beings? They are one and the same. The
awareness inside you is the awareness of Infinite
Consciousness. In short, you are God – and so am I.

“Blasphemy!” The outrage some may feel at such an
apparently egotistical claim is based solely on the typical image
of God imprinted by religion: an all-powerful being that stands
aloof from you as your father, king, saviour and judge. When
religion is removed from the picture, there is really no rational
reason why God must be viewed in such terms.

Look what this new awareness does to my behaviour. Far
from turning me into a power-crazed egomaniac, it causes me
to realise that when I look at another human being, I’m looking
at God. Knowing that, how can I possibly disregard anyone as
insignificant, belittle him, or hurt him maliciously? Behind the
eyes of  that person is something greater than the cosmos. Even
when that person’s ego leads him into destructive behaviour, I
know that behind that veil is an infinite being choosing to
have this experience of mind. How can I possibly fail to care
about this person, no matter what evil he does? And knowing
that this same Infinite Consciousness is looking out from behind
my eyes, how can I not love myself, no matter what I’ve done
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in this life? It’s a challenge to live up to this ideal, and I
disappoint myself  regularly. But the more I remind myself  of
what we truly are, the better I become.

In stark contrast, look at how we treat each other when we
identify ourselves as ego. Something terrible happens to
someone else and we think, “Glad that didn’t happen to me.”
We turn a blind eye to the mistreatment and exploitation of
others, because we’re safe and sound in our separation from
them. We say we care, while feeling relieved at our better
fortune. We make fun of  people for something as insignificant
as an eccentricity. We manipulate people when it helps us to
get our way. This trail of  destruction comes so naturally
because we distinguish ourselves from others. All of  it ends
when you stop identifying yourself  as ego. When you
understand that God is looking out from behind every pair of
eyes, ego does not expand to critical mass, it reduces to the
size of  a pea. And your capacity for unconditional love soars.

The only thing that exists is Infinite Consciousness. The
singularity that you feel as your soul is the same singularity
that I feel as mine, and is the only singularity that exists. It is
an eternal, all-knowing consciousness, undergoing an
experience of amnesia that we call being human.

Where time stands still
Some people think of eternity as a line with no beginning and
no end. In church, I’ve heard preachers say things like “Way
back in eternity past …” as though God were on his own forever
until he decided to make the universe. Likewise, we are led to
believe that we, as individuals, had a beginning but will not
have an end – that we will simply go on collecting experiences
forever, both on Earth and in heaven. But I think we
misunderstand the nature of  eternity. It is not a line with no
end. We’ve misunderstood the whole nature of  time itself.
Infinite Consciousness does not experience time in the way
that our egos do, because it knows the end from the beginning.



94

There is no value for Infinite Consciousness in travelling along
a never-ending line where it always knows what’s coming.

Infinite Consciousness exists in eternity, which is not a
never-ending time-line; it’s a realm of  no-time or all-time – a
realm where free will, deductive thinking, and decision making
do not apply, because all is known, all is complete. The
movement of  time as we understand it is merely a construct.

This understanding allows us to make so much sense out
of the age-old question: “If God made the universe, who made
God?” To say that God was created by something else is going
to cause you to ask what created the thing that created God,
and continue asking the same question into infinity. There is
no logical answer in that direction. The answer to the mystery
of origin lies in acknowledging that there is something which
transcends time itself  and the law of  causality. There is
something which is eternal. Call it God, the Source, the Whole,
Infinite Consciousness, or whatever.

Picture yourself standing at an ice-cream counter, trying to
decide whether to buy vanilla or chocolate. Now instead
imagine yourself as the full awareness of Infinite Consciousness
doing the same thing. The trouble is, if  you’re eternally aware
of everything past, present and future, then you already know
what choice you’re going to make before you make it. In other
words, there can be no experience of free will. “I knew I was
going to choose chocolate, so I’ll pick vanilla just to thwart
my foreknowledge.” This cannot be, because your
foreknowledge will have let you know you’re going to thwart
your foreknowledge. Get it? For Infinite Consciousness to
experience choice, it has to forget the totality of  what it is. In
other words it has to manufacture an amnesic barrier between
its eternal all-knowing awareness and what it wishes to
experience. I think this is the underlying truth of  what is going
on with the universe and human experience.

Infinite Consciousness created time as a means of
fragmenting itself, of  experiencing incompleteness. It placed
itself into an arena where it could not access the full awareness
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of  what it is. This is how “I” became “we.” Beyond my five-
sense awareness is Infinite Consciousness holding me here –
holding itself here. Likewise, beyond your limited awareness
is Infinite Consciousness holding you here. We are one and the
same being forced into a state of amnesia, because that amnesia
is the only way to experience what it’s like for there to be
something other than “I.” To be human is to leave eternity and
enter time – to deliberately forget what you are and undergo a
period of  learning filled with thrills and spills, joys and sorrows.

I experienced a sudden moment of clarity about this not
long ago. It came like a bolt from the blue when I was out
cycling one evening, travelling along a route that I had cycled
since childhood. I was reminiscing about how it had felt to be
here doing this when I was a teenager. I playfully imagined I
could ride through a time-warp and suddenly be that young
person again, reliving those memorable school days. And it
suddenly hit me: “There is no time. You are not moving forward
through time. You are Infinite Consciousness, and there is only
this one eternal moment – the now. Time is an illusion that is
playing through you. You are standing still. There is only now.”
I had read these ideas before, but never understood them until
this strange moment when the pieces of the jigsaw clicked
into place. I suddenly got a new perspective on the question
“What happens to my soul when I die?” Or as Christians would
say: “Where will you spend eternity?” I’m not heading for
anywhere, heaven or hell. I’m standing still. The events of
time move towards me and play through me, and it’s all a
construct. It’s like time is a DVD and you’re the laser reading
it, sitting perfectly still while the movie plays through you. If I
could tear the veil of  time away, the full knowledge of  what I
am would flood my consciousness – and time would disappear.
When I had this moment of  clarity, I started to laugh joyously
(good job I was alone). It was a wonderful moment of intuition.

Hard to wrap your head around, right? Think of it like this:
right now, we are in the present. As you read these words, time
appears to be moving forward. A few seconds have passed.
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Where are we now? Oh, we’re in the present. The only thing
that exists is the present – the now. The experience of  time
moving forward is merely your limited consciousness being
given access to ever-changing information. From the
perspective of Infinite Consciousness, 1999 did not happen
ten years ago. It’s happening now, except that your consciousness
can’t access it as the present, only as memory.

The purpose of time as we know it is to allow Infinite
Consciousness to experience duality and separation. We refer
to ourselves as “human beings,” but it might be more accurate
to call ourselves “human becomings.” None of  us is existing
here in a state of  being. The experience of  life in a body is the
experience of continual change as we appear to move through
time. There is only one that possesses being outside of time:
Infinite Consciousness. I intuitively believe that this Infinite
Consciousness is the awareness inside every one of  us. The
experience of being propelled through time is just an illusion,
born out of our disconnection from the full awareness of the
vast being that each of  us is.

The reincarnation diversion
To have an ego is to have an experience of  individuality, but
do I have an individual soul? The answer is probably yes. In
terms of  being stuck in the experience of  time moving forward,
I don’t think we instantly realign with Infinite Consciousness
at the moment of our death. There is likely an ongoing
experience of individuality that continues as our soul
discarnates from the body and moves on to other experiences.

Reincarnation appears to be a popular view – the idea that
we have had many lives before this one, and that our soul is on
a journey of evolution through experience. Packaged with this
view tends to come the concept of  karma – the idea that what
we do to others will be done to us, to bring us back into balance.

I have no doubt that the superhologram of the universe is
multi-dimensional and that I am only aware of a tiny fraction
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of  what is going on all around me on other levels. (I also believe
that not everything that exists out there is entirely friendly;
unpleasant forms of  consciousness sometimes find expression
here on the physical level through Satanism and the occult.
But that’s another story.)

I have an unclear view about what happens to my soul when
I die. Some form of  reincarnation may be true, but I decided
not to concern myself greatly with who I might have been
before I incarnated as Darryl Sloan or where I’m going next,
because I recognise there is a deeper truth than reincarnation.
Even if my individual soul happened to be William Shakespeare
in a past life, I need to remember that I am everyone who has
ever lived, is living, and will ever live. I am Infinite
Consciousness.

As for me being on a journey of evolution by experience,
how is this possible? I am everyone. Everyone’s experience is
mine. How can I evolve if I already know everything that ever
was, is, and will be? Reincarnation teaches that my soul chose
to incarnate as Darryl Sloan specifically to have the experiences
that it knew this lifetime would provide. Yet when I look at
the world as a whole, every “body vehicle” is simply inhabited
by consciousness. Life on the physical plane does not resemble
a supermarket where souls purchase experiences. What store
ever sells all its stock every moment of every day? A life is
conceived; consciousness arrives with a blank slate. It’s as
simple as that.

Now that I’m so acutely aware of how religion operates,
the concept of  karma looks suspiciously like fear-based
morality repackaged. It’s the same old message of  “If  you do
wrong, you will be judged.” Besides, how can I collect bad
karma when the deeper truth is that I am actually harming
myself  when I harm another?

When your intuition sees as far as reincarnation and no
further, this puts you in danger of being sidetracked down an
avenue that prevents you from grasping your true infinite,
eternal, complete nature. When “soul” is viewed in terms of



98

individuality, it becomes “ego” in disguise. Reincarnation
simply perpetuates the human ego into “eternity to come,”
when the whole point is the realisation that ego is a construct
and the future is a construct. There is only one existing in the
now.

Imagine yourself old and frail, lying on a bed, your final
breath imminent. Someone is holding your hand to comfort
you. Are you worried about what will happen when you cross
over to the other side? Are you scared that maybe there’s
nothing there? That’s all the ego talking. The underlying truth
is that the person holding your hand, the person who will still
be sitting there when you are gone, is you.

So it doesn’t concern me if I once lived as William
Shakespeare. I did. So did you. There is only one.

The limits of science
We’re so accustomed to thinking of  creator and creation, and
seeing duality, viewing ourselves as the creation separate from
the creator. Then we perpetuate that duality among ourselves
and see ourselves as separate from each other. But there is
only one. The universe has no more actual substance than the
illusion of a hologram. There is only Infinite Consciousness
holding itself in an experience of limited awareness – on a
grand scale.

It’s up to you to test everything I’ve said with your own
intuition. In terms of  science, all of  the above can only be
labelled theory. You must decide whether you’re prepared to
put intuition on an equal footing with reason, and on whether
your intuition agrees with mine. There should be no
enforcement of  views from one mind to another – only sharing.
The real challenge for me, having constructed this belief  system,
is to stop it becoming cherished dogma in my mind – to meet
the objections of others, not by jumping to the defence of
what I now hold dear, but by always being open to the notion
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that I may have got it wrong. And I certainly have more to
learn. That will always be the case.

Since infinity is beyond the bounds of scientific
investigation, it strikes me that we ought to use something to try
and understand it. Claiming that none of  this is true purely by
default doesn’t necessarily make the default position true.
Where science cannot go, intuition must go.

In establishing this view, it may sound like I am going against
the principles on which the early chapters of this book were
based – the tearing down of personal assumptions and the
pursuit of  evidence. On the surface, it’s looks as if  we’re now
back to making assumptions about what’s true. But intuition
is more than merely assumption in disguise. An assumption is
something you’ve been conditioned to accept without thinking
about it. An intuition is something you consciously accept
through a powerful sense of knowing that arrives without a
process of reasoning, and that conviction might well walk all
over many an assumption you’ve made in the past.

Even when you restrict yourself to rationality alone, the
things you can deduce about the nature of consciousness, the
nature of  physical reality, and the nature of  time, all fit
comfortably together with the idea of  a single consciousness.
The view that we are one consciousness is like the missing
piece in a jigsaw. The more adjacent pieces you fit together,
the clearer you can see the shape of  the missing one. Taking
into account everything I’ve covered thus far in the book, this
view is more credible than any alternative I know.



100



101

8
Break the Limits

Left brain versus right brain
When I first started looking at life intuitively, embracing the
idea that we are all one consciousness, part of me wondered if
I was making a huge mistake.

It is said that the two hemispheres of the brain are
responsible for different ways of  thinking. The left hemisphere
is responsible for things like language, mathematics and rational
thought, while the right hemisphere handles creativity and
intuition. Have you ever noticed, generally speaking, that artistic
people are prone to being undisciplined, dressing strange, and
are more open to spiritual viewpoints? Whereas business types
tend to be smartly dressed, live by the clock, and keep their
feet firmly planted in the material world? The former have
chosen to develop their right brain in their life’s experience,
while the latter have developed their left. Whatever side of
the brain we use most regularly affects the whole shape of our
lives.

The two sides are not opposed. Unfortunately, in life, so
many choose exclusively left-brained thinking. The left brain
wants rational proof, but the right brain is happy to run with
an intuitive notion. The “physics is the only reality” mentality
is what comes from allowing the left brain to dominate the
right, when the two should really be helping each other.

When I first started taking seriously the view that we are all
one consciousness, I was running on intuition. It was something
I had never done before, so my left brain spoke up and said,
“What about me? This is all well and good, but I really would
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be happier if  we could verify some of  this.” This was a fair
complaint. I wasn’t going to allow my left brain to dominate
my right, but I recognised that an intuition which could be
backed up by some kind of  evidence was a valuable thing.

Since I was jumping headlong into a bizarre view of  reality,
I was reminded of a bizarre event that happened in my
childhood – the day I witnessed a friend move an object with
his mind. I kid you not.

Seeing is believing?
The word “telekinesis” comes from two Greek words: tele,
meaning long distance, and kinesis, meaning movement. So,
telekinesis means movement at a distance – causing an object
to move without directly touching it. That’s a slightly
inadequate definition, since we can also move things from a
distance using other forces, such as drafts of air, heat
convection, static electricity, or magnetism. There is another
term, psychokinesis, derived from the Greek psyche, meaning
mind: movement by the mind. Psychokinesis tends to be used
more as a catch-all term for various forms of  psychic
movement, including metal-bending and manipulating fire.
Whatever term we prefer, let’s be clear from the outset that
what I am talking about in this book is specifically the
movement of an object generated by the mind or consciousness,
without a helping hand from any other conventional forces.

When it comes to being able to believe in telekinesis before
actually attempting to do it, I’ve had one advantage over many:
I saw it done for real. I was thirteen years old and my recently
acquired friend Andrew claimed that he could move objects
with his mind. He never made a big show about it, so one
evening I nagged him until he demonstrated it for me. If  he
had been intending to create a hoax, his ability to do so was
hampered not only by the fact that I gave him no opportunity
to plan, but also because this wasn’t taking place in the
familiarity of  his home, but another friend’s house. Those
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factors only occurred to me later. There and then, I already
half believed him, and I was excited that I might just see
something amazing.

We were alone in the living room. It was late in the evening,
dark outside. Andrew turned out the lights, then turned on the
TV and muted the sound. He found a box of matches, lifted a
coffee table over to the armchair next to the telly, and sat
down. He placed four matches in a square on the table.

“Don’t watch me. Look at the TV, or you’ll put me off.”
Andrew leaned forward, with his elbows on the table and his
hands resting on his temples. He sat still, bathed in the flickering
light from the movie that was showing.

As requested, I diverted my attention to the television.
A minute or two later Andrew took his hands away from

his face and looked over at me. “There you go.”
One of  the matches was sitting askew.
“No way!” I complained. “You moved that when I wasn’t

looking.”
Andrew sighed. “All right, then.” And he placed his hands

back on his temples.
This time I was going to watch, regardless of what he had

said.
After about a minute, the match moved slightly. Some

seconds later, the same match moved again. And again.
Sometimes it would roll a few centimetres; sometimes it would
turn slightly. I appeared to be witnessing some sort of  force
that acted in short bursts.

Andrew kept going until the match rolled so far that it
reached the edge of the small table and rolled off. Then he
gave his attention to the next match and repeated the routine.
The same with the third and fourth matches.

I was ecstatic. For the first time in my life, I had witnessed
the paranormal and I now knew for sure it was real.

Andrew’s friend arrived back shortly afterwards and I told
him all about it. Andrew then gave the demonstration again.
After that, his friend’s sister arrived home, and we asked
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Andrew to show her, too. He did so. If  it was a hoax, it was
faultless, three times in a row.

Not long after that, I started trying to do telekinesis for
myself, in a half-hearted sort of  way. I had no idea how to go
about it. I remember sitting in an exam hall in school, having
finished my paper, spending the remaining time staring at my
eraser and willing it to move – which it didn’t.

Any time I tried it, nothing happened, bar one particular
occasion. Nothing moved, but something else happened that
scared me. After going to bed one night, I decided to leave the
light on and stare across the room at the switch, to see if I
could turn the light off with my mind. As I lay there, becoming
more and more relaxed, I noticed a change in my perception
of the room. My vision seemed very blurry at the edges, while
the centre remained in focus. I wondered whether this strange
effect had anything to do with finding some special state of
mind that would allow me to perform telekinesis. Another part
of my mind was scared that if I succeeded, I would plunge the
room into darkness and scare myself  silly. I hadn’t really thought
this through. But this strange altered perception of the world
was too interesting to ignore. I felt that I could go deeper into
this state, and somehow – I don’t quite know how – I did.

I only have my memories of what happened next, and
memories can be easily distorted with time, but I’ll do my best
to accurately recall the experience. There was a sort of shift
inside my head. I felt like I was all mind and no body, although
whether I lost the ability to move my body I don’t know; my
guess is probably not. The sensation was something like
dizziness, but not quite. Looking at the light switch was like
looking down a tunnel at it. I can’t properly describe it, because
it’s not a sensation that happens in normal, waking
consciousness.

After five to ten seconds in this state, I had the horrifying
thought, “What if I can’t get back to my body?” I wouldn’t
necessarily call what happened an out of body experience, but
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that was the thought I had at the time. And that was enough to
make me call it quits.

I blinked and shook myself  back to normality. I was excited
and scared, thinking that maybe I had come close to actually
performing telekinesis. I recall it was difficult to get to sleep
that night, not because of the excitement, but because every
time I put my head on the pillow, I felt that strange state of
mind creeping back over me. I thought, “If telekinesis is this
scary to learn, I’ll stick with the familiar.”

After that experience, once in a blue moon, I would sit still
and stare at something, and allow my mind to – how shall I put
it? – shift. I would start to feel that familiar change in perception
where my vision begins to blur, then I would quickly stop. I
knew the frightening experience was lying in wait if I ever
wanted to experience it again, and I sure didn’t.

Essentially, fear won the battle over curiosity, and I never
made another serious attempt at telekinesis after that – not for
twenty-three years.

Rigid belief systems create bias
There’s more than a fear of  altered states of  consciousness
that lies behind my abandonment of telekinesis for over two
decades. In part, I simply got on with my life and didn’t give it
a great deal of thought. Aged seventeen, I had become a
Christian.

Now, I don’t think telekinesis is specifically mentioned in
the Bible, but practices of a supernatural nature are frowned
upon in strong terms:

When you enter the land the LORD your God is
giving you, do not learn to imitate the detestable
ways of the nations there. Let no-one be found
among you who sacrifices his son or daughter in
the fire, who practises divination or sorcery,
interprets omens, engages in witchcraft, or casts
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spells, or who is a medium or spiritist or who consults
with the dead. Anyone who does these things is
detestable to the LORD ...

Deuteronomy 18:9-12

All kinds of supernatural abilities are mentioned, and they
are listed alongside child sacrifice. It doesn’t get clearer than
that. There are other supernatural abilities in the Bible that are
said to come from God: healing, exorcism, prophesying, and
speaking in tongues are some of them:

He [Jesus] called his twelve disciples to him and
gave them authority to drive out evil spirits and to
heal every disease and sickness.

Matthew 10:1

Follow the way of love and eagerly desire spiritual
gifts, especially the gift of prophecy. For anyone
who speaks in a tongue does not speak to men but
to God. Indeed, no one understands him; he utters
mysteries with his spirit. But everyone who
prophesies speaks to men for their strengthening,
encouragement and comfort.

1 Corinthians 14:1-3

Christianity teaches that, concerning things of a
supernatural nature, the cause is always attributable to one of
two possible sources: God or the devil. I’m guessing most
people who practice telekinesis aren’t claiming it’s an ability
bestowed by God. In the minds of some Christians, then, that
leaves only the devil.

I didn’t crystallise it in my mind in such concrete terms,
but there was enough of an association there for me to at least
categorise telekinesis as best left untouched for reasons of
safety.

These days, I’ve had a varied mix of reactions from
Christians. One strongly advised me against practising it. In
another case, when I offered to demonstrate it, he physically



107

backed away from me. Another was very curious to see me do
it. And still another tried it briefly for himself. The fact that I
got such a wide spectrum of  reactions is maybe not so surprising
when there’s such a wide range of  differing expressions of
Christianity on offer: Baptist, Presbyterian, Pentecostal,
Brethren, Lutheran, Roman Catholic, and many more.

When I was an atheist, what did I think about telekinesis?
With religion out of the picture, all that was left was science.
And what do you do with that big word “supernatural” when
you believe only in science? The very idea of it is an offence
to science. Science teaches and demonstrates that we live in a
universe based on strict, unbreakable laws. Physical reality is
the only reality! From faith healings to demon possessions,
and everything in between, including telekinesis – they could
be only one thing: fraudulent.

I started to re-evaluate Andrew’s telekinesis demonstration.
Once, I set up the same experiment and tried to move the
matches by blowing on them, which was the only way I could
surmise that Andrew pulled it off. It was incredibly difficult.
Sometimes I was able to direct my breath accurately enough
to move just one of the matches, and it did look exactly like
the effect I saw when Andrew did it, but the slightest variation
in breathing and I accidentally moved all four of them at once.
Also, I had to blow hard, making significant noise, to get it to
work at all, which Andrew didn’t do. I didn’t prove to myself
that Andrew faked it, but I cast enough doubt on the procedure
to convince myself that, with enough practice, maybe it could
be done.

At this time, Andrew and his family had emigrated to a
foreign county, but I got a phone call from him every few years.
During one conversation, I asked him, “Can you still do
telekinesis?”

He answered, “No, it’s not compatible with Christianity.”
“You mean, like, it’s Satanic?”
“No, it’s just not compatible with Christianity.”
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I didn’t press the issue, but later, whilst pondering the
conversation, I had to wonder if this was maybe his subtle
way of  saying, “Lying’s not compatible with Christianity,”
without losing face. Interesting how we can so easily interpret
the things people say to fit our existing belief systems, instead
of just taking them at face value.

Getting back to the original question: if telekinesis is real,
why hasn’t it been proven? The same question can be applied
to telepathy, astral projection, or any other paranormal ability
you care to mention. The answer is not because these abilities
are false. It’s because so many people possess an outlook on
life that won’t allow them the potential of  being true from the
get-go, or won’t allow them to be tested experientially.

If  you are an agnostic or atheist, paranormal abilities don’t
sit well with your view of  reality, and so they are often declared
fake by default. When evidence of their reality is staring you
in the face, you make every effort to squeeze that evidence
into a conventional mould, regardless of  how poorly it fits. If
you are a Christian, paranormal abilities are declared forbidden.
They are kept out of reach, and so they are never investigated.
(That said, I do think it is foolish to jump headlong into the
unknown in complete ignorance of  the potential dangers. Ouija
boards, spirit channelling, spell casting, and such – from the
limited research I have done at this point, there’s some
indication that dabbling in such things may be inviting disaster.)

Belief  systems create bias. So often, when we think we’re
engaged in learning, what we’re really doing is seeking to add
to what we so confidently think we already know. This is why
I neither investigated, nor took seriously, telekinesis, in all my
years as a Christian or atheist, despite being blown away by it
when I was thirteen.

When we wake up to the extent of the conditioning and
indoctrination that has slipped through unnoticed into our lives,
we can finally start to see how slippery this thing called truth
really is, and start reflecting on how little we know instead of
how much. And that applies to all the opinions I assert in this
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book as much as I apply it to everyone else’s thoughts and
opinions.

Some readers will already have decided that telekinesis is
unreal or demonic, based on an existing belief system. Some
will be open to investigating the matter with a view to
perceiving the evidence in a form that suits their existing belief
system. Some wish to believe in the fantastic and immediately
jump to the paranormal view without due consideration to the
mundane.

What is the best way to approach the question of telekinesis,
or indeed the question of  anything? Forget what you think you
know and embrace the potential of  all possibility.

Apparatus required
My belief that we are all one consciousness was a massive
step away from the thinking of  the masses. Was I stupid, or
crazy, or both, to feel so convinced that I was right, against the
massive followings of the great belief systems of conventional
science and religion?

My one glimpse into the weird – into the perspective that
the world was perhaps stranger than what conventional thinking
allowed – was Andrew’s demonstration of  telekinesis. So I
decided: “I’m going to do it. I don’t know how, but if  one
person can do it, so can another. I want that evidence in my
hand and I’m not going to stop till I get it.”

But where was I supposed to begin? Having no one to teach
me, not knowing of any respected literature on the subject, I
turned to that familiar research tool: the internet. But I
understood immediately that there was no way to tell good
information from bad; the internet is the great free publishing
playground of every seer and jester on the planet. I didn’t have
much enthusiasm for wading through lots of suspect telekinesis
training guides, but one thing that did pique my curiosity was
video. The internet video giant YouTube was awash with
demonstrations of telekinesis, and I quickly noticed that there
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was one particular device being used by many demonstrators.
It was called a “psi wheel.” Here’s how to make one:

Cut a square out of  a piece of  paper or aluminium foil. You
can actually use any flat material. Foil is particularly good
because it’s very light (there’s no importance to it being metal).
The size is also relatively unimportant; try 10 cm by 10 cm, if
you like. Now, fold the square across the diagonal to make a
triangle. Unfold it. Fold it across the other diagonal. Unfold it
again. Squeeze gently along each fold so that the centre of the
square raises up like the tip of a pyramid.

Take a sewing needle, or anything with a sharp point – a
cocktail stick, or a compass point, perhaps. I don’t recommend
using the tip of a pen; I have successfully used a pen, but
some pens have a lot of friction, which will make things more
difficult. You need to find some way to keep the needle pointing
skyward. So, find something you can use as a base to prevent
the needle from falling over. A piece of  Blu-Tack will do. Or
attach the needle to something with sticky tape. My favourite
way is to thread the needle through a pencil eraser. Finally,
balance the square of paper/foil on top of the point, and your
psi wheel is complete. You can find the psi wheel (sometimes
called the chi wheel) for sale online as a commercial product,
but it’s so simple to make one yourself  out of  household
materials, and the homemade version will be every bit as
effective.

The online videos showed people causing the psi wheel to
spin without them touching it. Some cupped both hands around
the wheel; others used only one hand. Some made gestures
with their fingers; others kept their hands perfectly rigid. Still
others kept their hands well away. And even more impressively,
some appeared to be able to generate movement with a
transparent cover, such as a glass bowl, placed over the psi
wheel.

Obviously a piece of paper suspended on a single point of
friction is very easy to move by conventional forces. Small air
currents blowing through the room cause dramatic movements,
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as does heat convection. There’s even something a little
unintentionally deceptive in the design of  the psi wheel. We
tend to judge things on what we see rather than what lies
beneath. So when you see dramatic movement on an object of
significance size, it’s easy to forget that there’s nothing more
than a pinhead holding the object stationary.

That said, I knew enough about physics to recognise that a
pyramid and a propeller are not the same thing – at all. The
aim is to make the psi wheel spin continuously in a single
direction for an ongoing period of time, and that requires a
continuous force to strike only one side of the wheel. A force
striking the whole wheel should cause haphazard movements.
This simple observation has been almost universally ignored
by any sceptics I have debated with. Yet another example of
people with a rigid worldview paying attention only to what
defends their stance instead of  examining all the data on display.

I understood what the purpose of the psi wheel was from
the start. Back in my teens, on those few occasions when I had
attempted to move an object, I gave no consideration to matters
like mass and friction. When I was attempting to move an
eraser across a desk by the power of thought, what if I really
was exerting a genuine force, but it was too weak to have an
effect? Maybe moving the eraser by thought was like trying to
push a one-kilogram weight with a feather. Now consider the
psi wheel. If  there is any way to determine whether the slightest
force, no matter how insignificant, is being projected from my
mind, what better way to find out than using a light object on
a single point of friction?

My experiments
I set the psi wheel on the desk in front of me and willed it to
move. I decided not to use my hands at all, since Andrew hadn’t
used his hands to move the matchsticks.

Lots of questions occurred to me. Do I focus my attention
on a tiny piece of the psi wheel and imagine a force hitting it?
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Or do I think of the psi wheel as a whole object and simply
imagine it turning? Does it happen naturally or do I need to
enter some sort of trance? Do I need to strain myself mentally
or gently think about what I want? What exactly do I do with
my mind to make this happen? I didn’t know. So the only thing
to do was play with different approaches and see if anything
gave me results.

I tried for about an hour, to no avail. Then I successfully
focused all my attention on the psi wheel for a period of a few
minutes and I felt the beginnings of that frightening state of
mind I experienced in my teens. But as an adult, I didn’t feel
afraid. This time the altered state of consciousness wasn’t as
profound as what I experienced all that time ago, and was
actually quite slippery to hold on to. In any case, the psi wheel
remained completely still.

It was a few minutes after emerging from that altered state
that I made the wheel move. It gave a bit of a twitch, and
another. I don’t know what I was doing except that I was
pushing on it with my mind. I wondered if my leg against the
table had caused the movement. So I moved it away. Again, I
was able to move the wheel a fraction. I wondered if my breath
was affecting it. I covered my mouth and nose with my sweater,
blew out a couple of big breaths to make sure nothing would
get through the fabric, and nothing did. Sure enough, I was
able to make the wheel move with my mind once again. It was
a difficult experience to quantify, because sometimes it would
work, then a few seconds later it would fail. Then I could get it
to work again. I managed to get the wheel to move about a
centimetre one way, then a centimetre the other way, back and
forth several times in quick succession. I was determined to
do a full counter-clockwise revolution. But I found it hard to
keep the thing going, and also hard to get the direction the
same every time. One of the things I did notice was that when
it would start to go the wrong way, I could instantly stop
concentrating and it would stop moving. Although I didn’t
manage a full revolution, I did manage a one-quarter turn in
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the direction I intended, in several pushes. After that, I couldn’t
do anything more.

While this was happening, I was thinking about the
possibility of a draft from the door that I had left open behind
me. I didn’t want to get up and close the door during the
experiment, so I decided that I would leave the wheel set up
afterwards to see if  any drafts affected it later. The wheel never
moved in the slightest, despite me walking about the house,
opening and closing other doors and causing air currents. When
I got up the next morning, the wheel was in exactly the same
position I had left it the previous night.

During the experiment, the movements had been small and
didn’t always happen when I willed them. It was hard for me
to figure out exactly what I was doing to create the movement.
It didn’t seem to be about willing something really hard. If
anything, when I applied extra mental pressure, that seemed
to stop the wheel working. I didn’t know exactly what “mental
muscle” I was flexing, so to speak, but I was confident that I
was genuinely flexing it.

I was over the moon about this discovery and could barely
contain my excitement. And yet, after a short time, I doubted.
After all, I wasn’t doing this in anything remotely resembling
laboratory conditions, and I hadn’t even taken all the steps I
could have taken to ensure that my environment wasn’t
corrupted by natural forces.

For the next three weeks, I kept trying, and I could get little
or nothing to happen. Maybe the first session was a fluke and
I was only fooling myself? Possibly, but I refused to give up so
easily. Every day, I sat down in front of  the psi wheel for the
best part of  an hour, determined to get somewhere with this,
wishing I could put my finger on exactly what I had done with
my mind to make it happen the first time.

Finally, after twenty-one days, it happened again, and much
more profoundly. I was holding the psi wheel in my hand,
gripping the eraser between my fingers, and it was simply,
inexplicably, rotating for no good reason – not the sort of
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revolutions that occur when an object is gradually winding
down to a standstill. There was something perpetual in the
movement. Of course, it should be noted that my hand was
under the psi wheel; the body generates heat, and heat naturally
rises. However, on this occasion I was also able to make the
psi wheel spin by placing it on the table and putting my hand
to the side of  it, rather than underneath. Interestingly, I got
very dramatic spin by holding the psi wheel close to my
forehead.

It was important to test all of these results against
conventional science. On another occasion, I placed two
glasses of boiling hot water right beside the psi wheel and
recorded it on a camcorder for twenty minutes while I left the
room. The wheel didn’t budge. I once saw a debunker enclose
a psi wheel in a complete circle of glasses filled with boiling
water, and the psi wheel did spin. He accepted this as proof
that telekinesis was nothing more than an effect of heat. He
didn’t seem to notice that when we do telekinesis, we aren’t
using a ring of hot glasses! Of course heat can move things;
that was never in doubt. But just how much heat does a human
hand produce? If my two glasses of boiling water failed to
move the wheel in the slightest, and yet my much cooler hand
succeeded in moving the wheel dramatically, clearly whatever
I was witnessing was more than a mere thermal effect.

I decided to be similarly rigorous with the matter of air
currents. I started wearing a mask at times when practising. I
would record what I was doing, then allow the tape to continue
recording for twenty minutes after I had finished and left the
room, to verify that natural air currents caused no significant
movement of the psi wheel.

Static electricity was another possibility for a conventional
explanation. If  you run a comb through your hair and hold it
close to the psi wheel, you can make the psi wheel move. This
works for paper wheels as much as foil. It even works when
the wheel is covered by a glass bowl. However, the effect
caused by static is quite recognisable: the static pulls the nearest
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“arm” of  the wheel towards the comb and holds it there. It’s a
force of attraction only and it doesn’t generate spin. The only
way you can use static to produce spin is to move the source
of  the static about. Even then it’s very difficult. This is one
reason why I advise people not to move their hands about
when doing telekinesis. I’ve successfully jerked a psi wheel
under a plastic cover by simply changing the position of my
fingers, but once I wiped the inside of the cover with a damp
cloth, removing all trace of static, the wheel wouldn’t budge.
Be rigorous with yourself.

Magnetism is another force to consider. When watching an
unrelated documentary on television, I caught a snippet of
information that pricked my ears: the human heart generates a
magnetic force that can be measured by instruments up to six
feet away from the body. I wondered if  I had found the natural
explanation for telekinesis. But just like static, magnetism
attracts (or repels). Compass needles do not spin. They find
north and stick with it. How can the magnetism of the body
cause an object on the table in front of me to spin? It doesn’t
make sense.

I took into account every conventional explanation I could
think of – chiefly air, heat, static and magnetism – and all of
them failed to explain the results I was getting from my
experiments. And the longer the experiments went on, the more
dramatic the results became. In the beginning there was little
or nothing. Then I could make the psi wheel spin occasionally.
Then I could make it spin regularly. Then I could make it spin
almost any time I wanted it to. In the beginning, it was difficult
to make the wheel spin in the intended direction, but over
time I seemed to develop better control. In the beginning my
hand needed to be quite close to the psi wheel, but later I
could achieve spin with my hand held further away, and
eventually I could sit a couple of  feet away, with my hands in
my lap, and cause the wheel to spin.

Even with all this evidence, there was still a nagging doubt.
I wondered if there might be something conventional that I
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had missed – perhaps some minor aspect of  thermodynamics
that would eventually come to my attention and explain all of
this in terms of  known physics.

I finally extinguished the last flames of my personal
scepticism when I got the psi wheel to move under a big glass
bowl. I had been doing telekinesis for nine months before finally
reaching this stage. I started using a big bowl because I had
tried often enough with a little bowl and got nowhere. Whether
size had anything to do with it, I don’t know. All I know is that
finally, for no apparent reason, the psi wheel started rotating
inside the glass. As always, I held my hand completely still on
the outside. On a later occasion, in keeping with my tradition
of being rigorous, I laid a scarf on the desk first, so that the
edges of the bowl would compress the material and prevent
any air whatsoever from entering or escaping. After testing it
with a few good, hard breaths, I repeated the experiment, and
again I was able to make the psi wheel spin. At my current
level, performing telekinesis under a glass cover does appear
to require that “something extra,” as it only works on a semi-
regular basis and usually only gives me a quarter turn. I am at
a loss to explain what that something extra is.

The observation “What I couldn’t do earlier I now can”
has been characteristic of this journey into telekinesis from
the beginning and is completely at odds with any conventional
explanation I can think of.

Scepticism on steroids
In the year since I began doing telekinesis, I’ve uploaded to
the internet several video demonstrations. These have attracted
many responses from both believers and sceptics. I’ve risen to
the challenge of the sceptics’ objections so often that I’ve seen
a definite pattern emerge. It goes like this:

First the sceptic claims that what I’m demonstrating is a
purely conventional force – air and heat are the favourites. He
confidently asserts that I am deluding myself and that what he
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is seeing is perfectly natural. If, at this point, I say nothing, the
sceptic will walk away supremely confident that he is right,
having done no testing whatsoever to verify his claim.

If, however, I point out the factors that rule out his claim
based on how rigorous I’ve been with my environment, the
sceptic then plays a little mental game of hopscotch, and
immediately jumps to the next conventional explanation, again
believing it without testing. And once more, I point out the
flaws in that theory, and he tries to hop again.

When he eventually realises there’s nowhere left to hop, he
says something like, “Okay, if  this is real, why don’t you make
it levitate? Then I will believe.” Well, of  course I can’t. He
moves the goalpost so that he can feel justified in dismissing
the anomaly that’s presented to him.

When I press for an explanation for the anomaly at hand,
the sceptic often resorts to saying something like “Well, I’m
sure there’s something perfectly ordinary behind this,” or “If
you’re so sure this is real, how come you haven’t claimed James
Randi’s million dollars, hmm?”

James Randi (www.randi.org) is a stage illusionist who
became a professional sceptic. He does a wonderful job of
exposing the tricks of fraudulent psychics who attempt to pull
the wool over the eyes of the public. His organisation, The
James Randi Educational Foundation (JREF) hosts an ongoing
contest that is open to every member of the public: The One-
Million-Dollar Paranormal Challenge. The website says, “We
offer a one-million-dollar prize to anyone who can show, under
proper observing conditions, evidence of  any paranormal,
supernatural, or occult power or event.” The contest has been
active for many years, and to date no one has claimed the
prize.

For me, it’s a strange dilemma to be faced with the reality
of  my own small psychic ability and the fact that Randi’s million
is still in his pocket. The reason I personally would never take
the challenge is because I can’t conceive how I could possibly
win where so many have tried and failed.
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A proper scientific investigation into a psychic phenomenon
should involve ongoing tests and a keen interest in any findings
that are anomalous to conventional explanation, regardless of
how dramatic or miniscule those findings are. The Randi
approach is to have one solitary test under stressful conditions,
with a criteria for passing or failing decided by the organisation.
If the contestant then fails to meet the imposed standard –
which inevitably happens – there is no further interest in his
case, regardless of any anomalies that may have come to light
during the demonstration. That isn’t a scientific investigation.

What’s interesting to note is that sceptics will quote JREF
like it’s the final word on truth, when it’s merely one
organisation with a long-standing reputation for debunking to
defend. I have no interest in stepping into a room where I have
only a few minutes to prove myself, under the gaze of people
who have a vested interest in seeing me fail. Talk about
performance anxiety. In addition, the organisation decides on
exactly what constitutes a paranormal ability, and may demand
a level of  ability that I don’t possess. So the small anomalies
that are quite real and defy conventional explanation get ignored
because the organisation requires something bigger, all in the
name of  test conditions. And at the end of  the day, Randi gets
to claim, “No one has ever demonstrated a genuine paranormal
ability.”

On the other hand, if I were invited to participate in genuine
ongoing lab work by real open-minded scientists who were
interested in looking at the anomalies, I would jump at the
chance.

But get this: scepticism is a good thing. Sceptics are highly
critical of  what they call True Believers, and with good reason.
For what is scepticism? It’s your mind’s way of  ensuring that
you are not deluding yourself, by demanding that you search
for evidence. Even though I have a highly intuitive way of
looking at life, I am keen to avoid being deceived by others, as
well as avoiding self-delusion. That’s what your critical thinking
mind is for, and it’s something to be treasured. Scepticism
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cannot help you find what is true, but it can help you see what
is untrue. This is something that is missing from so many people
who are open to intuitive thinking and have an interest in the
paranormal. They go with the right brain and suppress the left
brain, and so they become prey for every “psychic” charlatan
out there, unable to discern the truth-tellers from the liars.

I cannot define myself  as a True Believer, because that
says I have given up on critical thinking. And I cannot define
myself as a sceptic, because that says I have given up on
intuitive thinking. I refuse the archetype. A balance of  critical
thinking and intuition is the key. Intuition to guide the way
and critical thinking to keep me from going off course.

What the sceptics I have encountered fail to realise is that
they actually demonstrate perfectly the traits of  a True Believer.
Their reactions to my telekinesis experiments are loaded with
dogmatism. They make definitive statements like “You’re
blowing on it,” or “That’s just heat, mate,” and then they’re
happy to simply walk away. No further testing needed,
apparently. As long as it fits the “physics is the only reality”
paradigm, they’re happy to believe anything. When I go with
my intuition and step beyond the bounds of science, I willingly
enter the realm of pseudo-science, but the kind of scepticism
I’ve been up against is nothing short of anti-science – a
continual stubborn attempt to fit a square peg into a round
hole.

How to do telekinesis
Videos don’t constitute proof, of course. Everything I’ve
shown in my videos I could fake, if I were so inclined. The
real proof, for anyone who wants it, is found within a familiar
little three-letter acronym: DIY.

Many people have written to me asking for a step-by-step
guide, and I’ve tried to accommodate them, but a set of
instructions can only take you so far. There is no alternative to
simple stubborn persistence and determination to make it work.
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Very little about telekinesis involves a strict technique. In fact,
the method I’ve developed is probably not the only way to do
it. It’s just what seems to work most effectively for me.

In chapter six I explained how our subconscious is
constantly learning from our conscious experience, so that it
can take the workload off our conscious mind, such as when
we learn to type fast or drive a car efficiently. Now, what
message have we been feeding our subconscious minds all our
lives through our assumptions about our experiences? Physical
reality is solid; the distance between me and other things is
absolutely real; there’s nothing more going on around my body
than what I can see, hear, feel, taste and smell; consciousness
only exists inside the brain; abilities like telekinesis and
telepathy are an impossibility.

So, when you first attempt telekinesis, and you instruct an
object to move, your subconscious immediately says, “It can’t
be done. This is impossible,” because that’s what you’ve taught
it your whole life up to this point. How do you teach it an
alternative view of reality? The same way you learned to drive
a car. You practised, practised, practised until your
subconscious mind learned how to drive on your behalf, freeing
your conscious mind from the burden of thinking about every
aspect of  the driving process.

By the same means, you’ve got to make your subconscious
mind believe that it can do telekinesis. So you stare at the psi
wheel and you will it to move and you tell yourself again and
again, “I can do this. This is possible.” Don’t let it feel like you
are achieving nothing. Slowly but surely you are teaching your
subconscious to learn a different perspective on reality. Persist.

The key to doing telekinesis is intention. By that I mean the
single-minded, unwavering desire for the psi wheel to move.
If you approach the experiment full of doubt, thinking, “This
is probably a load of  nonsense, but I’ll give it a whirl,” you will
get nowhere fast. If you think, “I wish I could believe in this,
but I don’t,” that’s not a genuine intention. If  you don’t believe
you can do it, then neither does your subconscious. My
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approach, right from the start was “However long it takes, I’m
getting this thing to move.” The only cure I have for doubt is
simply to deny the doubt. Put it out of your mind and get on
with trying to move the psi wheel.

When I’m doing telekinesis, I don’t consciously project my
intent at the psi wheel itself. I project it at my subconscious.
My method is to visualise as clearly as I can, in my mind’s eye,
the psi wheel spinning. I tend to picture it as a top-down view,
as if I’m floating above it. While I’m doing this, I say inwardly
to my subconscious, “Do this. Do this. Do this,” for several
seconds. Words are not important; I am vocalising a strong
intention. This can all be done with your eyes open or closed –
whatever helps you to concentrate.

Finally, I empty my mind of  all thought, or focus all my
attention on one thing. It can be useful to focus your eyes on a
spot, perhaps a blemish on the table, and keep your mind
attentive to it. You don’t have to look at the psi wheel itself;
just keep it visible out of the corner of your eye. This intense
discipline of the mind seems to be what allows the
subconscious to go to work and move the psi wheel. I don’t
know why this is, but it was a key discovery for me. Perhaps
the normal mental chatter of  our minds bombards the
subconscious with too much work and it can’t devote itself
effectively to moving the psi wheel. For whatever reason, an
empty (or nearly empty) mind works wonders. At this stage,
it’s not necessary to think about spinning the psi wheel at all.
Your subconscious remembers the intent you communicated
earlier and now goes to work.

If you find it difficult to focus your mind, again there is no
better way to overcome this than persistent practice. A good
exercise is to simply look at a spot, keeping your mind on it,
and see how long you can do this for. You will find that it
becomes easier to focus with practice, just like any exercise.

I say that it’s the subconscious that performs telekinesis,
but I’m not strictly sure that’s the case. At the moment I’m
using the word subconscious as a catch-all term for whatever
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lies outside of  normal conscious awareness. I don’t really know
what makes telekinesis happen. I only know that it’s not my
conscious mind that does it. In that sense, it’s sub-conscious.
Whether it’s the literal subconscious mind or my higher self, I
have no idea. It’s possible that the body possesses some kind
of  natural energy field that the subconscious knows how to
manipulate. It’s also possible that it’s Infinite Consciousness
manipulating the physical world on my ego’s behalf. I wish I
knew. I only know that the effects are there – visible in the
physical world for all to see.

Consider this: if I put my hand on the table and try to raise
it with some kind of  “psychic energy,” my hand will remain
still. If, however, I simply intend my hand to rise, the muscles
in my arm respond and the hand rises. Telekinesis works in the
same way. There is no psychic energy, as such – at least, no
energy that you need any awareness of. There is only intention.
When you intend for your fist to clench, do you need to know
anything about how your consciousness interfaces with your
brain, how your brain interfaces with your nerves, how your
nerves interface with your muscles, to generate movement?
No. Everything is taken care of  for you at a subconscious level.
With the same understanding, when you intend for the psi wheel
to spin, do you need to know anything about how consciousness
interfaces with the brain, with the body in general, and with
the immediate physical reality beyond the body? No. Again,
it’s taken care of  for you at a subconscious level. In terms of
your conscious awareness, there is only intention and result.
It’s understandable for a newcomer to assume they need to be
instructed in some secret esoteric knowledge. The reality is
you don’t need to know very much at all to get this to work.
And I still don’t know very much about it. I am simply
confronted with the remarkable reality of the results of it.

It’s worth noting that consciousness and the brain are not
the same thing, as I went into in great detail in chapter four.
That understanding might very well be what allows telekinesis
to occur. It’s not a definite explanation, but the reality of



123

telekinesis and the view of consciousness as non-physical
complement each other beautifully. Telekinesis strongly
suggests that the point where the physical body ends and the
rest of the world begins is not the edge of the essential you.
Consciousness has instant fluid control over the physical body
via the brain, but it also appears to have some limited control
beyond our biological frame. Hence, there is more to us than
our biological selves.

I have received many emails from people thanking me for
my videos, telling me they’ve tried my technique and discovered
telekinesis to be real. Occasionally, however, someone will
tell me that they’ve tried and tried and nothing happens. There
are a couple of reasons why this might be the case. The big
one is the question of intention. Nobody said it was easy to
overcome a lifetime of  conditioning that’s telling you “It’s
impossible.” The only way for you to overcome this is to look
inside yourself and figure out what might be causing doubts
and creating mental blocks. No one can do this but you.
Secondly, it’s possible there are any number of  environmental
factors affecting the outcome. I’ve noticed that spending an
hour doing telekinesis can exhaust me physically. Clearly, a
great deal of  energy is going somewhere, and so a great deal
of  energy is required. Are you the sort of  person who gets a
good night’s sleep, or do you survive from day to day on copious
amounts of  caffeine? How are your health and energy levels
in general? It’s likely that these factors matter. I’ve heard it
said that fluoride in the water supply is detrimental, not only
to your general health, but specifically to the pineal gland in
your brain. And I have heard that the pineal gland is involved
in psychic abilities. It may be worth finding out if  fluoride is in
your local water supply. Personally, I’ve gone as far as using a
non-fluoride toothpaste. These, and other undetected reasons,
could be the cause of failure. I can only speculate and so must
you.

Ultimately, I reject any notion that I’ve got some unique
“superpower” – an aberration that I was born with that makes
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me special. If  I wanted to feed my ego, I could tell you that.
But I have no reason to presume I’m any more or less special
than everyone else. After all, we are all Infinite Consciousness.
What I can do, anyone can do. With a little DIY, this amazing
discovery is open to anyone who wants it.

Safety first
I have been asked, mostly by Christians, about whether there
are any dangers in doing telekinesis. I suppose this comes from
the fear that the devil is somehow involved. I don’t find that
viewpoint laughable in the slightest. I’m not a Christian, but I
do believe in a multi-dimensional universe, of which physical
reality is just a tiny frequency that my consciousness is tuned
to. And I can only speculate on what is out there on other
frequencies. Other forms of  consciousness, I would say, some
of  whom wish us well, and some of  whom wish us harm –
what religions would call angels and demons.

Since I don’t have a Christian worldview, I’m not
predisposed to viewing paranormal abilities as originating from
God or Satan. I also think the word “paranormal” is a misnomer.
You may have heard me use it, but I always do so with a wince.
There isn’t the normal (the realm of  physics) and the
paranormal. There is only one coherent multi-dimensional
reality, including the small fraction of  it that we comprehend
and label science. When something that has been classified as
paranormal becomes better understood, it then ceases to be
paranormal and joins the ranks of  the normal. Demonstrating
a walkie-talkie in the fifteenth century would have been
paranormal back then, wouldn’t it? Furthermore, they might
have drowned you in the lake for practising witchcraft, if you
could have shown them such a device. When something is
classified as paranormal, it usually joins the ranks of  the
forbidden (if  you’re religious), or the ridiculous (if  you’re
scientific). This gives you a bias about what it is before you’ve
even investigated it.
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In my personal investigation into telekinesis, which has been
ongoing for one year now, I have not encountered much
indication that other entities are involved, only that something
beyond my conscious mind achieves it. I have assumed this to
be my subconscious or higher self. In fairness, I can’t completely
rule out an alternative. The evidence that I do have points
very much to this being a human ability: (1) The ongoing
improvement of the ability with practice, much like going to
the gym regularly to increase fitness; (2) the requirement for
extremely low friction and the difficulty of progressing beyond
this; (3) the discovery of particular mental techniques to
produce better results; (4) the noticeable expenditure of large
amounts of  my own physical energy; (5) headaches, particularly
when I resume practising after taking a break for a week or
two.

That said, it must be admitted that telekinesis is a leap into
the great playground of the unknown. The word “occult” has
become a highly charged negative term, sometimes seen as
synonymous with witchcraft and Satanism. But the word itself
simply means “hidden.” In that sense only, telekinesis is occult.
But perhaps we should ask, what exactly is a Satanic ritual? It
may well be that it is a leap into the very same playground of
the unknown, only with a religious expression on the surface
and an intent to inflict harm, such as the placing of  a curse on
an individual. In defending telekinesis and other psychic
abilities, it’s easy to say, “It’s not black magic,” and that is
true. But we’re failing to ask another important question: “What
is the power behind black magic?” Underneath the religious
mask of real magic, whether white or black, and underneath
psychic abilities, could be the same energetic source. In all
fairness, I would be lying if I said I was one hundred percent
comfortable with practising telekinesis. I’ve chosen to explain
how it’s done simply because I love knowledge and I believe
in sharing discoveries freely. But I feel the strong need to
impress upon the reader the necessity of acting responsibly
with this information.
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I chose to focus on telekinesis, out of  a range of  paranormal
abilities, because I had seen it done. But I could equally have
chosen something else. I’ve actually made a start to telepathy,
attempting to mentally “read” drawings that have been placed
in envelopes. It’s early days for this one, but the results I’m
getting suggest more than accidental likenesses. How is
telepathy possible if we are all individuals, completely distinct
from each other? Upton Sinclair, in his excellent book Mental
Radio (freely downloadable at www.sacred-texts.org) offers this
hypothesis: “It seems to indicate a common substratum of
mind, underlying our individual minds, and which we can learn
to tap.” A strong pointer, yet again, to the notion that beyond
the physical realm there is a single unified consciousness.

The big question is, how much of a leap into the unknown
is it safe to take? To my astonishment, I learned that Andrew
paid a price for his own journey into the occult. I have no idea
how great a leap he took, or what things he was into specifically,
but there was a cost involved that he never saw coming. I
don’t share Andrew’s Christian convictions, but I would be
remiss not to inform you of  what he went through, in his own
words:

“The stuff I was into came back to haunt me, so I have no
issue believing that there is a whole spiritual ‘science’ that we
in the West have little knowledge of  … Is there another world
out there? Sure. The Bible’s pretty clear that it exists, and you
only have to look at any of the thousands of new age
mysticisms (or, indeed, old age ones) to see that. The problem
is that man is too fallen to play with them beyond a certain
level … I came to understand some of the power I was actually
playing with. Went through a messy period of  demonic
intervention – terrifying until I learned to cling to the promises
of God … Is it possible that there are things you can do beyond
the physical experience that will have no effect on your
salvation? Possibly. Probably, even. Do I know where the line
is? Hell no.”
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When I quizzed Andrew for more details, he provided the
following startling clarification (emphasis mine): “Suffice it to
say that I had a few hitchhikers for the sins of my youth, and
they were a bit upset about the [Christian] path I was taking.
Life turned distinctly unpleasant for a few weeks. Eventually,
I had an intervention, where I got the elders to pray for me,
and a couple of folks who had experience invited me over and
prayed it through. The garden at the front of their house burst into
flames. You see, when you play with those sorts of  forces, you
invite them into your life. It’s not possession, but they have
their claws in you anyway, and you often have no idea what
you are inviting to stay when you mess with it. It doesn’t require
you to believe in God or any religion, but the invite is there
nonetheless.”

Obviously, I can’t report a startling claim like this as if  it
constitutes evidence. But speaking for myself, I simply have
to take my friend seriously. That said, the sheer convenience
of  the fire erupting outside the house (where it would destroy
the shrubs but not the sofa) isn’t lost on me, and makes me
wonder if Andrew was being sold a little snake oil. I simply
don’t know. All things considered, it makes me cautious. It
may seem like I’m disregarding Andrew’s experience by
ploughing ahead with my telekinesis experiments, but his
warning is well taken. In our tendency to dabble, I think it’s
important that we take note of the advice and warnings of
others who have gone before, and we should do very little
without a lot of guidance. My experiments into telekinesis are
based on the complete absence of  any accounts of  harm
resulting from this specific practice. Please do not let your
own excitement at the discovery cause you to dive fearlessly
and recklessly into the complete unknown.

Standing alone with the truth
The moment I successfully achieved telekinesis for the first
time, I couldn’t help but laugh out loud. The discipline of
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physics, which so many people pledge unswerving allegiance
to, had just gone pop. I now had in my hands physical evidence
that reality was a stranger place to live than the vast majority
of  scientists would ever assent to.

Admittedly, telekinesis proves nothing definitive about the
view that we are Infinite Consciousness, although it does
strongly suggest that consciousness is not entirely brain-based.
What it does prove is that one person can stand in opposition
to a view that is adhered to by countless minds of greater
intellect and a significant portion of the population, and that
person can know he is right, because he went after the elusive
evidence and grasped it. Where others laugh and ridicule,
unquestioningly accepting the conditioning of  their life’s
experience and education, I tore it all down and rebuilt a
perspective on reality that I thought was right.

Telekinesis, for me, was the ultimate validation that a person
can stand alone from the crowd and be the one who gets to the
truth. That’s what made me laugh so hard – the absurdity of
“little me” being in that position. Yet here I am. Care to join
me? Go get a needle and a sheet of  paper.
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9
Take Back Your Responsibility

You are what you eat
When you question everything, it’s not just a spiritual
transformation that ensues. Your whole life is affected, as you
begin to realise that much of what you took for granted as
“normal life” is completely abnormal and even dangerous to
your health.

I have had a problem with being overweight my whole life.
It was pretty bad when I was at school, until I finally had a
moment of clarity at age sixteen (that is, I had the hots for a
particular girl and wanted to be in with a chance). I cut out
lunches, bedtime suppers, and went cycling every day after
school. It worked. Within a couple of months I was looking
great, and I kept most of  the weight off  for several years. But
I gradually started putting it on again, and although I never
ended up with the same obesity as in my childhood, I did end
up with an annoying layer of flab around my middle. In recent
years I made an effort to eat a little more conscientiously, but
I never managed to shift the blubber – until something came
to a head in December 2007.

I started experiencing some bowel problems. That’s a lie. I
had been having bowel problems for a few years: soreness,
minor bleeding, occasional constipation. Okay, if  you need to,
have a big horselaugh and get it over with, because I’ve actually
got some important things to say here. It got to the point where
I would hate the thought of going to the toilet. In December
2007 I decided: “This can’t go on.” What’s the first thought
that comes into your head? “Go see the doctor.” That might
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well be a big mistake, and I’ll explain why shortly. What I did
was a little internet research and I came across an interesting
web site called Wai Says (www.waisays.com). Some of  the stuff
on the site is radical, but I read an interesting piece on how the
“eat more fibre” rule is not the answer to constipation. This
piqued my interest, because I had a very fibrous diet already
and it wasn’t helping.

To cut a long story short, I learned that the old axiom “five
portions of  fruit or veg per day” is a misnomer. I was getting
my five portions a day, but I was making it all veg, no fruit.
When you think about it, fruit is completely different from
vegetables in terms of  sugars, so how can the health profession
make this blanket statement, lumping the two types of food
together as if you can ignore the quantities of each? I’m
convinced that the lack of  fruit sugars was a major factor in
my constipation, and my overindulgence in vegetables (too
much fibre) meant that my bowels were often trying to evacuate
food too quickly, causing soreness and minor bleeding. That’s
not the whole story. I still liked my weekly (or twice weekly)
Chinese takeaways, full of  who knows what in terms of  artificial
additives. I decided the only thing to do was to cut everything
out and start off with “safe” foods – those proven to benefit
the human body. Here’s how I now eat:

Breakfast: Every morning I have toasted brown bread with
butter and honey, a big tall glass of  pure orange juice, and a
large slice of melon. I find this perks me up to the degree that
I don’t even feel the need for a caffeine drink. In the beginning
I was pining for a cup of tea and a big bowl of cereal, but
these cravings vanished after a few days. I actually have a big
problem with cereal. I think it was instrumental in me gaining
weight in the past, and the processed nature of it may have
been responsible for some of  my bowel issues. In any case, I
find cereal completely unnecessary. Pure orange is great, and I
go the extra mile to buy the “not from concentrate” variety.

Lunch: Usually I’ll eat fruit of  one kind or another.
Occasionally I’ll also indulge in some crisps, but only the hand-
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cooked variety that contains nothing artificial. I don’t want
you to get the idea that I’ve got this completely regimented
eating schedule. I don’t. I just know what I can and can’t eat.

Dinner: Most evenings I will have some kind of meat with
my meal. I regularly buy fish (proper fish, like salmon straight
from the meat counter at the supermarket, not some processed
Fish Fingers) and steak (real steak, not fat-laden beef-burgers).
I never make chips, nor do I buy those oven chips (which are
coated in fatty batter). Instead, I cut potatoes up into wedges,
roll them in olive oil and cook them in the oven (a little herb is
nice on top). I make three particular meals regularly: (1) salmon,
pasta and salad; (2) steak, wedges, peas, mushrooms and
onions; (3) steak and vegetable stir-fry with brown rice. After
dinner, I will often indulge in a cup of tea and some chocolate
(the expensive ninety percent cocoa variety; I find it doesn’t
do me any harm at all).

I’ll be the first to admit this is not the only way to eat, but
it represents a pattern of eating that is the only way to eat, if
you want to maintain your health. The pattern is this: eat real
food. Avoid all processed meats and as many artificial food
additives as you possibly can. When you’ve been at the
butchers browsing the meats, did you ever look at the label
under the sausages that says something like “Actual meat content
75%”? What the hell is it that the rest of the sausage is made
of ! Do yourself  a favour and buy an actual pork chop or
something. You want to know a really delicious alternative to
a beef-burger? Buy a tenderised minute steak (instead of a
processed patty; the meat will be tougher, but still brittle
enough to bite), some tomato (as an alternative to ketchup),
add lettuce, onion, cheese, and put in a bun. Delicious.

For a savoury snack, if  you buy a packet of  organic hand-
cooked crisps, you know you’re eating actual slices of  potato
cooked in sunflower oil. The ingredients label should look fairly
straightforward. Be sure and also check out the ingredients
label on a packet of Pringles and you’ll see a list of unintelligible
chemical substances. I noticed a television advertisement for
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Smarties that said, “No artificial colours.” This is the perfect
example of the way companies will try to deceive the public
into believing their product has a healthy side. Here’s how you
tell: when a product says, “No artificial colours,” it means there
are artificial flavours, otherwise it would proudly display, “No
artificial flavours or colours.” I see this all the time and I steer
clear of food like that. Some ingredients lists bear the
mysterious solitary word “flavouring,” which gives the company
a licence to put who knows what in the food. When you
purchase sweets for your child, do you realise you’re probably
giving him a lump of chemically enhanced refined sugar? Do
you honestly believe that is beneficial to a developing body?
Do you suspect, as I do, that it might be harmful?

According to research, the two major artificial additives to
watch out for are monosodium glutamate (MSG) and aspartame.
These additives do not serve any digestive function whatsoever.
They are, quite simply, drugs, and their function is to affect
the brain. MSG is called a flavour enhancer. It is designed to
fool your brain into thinking that what you’re eating is tastier
than it really is. Aspartame is a drug that is designed to fool
your brain into tasting sugar when there is no sugar present.
You can be almost certain that any product displaying the words
“diet” or “sugar-free” contains aspartame. In 1992 the US Air
Force formally warned all its pilots not to consume diet drinks
(specifically diet drinks) because of the effect they would have
on the pilots’ performance while in flight. Maybe it’s just me,
but somehow the idea of bombarding my body with brain-
altering drugs on a regular basis does not sound like a good
idea. Yet the food companies blaze the term “sugar-free” on
their products, pretending they’re doing us a favour. When the
word “diet” is on a soft drink, it’s not there because the
company cares about your health, it’s there because the
company is attempting to lull a health-conscious person into
buying its product, abusing the person’s desire for health and
offering him something that is less healthy than the regular
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product. It’s all about money: the highest profit-margin at any
cost – even the cost of  the public’s health.

Here’s how common modern eating habits work. The
unhealthy food is shoved in our faces through television
advertising; it’s calling out to us as we walk through the
supermarket. So we buy it and eat it. And we find that it tastes
delicious, because it has been chemically treated to affect us
in that way. So we keep on doing it. And the detrimental effects
don’t show themselves for years, until we suddenly realise we’re
obese, or we’re diabetic, or we’ve got bowel cancer, or who
knows what else. A friend once said to me, “All things in
moderation.” But to me, processed foods and artificial additives
are more akin to slow-working poisons, and it would be crazy
to subscribe to the idea of arsenic in moderation. One
microgram won’t kill me, but don’t ask me to eat it anyway.
About a year ago I let my guard down at a barbeque, where
there were processed meats on offer. So I indulged, just this
once. I paid the price the following day; my body, now re-
sensitised to eating real food, almost felt like it was trying to
tear me a new anus.

Am I an alarmist? I think I need to be. I’m no dietician, and
I’ll be the first to admit there may be minor inaccuracies in my
writing, but if  you still think there’s no link between cancer
and food, you clearly haven’t been watching the news in recent
years. We need to stop playing copycat with society and realise
that our eating habits are completely at odds with mankind’s
natural relationship with the Earth.

Treat the cause, not the symptom
I no longer have bowel problems. And I’m glad I was able to
sort out my discomfort without resorting to a doctor. Although
I didn’t realise at the time how lucky an escape I may have
had. I know someone else who has bowel problems who did
go to see a doctor. And the doctor prescribed a remedy. In
other words, the doctor gives you something that allows you
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to keep on harming your body without noticeable ill effects
(until it’s too late), and also helps keep the laxative industry
running smoothly, as well as helping you grow dependent on
an artificial means of  keeping your body functioning normally.
The last thing the health profession needs is to run out of  sick
people. It’s called treating the symptoms instead of  the causes.
Far be it from me to demonise all doctors in the world, but this
is something to watch out for. The food industry makes us ill,
and the health care industry picks us up so that we can go on
making ourselves ill. And all the while, the money drops from
our pockets into theirs. It’s a perverse world.

In 2008 throughout the UK, mass vaccinations of young
teenage girls took place as protection against cervical cancer.
By and large, parents appeared to be handing over their
daughters, with a blind trust in the health service, to be guinea
pigs in what was essentially an experimental vaccine. I was
reminded of the disaster that was thalidomide in the 1950s – a
sedative that, when taken by pregnant women, caused
deformities in their babies. But by and large, people don’t think.
It’s as simple as “Oh, you’re doctors and scientists. You know
what’s best. I trust you.” Rarely does it enter into the heads of
people that the pharmaceutical industry is going ka-ching, ka-
ching, ka-ching, lifting money straight out of the pockets of
the tax-payers, for every person willing to be vaccinated.

My personal reluctance towards the use of vaccines, and
pharmaceutical products of  all kinds, is based on what
chemicals do to the human body. A drug will have a positive
effect, which is stated as the function of  the drug, and then it
has a list of  side-effects. What many fail to realise is that the
term “side-effect” is a misnomer. The side-effects are the effects.
It’s doesn’t matter if  you write the positive effect in bigger
letters than the side-effects; they are all the effects. It’s not as
black and white as simply choosing a vaccine because you’re
better safe than sorry. You have to weigh the likelihood of
contracting the disease with the detrimental effects done to
your body by the vaccine.
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I always consider pharmaceutical drugs a last resort, but
no one knows their value more than me. Several years ago, on
holiday in Canada, I was bitten by something (possibly a black
widow spider in my sleep) and got blood-poisoning. I would
probably have died, if not for having my veins pumped full of
penicillin. So I can appreciate both sides of the story all too
well.

I decided to do some research into the cervical cancer
vaccine and quickly uncovered a few poignant medical facts.
The biggest cause of  cervical cancer is HPV (human
papillomavirus, which shows itself  as genital warts). HPV is
specifically what the vaccine is designed to prevent. In the
overwhelming amount of cases, HPV is sexually transmitted
through an already infected partner. So, basically, your
likelihood of contracting HPV hinges almost entirely on your
sexual behaviour. In other words, the cause of  cervical cancer,
by and large, is sexual promiscuity. The health service is treating
the symptom of sexual promiscuity by recommending
vaccinations for all girls. Here’s how you would treat the cause:
educate all girls about the risks of  contracting cervical cancer
through sexual promiscuity. People would quickly realise: “If
it’s that easy to avoid HPV, why take the vaccine?” But of
course, where’s the money in that approach? The health service
would rather advise every girl to have an unnecessary chemical
cocktail injected into her veins. Is that a ka-ching I hear?

I could very easily have ended up sitting here today as
overweight as I was in December 2007, thanks to doctors.
“Ah, you must have Irritable Bowel Syndrome. Here’s a
prescription.” Instead, I’m two and a half inches slimmer at
the waist and feeling better than I’ve felt for most of my life.
And I did it without any form of  dieting. Dieting is fruitless
because it’s temporary. I lost weight even though I’m eating
chocolate regularly, for goodness sake. At a time in my life
when people typically inherit the “middle-age spread,” the
opposite is happening. What I did was make a permanent
lifestyle change – one that I’ve adjusted to completely and
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love, and one that will stand to me for the rest of my life. I
have not only woken up to the dangers of unhealthy eating; I
have lost any kind of craving for it. When you detoxify your
body from all that chemical-laden crap, you learn that the foods
nature placed on Earth for our enjoyment are actually delicious.

When I communicate this kind of  information, I’m struck
by how difficult it can sometimes be to affect people. When
we eat junk, we don’t notice how we’re increasing the toxicity
of our bodies, damaging our immune systems, and adversely
affecting our brains. The effects progress so slowly as to be
unnoticeable on a day-to-day basis, and that’s as far as people
are prepared to gaze. “I feel the same today as I did yesterday,
so what’s the problem?” We gravitate to what is familiar instead
of  doing what we really need to do, which is revolutionise our
thinking.

What you eat has a direct effect on your ability to stay
healthy and on your very longevity. Did you know that your
body does not age in years? Bodies age at different rates
according to how well they are looked after. A friend of  mine
was once shocked when I pointed to someone across the street
and said, “He was in my class at school.” The guy was the
same age as me, but looked ten years older. He looked ten
years older because he was ten years older – not in years, but in
terms of  the body’s natural ageing process. A lifetime of
tobacco and alcohol abuse had caused this, and food is part of
the same equation. Measuring our ages in years is completely
artificial. Without indulging in some fantasy of  immortality,
it’s true to say that you are in far more control of  the ageing
process than you may have realised.

The only downside to this healthier way of living is that it
costs more. And to that, I reply with a simple “So what?” We
can all make adjustments to our lifestyles, allowing us to
prioritise our health. Not to do so is like choosing to commit
suicide at a snail’s pace.
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No snowflake in an avalanche ever felt
responsible
The harm we do doesn’t begin and end with our bodies, but
extends to the rape of the planet itself. Every two weeks I
move a bin full of  rubbish to the front of  my house for
collection. A portion of that refuse is non bio-degradable,
mostly packaging from products, occasionally some things from
the house that have broken. These items will be taken to landfill
sites where they remain indefinitely. Consider how big these
sites must be when everyone in the modern world is doing the
same, all the time – an ever-flowing river of waste that has
nowhere to go and just keeps building. The actual life-cycle of
a product, be it a stereo, television, computer, or whatever, is
not from its creation in a factory to its release in your bin, but
from its creation in a factory to its final degradation countless
centuries later in landfill. In that wider context, a product is
nothing more than a piece of refuse that is used for a short
time by a human being. It wouldn’t be so bad if  things were
made to last, but often they break down and need replaced.
Every year new versions of existing gadgets come out, tempting
you to throw away the old for a handful of  new features. We
live in a culture of  take, make, and throw away. And the final
destination of our refuse is often out of sight, out of mind. As
individuals, it doesn’t appear to affect us much, but the Earth
has to cope with it. And we need to remember that we are
completely dependent on the Earth. Hypnotised by television,
victims of our own culture, we behave like reckless
spendthrifts, cluttering our homes with junk that we don’t need
and barely even want.

I sometimes imagine what it might be like for a native
American Indian from centuries ago to set foot in our modern
world and observe our culture. In contrast to that simple way
of life which took from the Earth only what it needed, he
would witness us getting drunk on materialism. We sacrifice
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so much of our lives, working forty or more hours a week for
what we call a “living,” only to invest what little free time we
have staring zombie-like into a box in the corner of the room,
or buying more and more pointless junk in an attempt to fill a
void inside us. I think our homes and our shopping malls would
look like incomprehensible insanity to that Indian. We don’t
see that truth because we blindly accept the structure of  our
lives without question. But it’s a structure that is ever-so-
gradually assassinating the planet.

During those times when public spending actually decreases,
this is viewed by the government as a bad thing for the
economy. So, to help the economy you have to keep on
destroying the planet, and to save the planet you have to harm
the economy. How insane the way our society is structured.

Look at how many cars are on our roads. Every day we
take fossil fuels from the ground and turn them into pollution
on a grand scale. In some cities there is so much traffic that a
permanent smog overhangs the place. It’s not just cars that are
at fault. Most of the electricity in our homes comes from fossil
fuels, the pollution from which is released into the air on a
grand scale at the power plants. I recall a girl from Sheffield,
England, who came to live here in Northern Ireland, telling
me that the air here was noticeably fresher. People are forced
to live in places where they aren’t even permitted to breathe
properly, and we call this normal life!

I’m not saying we should never purchase a car, never buy a
new stereo, never do anything nice for ourselves. But we need
to wake up to what we are all, collectively, doing to the planet
and make changes for the better that will allow the Earth to
recover. The way that mankind has been living since the dawn
of the Industrial Revolution is simply not sustainable in the
long run, because it is all based on turning finite resources into
pollution.

There’s a saying: “No snowflake in an avalanche ever felt
responsible.” Our personal contribution to the destruction of
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the planet always feels tiny. Open your eyes to the big picture
and take responsibility.

We destroy the planet for one reason: short-sighted,
unthinking, boundless human greed. If we wake up to the
insanity of  that greed on a grand scale, before it’s too late, the
Earth will recover.
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10
Rewrite Your Programming

Truth or propaganda
Newspapers and television have a huge impact on our lives.
When information is repeated often, through multiple sources,
we have a tendency to accept it as fact, purely because we’ve
been lulled into thinking, “Everybody knows that.” This is
nothing but our natural inclination to join the herd. If we choose
not to believe what we are told, but to research things ourselves,
we might well end up concluding, “That’s insane!” Consider
my brief  exposé of  the cervical cancer vaccine in the previous
chapter. When you look beyond the propaganda that is thrust
in your face by the mainstream media, then you might have a
chance at getting to the truth. There is a wealth of  important
information about such issues as 9/11, the wars in Afghanistan
and Iraq, global warming, the credit crunch, globalism, and
other hot topics, that rarely sees the light of day on media
giants like the BBC, CNN, and Fox News.

All organisations are based on a pyramid power structure.
Take the education system. The teachers at the bottom of  the
pyramid deliver a curriculum to pupils, in accordance with the
wishes of their heads of department; the heads of department
act in according to the direction of the principal; the principal
is answerable to a board of governors; the board of governors
is answerable to a regional education board; up and up it goes.
Ultimately, policy is dictated by a few people at a high level,
and the people lower down the pyramid are not privy to the
agendas of  those above. This pyramid structure is equally true
of  banking, business, military, politics, religion, medicine and
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journalism. Journalists and news reporters act in subservience
to the wishes their bosses, who in turn act in subservience to
their bosses, and so on up the pyramid. The problem with
reporting truth in this structure is that we at the bottom of  the
pyramid are not privy to the games played by the powerful
people above, where huge sums of money change hands
between media moguls, politicians, pharmaceutical companies,
etc.

Independent journalists and researchers who have no
affiliation to major corporations are the ones who are
uncovering the real truth. Everywhere else you’ll hear what
the system wants you to hear, and you’ll hear it so often that
you’ll assume it to be true. Propaganda is not something that
only existed in Nazi Germany. It’s something that plays you
and I like a fiddle every day – if we let it.

It’s not easy to wade through the sea of  non-mainstream
information on the internet, because you have to really be on
your toes to separate the well researched data from the poor.
But when you stick with it, you start to learn that there is a lot
more going on in the world that what you are being told on the
TV. You may be branded a conspiracy nut, but only by those
who are happy to suck on the teat of the mainstream news
and never move on to solid food.

We are not being informed; we are being programmed. That
is to say, sometimes mind control is as simple as information
control. All it takes to shape the opinions of a nation is a daily
diet of  half  the truth.

How subliminal advertising works
There is a scene in the 2009 remake of the movie The Day the
Earth Stood Still where Jennifer Connelly and Keanu Reeves
pull into a parking lot at night. The camera is positioned in
front of their car, looking in through the windshield. As the
vehicle grinds to a halt, the reflection of a huge letter “M”
crawls up the glass, a yellow “M” with very familiar curved
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peaks. If  you’ve seen the movie, do you recall having this huge
McDonald’s advertisement thrust in your face? If  you spotted
it, good for you, because you weren’t supposed to. It’s what’s
known as a subliminal, which means “below threshold” –
something that’s designed to get into your head by bypassing
the critical faculty of  normal conscious awareness. Most people
have heard of subliminal messages, and the example that
probably comes to mind is a lightning-quick message flashed
across a screen – gone before you’ve time to read it. That
certainly is a subliminal, but subliminals are also much more
crafty than this.

In the movie, the attention of most viewers is on the
conversation Jennifer and Keanu are having, not on the
McDonald’s logo. Typically, we look through the glass, not
directly at it. Someone may ask, “What’s the value of  an
advertisement if no one pays attention to it?” When you
understand something of the nature of the mind, then it
becomes clear that it’s precisely your lack of  attention the
advertisers are counting on.

Your conscious mind is aware of  only a fraction of  the
information that is presented to it in your moment-to-moment
experience. You might go out for a walk and not notice the
sound of  birdsong. You might be so engrossed in a television
program that you don’t notice someone in the room asking
you a question. You may have listened to a song fifty times
but never noticed a subtle bassline until one particular moment
when your attention is drawn to it. When you drive a car,
countless aspects of your environment slip by while you
concentrate on the road ahead; they are within sight of your
eyes, but there is no opportunity to pay them any attention as
you navigate the twists and turns of the road. The conscious
mind is stuck in five-sense awareness and able to pay attention
to only a narrow band of those five senses at any moment.

The subconscious, however, sees it all, making a permanent
recording of  everything that the conscious mind misses. It is
not restricted to a focus of attention. Think of the subconscious
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like a dark room with all sorts of stuff lying around in it, and
the conscious mind is like a torch roving about, picking out
things from the black.

When a message is flashed on the television screen for only
a single frame (one twenty-fifth of a second), the conscious
mind hasn’t got a hope of reading it. But the subconscious
mind makes a perfect recording. Critical thinking is a process
of the conscious mind. The subconscious, on the other hand,
has no sense of  judgement whatsoever. If  someone says
something to us, or we read a piece of  information, the
conscious mind is then able to judge the worth of that message.
But if the message goes straight to the subconscious by
bypassing conscious awareness, the subconscious will
automatically act on it without our awareness.

Apply this understanding to the McDonald’s logo in The
Day the Earth Stood Still. The less we notice it, the better. But
what value is a logo without a sales pitch? What difference
does it make if the darkened room of my subconscious has a
big letter “M” lying around among the other junk? How can
that make me rush out and buy a Big Mac? In chapter six I
used the examples of learning to type and learning to drive to
illustrate how the subconscious is continually trying to help
the conscious mind, by taking the workload off our attention.
This helpfulness, which is completely outside of our control,
is what allows subliminal messages to work.

Picture this: you’re sitting at home, warm and snug in your
living room, tucking into a snack, while The Day the Earth Stood
Still is pouring out of the TV across the room and into your
eyes. While you’re in this feel-good state, a big McDonald’s
logo is staring you in the face, but you don’t see it. Your
subconscious, however, sees all. Always trying to take the
workload off your conscious mind, your subconscious puts
yours feel-good emotional state and the McDonald’s logo
together, because it thinks that’s what you wish to happen.
Later, when you drive your car past the local McDonald’s
takeaway and you spot that big letter “M” on the building, you
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may start to feel good, and you have no idea why. It’s really
your subconscious dictating the feeling, because that’s what
your experience taught it to do. The effect is so subtle that you
don’t even ask yourself why you feel good. Of course, one
subliminal message in one movie isn’t going to have much of
an effect. A cumulative effect is created by the constant
repetition of the same theme, again and again, in other movies
and during commercial breaks. Just look at how often we are
subjected to advertisements. Every ten to fifteen minutes of
air-time is interrupted by three to five minutes of
advertisements. The commercial breaks are usually broadcast
at a higher volume than the programmes and are often timed
to coincide with breaks on other channels, in case you switch.
None of this, I’ll wager, is by accident.

Ask yourself, how many television advertisements are
designed to inform you, whereas how many are designed to
make you feel something? With this in mind, you can start to
appreciate the importance of a company having a distinct,
simple, identifiable symbol on their products and services. In
time, your subconscious learns a clear message from the
experiences you feed it, and it starts to tell you: “McDonald’s
makes me feel good.” And unless you’ve educated yourself
with the likes of  Morgan Spurlock’s excellent documentary
Super Size Me, which exposed the horrors of the fast food
industry, then you have no reason not to follow what makes
you feel good. Ka-ching! “Big Mac and fries, please.”

“No need to think; just feel”
Some time ago in the UK there was a television advertisement
for the cervical cancer vaccine that was being introduced for
teenage girls. Did this advert inform the public of  the medical
facts about cervical cancer and the vaccine? No. Instead, it
staged a little feel-good play, where a school-girl sang a song
with words like “Had the jab we need; girls feeling safe,”
combined with images of her playing netball in the school
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playground with her friends. This was aimed at teenage girls
and was designed to stimulate the positive emotions associated
with fun school activities, then transfer those emotions to the
cervical cancer vaccine, regardless of  what the viewer does or
doesn’t know about the vaccine. The only useful information
in the advertisement was a web-link at the tail end, where you
could go and get the facts. I mean, really, who keeps a notepad
by their armchair to take down web sites while they watch
TV? Based on the content of the advert itself, it was essentially
saying, “You don’t need to think. Information is irrelevant.
Just feel how we want you to feel.” How about instead using
those thirty seconds to properly inform the public about the
risks of  developing cervical cancer and about the side-effects
of  the vaccine? Then they can make an informed choice about
whether to have their daughters vaccinated. But no, the
National Health Service prefers to subject school-girls to mind
control, to lull them into feeling positive emotions instead of
presenting impartial freedom of choice. At the risk of sounding
paranoid, I suspect the real reason why the vaccine is advertised
in this manner is because it is a product, just like a Big Mac is
a product, and the drug companies want as many people as
possible to “consume” this product, so that they can make as
much money as possible at the expense of the tax-payers who
have no choice but to fund them. “But we care!” says the NHS.
I’ll believe that when you stop trying to control my mind.

Another alarming TV advertisement was a recruiting drive
by the British armed forces called “Start Thinking Soldier.”
The advert dramatised a combat scenario in the style of a first-
person shooter videogame, placing the television screen as the
eyes of  the soldier. It was clearly designed to appeal to the
young gaming generation. The viewer is reminded of the good
feelings associated with playing games – the adrenaline rush
of full-on virtual combat, the pleasure of outwitting an enemy
with superior tactics. The subconscious is then encouraged to
link the real-life combat shown on the advertisement to the
good feelings of  videogames. The message is clear: “You like
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videogames? Well, if  you want the ultimate adrenaline rush,
sign up for the armed forces.” No useful information. No critical
thinking encouraged. It’s all feel, feel, feel. “Feel what we want
you to feel. You’re the donkey; just follow the carrot we’re
holding in front of your nose. No need to think.” Remember,
this isn’t an advert that’s trying to make you change your brand
of  fabric softener. It’s using the feeling you get from killing
videogame characters and attempting to associate it with the
killing of  real people in real war.

These are not sinister exceptions in an otherwise clean and
safe world of  advertising. This is how the whole advertising
game is played. It’s the straightforward and informative adverts
that are the exception. Emotional manipulation is the norm.
Ever watch a television advert and you thought it was
completely daft? Doesn’t matter. Did it make you laugh? That’s
what mattered. Can you even remember what the product was?
No? Doesn’t matter. Your subconscious took note of  that
brand logo, and rest assured you’ll feel good when you see it
again. Why would a company pay thousands of pounds to
parade a celebrity in front of your nose for thirty seconds when
a second-rate actor would do just as well? You won’t feel the
same way about Joe Bloggs as you do about Bruce Willis
(currently advertising Aviva insurance), Ewen McGregor
(Davidoff Adventure fragrance), Samuel L. Jackson (Virgin
Media broadband) – take your pick. We’ve all had experiences
with celebrities before, because we’ve enjoyed their movies,
appreciated their recipes, tapped our feet to their music, or
whatever. Their presence in an advertisement is not to inform
you; it’s to make you feel good and manipulate your
subconscious to link that feeling to the product or service,
regardless of what you do or don’t know about it.

This is how the wool is pulled over our eyes. This is how
we are treated like sheep every day. This is how we make
decisions without any awareness that a great part of the
decision-making process is being done for us – below threshold.
I encourage everyone to start watching their televisions in a
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radically different manner. In movies and dramas, keep an eye
out for those product placement logos. In advertisements,
always ask, “What am I being encouraged to feel right now
and why?” When a subliminal is spotted, all its power over
you is instantly gone, because the critical thinking of the
conscious mind now has its say. And if  you want to go as far
as tossing your television in the trash, it’s further than I’ve
gone, but kudos to you. The world may laugh, but I won’t be
joining in.

The 1970s film Dawn of the Dead is, on one level, just a
horror movie, but it also happens to contain a profound subtext.
Four humans take refuge in a shopping mall from the undead
hoards ravaging the world. From the safety of the roof, they
gaze at the zombies who wander aimlessly about the parking
lot. Fran asks Stephen, “What are they doing? Why do they
come here?” Stephen replies, “Some kind of  instinct. Memory,
of  what they used to do. This was an important place in their
lives.” In another scene, another survivor, Peter, says, “They’re
after the place. They don’t know why, they just remember –
remember that they want to be in here.” Fran asks, “What the
hell are they?” Peter says, “They’re us, that’s all.” In other
words, when Peter looked at the brain-dead behaviour of the
zombies, there was no significant difference from the behaviour
of  an average human being.

We’re zombies! To one extent or another, we’ve been lulled
into becoming mind-controlled non-thinking zombies by a black
box that sits in the corner of  the living room. We think we
have free will, unaware of  how often we’re actually reacting to
emotional stimuli that have been craftily implanted in us. The
mind control of advertising can only be described as genius,
since it can manipulate you to do something whilst you feel it
was entirely your own free choice.

A little knowledge is a dangerous thing. In the realm of  big
business, in the hands of people with no spiritual outlook on
life, this deep understanding of the human mind becomes a
tool for the exploitation of the human race. But we can
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personally use this same knowledge to change our lives in
dramatically positive ways.

Knowledge is power
I know a young woman who finds it extremely uncomfortable
to be photographed. At first I thought her reaction to cameras
was based on insecurity about her appearance, but I later learned
from her that the origin of  her fear was much deeper. When
she was a young child, her parents hired a professional
photographer for her birthday party each year. It was always
the same photographer, a bearded man whose physical
appearance frightened her. Being the photographer, he was
never without his camera. And so the girl’s subconscious mind
associated the negative emotions she was feeling with the
camera as well as the man. When this experience was reinforced
over a few years, the same emotions occurred when any camera
was pointed at the girl, regardless of who was holding it. The
subconscious, in an attempt to be helpful, was now dictating
the experience it thought the conscious mind asked for. It’s
exactly the same underlying principle as what happens when
we learn to drive or when we are subjected to subliminal
advertising: the subconscious looks for repeating patterns of
behaviour and starts to perform them on behalf  of  the conscious
mind.

As an adult, she is completely aware that her fear of cameras
is irrational, but the feelings persist regardless of what her
conscious mind knows. A camera appears, and the subconscious
says, “Oh! There’s a camera pointed at you. I know what I’m
supposed to make you feel: fear!” The conscious mind says,
“Stop it. This is irrational. There’s no reason I’m supposed to
feel this.” And the subconscious replies, “Sorry, but I already
know what I’m supposed to be doing.” The mind works this
way because it’s supposed to. Ordinarily, it’s helpful to be able
to bypass conscious awareness; it’s why typing this book into
a computer took a month instead of  a year. If  it were easy to
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retrain my subconscious, I would be able to regress my typing
skills just by telling my subconscious to forget them. Let me
test that … Foiled; I’m still typing as rapidly as ever. That’s
why the subconscious isn’t listening to the conscious mind,
even when the conscious mind attempts to correct it. The way
to remove the old program is by use of the same method that
put the old program there in the first place: repetition.

To cure a phobia, teach your subconscious a new experience.
The most direct and difficult way to do this is to confront the
fear head-on by doing the thing that makes you afraid. At first,
the irrational fear will hit you in the face, but as you repeat the
experience again and again, each time pushing the fear away
and denying it, eventually the subconscious will accept the
new behaviour pattern and remove the old.

There is also an easier way. Not only does the subconscious
pay attention to what you experience through your five senses;
it also pays attention to what you imagine with your mind. For
instance, a man can experience sexual arousal either by looking
at an attractive woman or by imagining an attractive woman.
In both cases, the subconscious takes the image and triggers
the body’s sexual response. It’s important to realise that the
subconscious is never actually responding to something outside
of  you. Taking into account the fact that we are perceivers,
the physical form of  a real woman only exists as electrical
impulses travelling through the brain and taking form in the
visual cortex. The subconscious makes absolutely no distinction
about whether your attention is focused on information that
flows into your brain from the outside world or information
that you manufacture in your imagination.

Fantasy is a powerful thing, and not just in terms of
sexuality. The woman with the camera phobia could try
imagining herself being photographed and getting great
enjoyment out of the experience. She could make up any
imaginary scenario, be it walking on a beach or modelling on a
catwalk. It’s important to be vivid and to inject positive emotion
into a fantasy. Relax as deeply as you can when doing this;
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lying in bed at night, just before falling asleep, is a great time,
because there is less mental chatter getting in the way. When
you do this again and again, your subconscious will take note
and eventually overwrite the old program with the new one.
Persistence is the key.

This technique applies not only to phobias. Think of
someone that you find difficult to like – someone who perhaps
caused you grief in the past and you can barely bring him to
mind without feeling angry or bitter. Think of  an unpleasant
conversation you may have had with this person. Now, let’s
play a little game. I want you to replay the conversation, but
this time vividly imagine the same person with long whiskers,
a shiny black nose, and huge big furry mouse-ears on the sides
of  his head. You’ll find it’s difficult to be angry at someone
who looks like that. Repeat that experience often enough and
the old feelings about this person will disappear.

The point is this: in the whole spectrum of  your experience,
do not accept what your mind dictates you should feel if  it’s
not what you wish to be feeling. When you are weary of  feeling
the same way about the same things, recognise that these
feelings are being dictated by your subconscious, and you can
reprogram your subconscious any time you want using your
imagination.

The information I’ve shared in this chapter comes from
studying the subject of  hypnosis. In my Christian phase, I shied
away from hypnosis because I suspected it was related to the
occult. Little did I know that my rigid worldview was preventing
me from understanding the true cause of  my own behaviour
problems. I constantly failed to live up to my moral aspirations,
spent so much time feeling guilty over self-destructive aspects
of my behaviour that I could never seem to change. I saw the
origin of  these “sins” as original sin, humanity’s sinful nature
inherited through Adam. As a Christian, the indwelling of the
Holy Spirit was supposed to empower me against sinful
behaviour, but he was nowhere to be seen. Little did I know
that it wasn’t original sin dictating my negative behaviour; it
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was my subconscious. With a proper understanding of  how
the mind works, I was able to see that the root cause of my
behaviour problems was my subconscious dictating how I
should feel. Casting my mind back, I was able to spot how
certain experiences and decisions in the past had conspired to
trigger my subconscious to be less than helpful.

How many people in the world are condemned as bad or
evil, without any consideration of the past experiences that
lock them into destructive patterns of  behaviour? We think
we are evil, so we lose our self-esteem, learn to hate ourselves,
and that self-hate leads to hatred of others; negativity breeds
negativity. But we are not evil; we are broken – broken by the
experiences inflicted on our lives and by the irresponsible
choices we’ve made. And we are not broken beyond repair.
Self-healing does not begin by falling at the feet of an imaginary
God who holds us in condemnation; it begins by understanding
why we feel the way we feel and why we do what we do. When
we understand what makes us tick, we can reprogram ourselves
to be the kind of person we want to be. No shame; no guilt.
The current programs that are running in ours minds are not
us. They are just programs, and we can change them any time
we want.
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11
Heal Your Sexuality

Children ensnared
In an ideal world we would we taught the purpose of human
sexuality as we approach puberty, in preparation for the
experience of sexual attraction and, when we mature, the
experience of  sex itself. If  you’re lucky, you get that kind of
an education. If  you’re even luckier, you have open
conversations about sex with your parents without feeling that
there’s something unsavoury about it. And if  you’re luckier
still, you avoid getting indoctrinated by religion to suppress
your sexual thoughts as “sinful.”

Even if  you’re that lucky, something else is waiting to trip
you up – something that has the power to misdirect and reshape
your sexuality before you’ve had any opportunity to discover
what sex is all about. I’m talking about porn.

Statistics at the Family Safe Media web site
(www.familysafemedia.com) state that the average age of
exposure to pornography is eleven years. Take note, that’s the
average age, not the lowest. It means that for every person
who first encounters pornography at fourteen, there’s another
who encounters it at eight. Ninety percent of eight- to sixteen-
year-olds say they have viewed pornography online, most while
doing homework. Eighty percent of fifteen- to seventeen-year-
olds admit to having multiple exposures to hardcore
pornography.

These statistics would have been radically different when I
was growing up, for one prime reason: there was no such thing
as the internet. Today, it’s quite common for parents to naively



154

grant their children unrestricted internet access, often in the
privacy of their own bedrooms, and this is clearly why the
stats say what they say.

The topic of pornography is so unpleasant for some people
that they feel it should be hushed up and never spoken of. On
the opposite end of  the spectrum there are those who enjoy
pornography and feel there is no problem with it whatsoever.
And others will settle for a stance somewhere in between. It
strikes me that any worthwhile opinion on the morality of
pornography should not be based on something as diverse as
personal taste, or on a set of values that we’ve merely inherited
without question from our family, social circle, or religion. Any
worthwhile morality is based on considering the consequences
of  our actions. So, I will be asking the question: what are the
consequences of exposure to pornography?

When I was growing up, there was little opportunity to
indulge in pornography. The closest thing to porn was my mum’s
Littlewoods mail order catalogue, which had a lingerie section. I
know because I looked … regularly. Of  course I did. We’re
biologically wired for sex, so we go looking. In today’s world,
every boy with a computer knows that the little flashing cursor
under the word “Google” is useful for more than just school
homework research. The undiscovered country of pornography
is calling out, “Come on in. The water’s fine.” And every boy
is curious.

Except it’s not just beautiful naked women in erotic poses
that catch his attention. Quite by accident, he discovers …
stranger stuff  – bizarre sexual practices he never imagined. It’s
impossible to avoid. Some of the practices will seem disgusting;
some will excite him, but in a way that feels somehow perverse.
Sexual attraction draws the teenager to pornography; fear of
perversity lets it go so far and no further; need and shame
become uncomfortable bed partners, forever nudging each
other. And life goes on, while he feels powerless and bewildered
and ashamed. That is the situation that faces a typical modern
pubescent teenage boy.
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If  a child encounters pornography as soon as he hits puberty,
his newly awakened sexuality will have no point of reference
from which to distinguish normal sexuality from the highly
distorted presentation of sex in pornographic images and
videos. The risk is that a child may grow up thinking that all
kinds of  perversions are normal.

Real sex versus porn
Christians in particular are eager to overcome the problem of
addiction to pornography, but unfortunately it is often done
from a polarised standpoint. The big mistake Christianity makes
is to replace the addiction with impossible standards of
behaviour, where it is seen as sinful to allow a single sexual
thought to enter your head. Nobody suffers more than
Christian young people for this insanity.

If you put aside for a moment everything you were taught
or conditioned to believe about sex and just look at it for what
it is, the truth is fairly obvious. Sex is nature’s way of  making
sure the human race continues. And nature’s method is really
quite crude, if  we’re honest. We can romanticise all we want,
but nature is basically saying, “I am gonna make this the tastiest
dish you ever had, so that you’ve no choice but to eat it.” If it
were left up to free will alone, the population would be
drastically smaller. As it is, nature constantly nags us to
reproduce, whether we want to or not. Most people would
never dream of injecting heroin into their veins, but nature
uses exactly the same chemical pleasure principle to get us to
do what it wants. Of  course, we’re more than merely stimulus-
response machines. We do have free will, however strongly it
is influenced. We can choose what desires to fulfil and which
to deny (although nagging nature always insists on making the
latter uncomfortable for us).

Of  course, there’s more to sex than just procreation, as
anyone who has experienced sexual intimacy knows. Sexual
intimacy allows you to connect with another person in a deep
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and fulfilling way. I hesitate to spiritualise it, but it is something
way beyond a mere bodily exchange of  fluids. In a relationship
of this kind, you feel so connected to another person that the
unexpected ending of the partnership can be a devastating
blow that takes years to recover from.

Real sex is completely at odds with the kind of sex presented
by pornography. This is where it gets difficult to talk about
because it’s often not pretty, and people can feel soiled by the
mere verbalisation of sex acts they have never before heard
of. Pornography is not (as is sometimes claimed) a celebration
of  female beauty. Pornography is designed to tap into something
quite bizarre and difficult to explain about human sexuality:
the ease with which it can be perverted.

Maybe all you’re looking for are nice pictures of  some
celebrity posing with her kit off, but sooner or later you’re
going to come across something a little naughtier that invokes
a sense of  excitement because it’s forbidden. I’ll give you a
fairly tame example, one that isn’t even considered porn.
Several years ago, a pop music duo called t.A.T.u. emerged
from Russia, consisting of two teenage girls who were
apparently lesbian lovers (likely just a marketing tactic). In the
music video for one of their songs, they kissed each other
sensuously while dressed in school uniforms. Not only were
the girls lesbians, they were school-girl lesbians – the
forbiddenness of same-sex relationships and the forbiddenness
of slightly underage sex. Neither of these details was by
accident; the marketing people behind the band knew exactly
what they were doing, just like pornographers know exactly
what they’re doing. More recently I saw a photograph of  singer
Katy Perry sitting in a child’s paddling pool with her legs spread
suggestively. Here an adult is portrayed in circumstances that
only a child would normally be found in and the situation is
then sexualised, thus encouraging the sexualisation of children
in the minds of  viewers. Most people wouldn’t dream of  having
sex with a child, and yet this kind of  imagery is being thrust in
our faces, not just in pornography, but in the mainstream! As
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for pornography, you won’t have to look far before you come
across a grown woman with her hair done up in ponytails like
a little girl, or dressed in a school uniform, or surrounded by
teddy bears. Pornography does not work by putting sex and
love together; it works by creating an emotional cocktail of
sexuality meshed with whatever is perceived as naughty, nasty
or forbidden.

Drug addiction
In the era before television and the internet, we weren’t
constantly being stimulated day in and day out. After the sexual
awakening of  puberty, we pursued members of  the opposite
sex until we found mutual attraction, fell in love, hooked up,
and started a family. In other words, we did what we were
designed to do. But something has happened to affect that
balanced situation. It began with the invention of the camera,
reached fever pitch with the advent of the mass media, and
reached critical mass with the internet. Sex is simply
everywhere nowadays. You turn on the TV and the
advertisements are using sex to sell anything from cars to
toothbrushes. After 9.00 p.m. things are really allowed to get
steamy and you might catch an erotic programme, or an
unexpected sex scene in a mainstream movie. But the internet
is where the real action is. A flashing cursor and a switched-on
curiosity put you just one small step away from an explosion
of  pornographic photos and videos.

The invention of pornography is to the human what the
invention of the electric light-bulb was to the moth. There are
a few theories about why moths head toward lights. One is
that they use the moon as a means of  navigating. Without
going into detail, suffice it to say we’ve all had the experience
of switching on the bathroom light at night and seeing a
confused moth flapping against the outside of the window in
a persistent but futile attempt to come in. Life was easier and
less confusing for the moth before the invention of the light-
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bulb. His instinct tells him, “It’s the moon. Go that-a-way.”
Smack! And his tiny little brain can’t comprehend the fact that
he’s not in the open fields any more; he’s in the big city and it’s
wall-to-wall with misdirection. He sees the moon everywhere,
but can’t understand it’s not the moon.

Pornography is exactly the same kind of  misdirection.
Sexuality was designed to produce children whilst rooting you
in a deeply satisfying bond of  love with another human being.
Porn simply can’t fulfil what your sexuality was designed for.
As such, disappointment and unfulfilment are built into it. The
potential of human sexuality for love and creation is reduced
to a lonely, loveless orgasm, repeated ad infinitum. Like the
moth, we no longer see the moon because we’ve been
mesmerised by the electric lights.

Since pornography is unfulfilling by its nature, it acts like a
drug that over time requires an ever greater dosage to work,
and by dosage I don’t mean quantity but intensity. Pornography
encourages us to mix sexual desire with negative emotions in
order to get a bigger hit. On one end of  the scale this is
illustrated by porn featuring two people doing something a bit
naughty. On the other end it’s women being degraded and
abused in horrible ways. If  a person new to pornography was
immediately shown the nasty stuff, he might run a mile from
it. But give him exposure by degrees and it’s another story.
When what you’re looking at becomes mundane and unexciting
the more you are exposed to it, the quest for greater stimulation
leads to ever darker forms of  pornography.

How do you discern what’s normal from what’s perverse?
Is it all subjective? I would suggest one simple rule: if  you find
yourself enjoying the thought of doing something to a woman
that you wouldn’t dream of doing to her in a real-life loving
relationship, then you’re perverting your sexuality. The choice
is yours, of course. If you want, you can go down that road,
but accept the consequences. You can embrace the dichotomy
of treating women with respect in public whilst privately
wishing you lived in a world where you could do all sorts of
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things to them without consequence to them and yourself.
That’s not the kind of  person I aspire to be.

It’s also worth asking the question, what turns a man into a
rapist or a child molester? The sinister mentalities of such
people don’t spring into existence from out of nowhere, as if
they were one day suddenly possessed by the devil. I think the
ongoing indulgence in pornography plays a key part in the lives
of  people who end up committing sexual crimes against others.
You can’t feed your mind with imbalanced expressions of
sexuality and expect yourself not to become sexually
imbalanced.

The crux of  my whole objection to pornography is this:
porn changes you. If  you think you can navigate those waters
safely, think again. There’s an adult DVD sales web site that
features its own chart of top-selling pornographic movies, and
at any time the list will consist of titles featuring all kinds of
perverse sexual practices. These are not DVDs stocked to cater
for a minority of  men with particular fetishes. These are the
top sellers! This is clear evidence that the more you indulge in
pornography, the further you will slip towards liking the really
nasty stuff.

If  there’s any doubt about the truth of  what I’m saying,
there’s one experience you can have that will clear it up. And
that is to fall in love with someone, or even to simply recall
what it once felt like to be in love with someone. The kind of
sexual thoughts you have towards this person are so different
from the things you gravitate towards in front of your computer
screen. Being in love makes the scales fall from your eyes,
bringing the two opposing views of sexuality into sharp focus
and showing how utterly different they are, and how horrific
one of  them is.

Sexual healing
When you indulge in pornography, your subconscious is always
at work, as it is in every other aspect of  your behaviour. When
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you connect your sexuality to something perverse and obtain
pleasure from it, and you do this on several occasions, your
subconscious will create an automatic link between the activity
and the feelings of pleasure. This link cannot be broken
instantaneously or easily. There is no way to simply walk away
from pornography and never indulge in it again. You have a
fight on your hands.

The best way to engage in this battle is to do so without
guilt or shame. Feeling guilty over your failure to live up to
your moral aspirations is the first thing that will lure you to
give up. Negative emotions never help. Besides, who are you
feeling guilty on behalf  of? Unless you believe that God is
looking down on you with divine disapproval, your guilt is
pointless. When you fail, just pick yourself  up and keep going.

The aim is not to turn yourself into someone who has to
constantly fight with himself to stay away from pornography;
the aim is to turn yourself into someone who has no lingering
addiction to pornography. The addiction only exists because
you have unwittingly programmed your subconscious to react
in a certain way to certain kinds of  imagery. You can rewrite
that program using exactly the same method I explained in the
previous chapter: the use of your imagination.

Instead of  declaring, “I will not think about this stuff !”
change the fantasy in your head, and especially change how
you feel about it. Whatever questionable sexual practice you
have grown to like, re-imagine it as an experience in the real
world, with a real person who has real feelings about what
you’re doing to them. Give your subconscious a new message,
reinforce it by repetition, and you will soon find that the old
unwanted feelings of  sexual pleasure will disappear.

Pornography is always going to be a temptation because
women are a temptation. Women are supposed to be. But when
you understand the vast difference between real-life sexuality
and the perversion of  sexuality presented by pornography, it
provides a great motivation for staying away from the latter.
Be wise.
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12
Make It a Life Worth Living

The pursuit of wealth
What is the meaning of  life? Many people would say, “I haven’t
got a clue, mate,” which, on the surface, seems like a fair and
unpretentious answer. You may not be aware of  it, but you
have, consciously or otherwise, placed a meaning of some kind
on your life. And that meaning is expressed in what you spend
your life pursuing.

A person who knowingly destroys his health with illegal
drugs has decided that life isn’t worth living. A person who
stands on a street corner shouting to the world about the wrath
of  God has decided to give himself  completely in the service
of  a deity. A person with a big house full of  expensive treasures
has decided that wealth is what matters. A person with an
extensive library of books believes in the pursuit of knowledge.
The list goes on.

Unless you spend your whole life standing completely still,
then you have injected some kind of purpose into it. It could
be one thing, or a mixture of  pursuits. Since no one ever came
along and said, “Here is the meaning of  life,” you took it upon
yourself to get on with the business of living – and living for
something.

But maybe it’s not true that no one told you the meaning
of life. Maybe something was being said, but you just never
consciously took notice. For instance, you’re born into life in
the Western world. It’s all playtime for a few years, then at age
five your parents hand you over to the education system. This
system instructs you with information that will help you
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survive in the world in later life. The aim, according to the
education system, is to be as smart as possible, get as qualified
as possible, so you can get the best job possible, and make as
much money as possible. As you progress through school, six
or more hours of your life, five days per week, are devoted to
this aspiration. The pursuit is done in competition with those
around you, encouraging the dog-eat-dog mentality; somebody’s
got to be first in class, and somebody’s got to be last, even if
everyone works hard. Life becomes a game of  survival of  the
fittest and the pursuit of material wealth. Much later, the real
winners are seen as those with the most expensive cars and
the biggest houses. So many of  us unthinkingly follow this
system, not realising that we’re doing so, and not realising that
whatever you devote your life to becomes your life’s meaning.
I’m not saying that we should all abandon education; I’m saying
that whatever you choose to do, do it consciously.

I don’t regret for a second investing three years of my life
to obtain a university qualification that allowed me to pursue
a career in the computer industry. Once qualified, I recall that
I applied for two particular jobs simultaneously. One of  them
was a much higher-paying job than the other, but a lot less
fun. If I had been offered both jobs, I would have chosen money
over fun, because that was the system-serving thing to do.
That was the decision that never asks the question, “What am
I living for?” I’m relieved that I was only offered the fun job,
because back then I didn’t have the sense say, “I don’t like the
way life works. I’m going to live it with other priorities.”

Look how many of us spend forty hours or more a week
exhausting ourselves doing something we hate. We assume we
need all that money, but if  we allowed ourselves to think outside
of  the box of  the hive-mind of  society, we might see ways to
change our lives. It might be as simple as reconsidering our
addiction to lottery tickets, or how many electronic gadgets
we buy.

I personally even went as far as questioning my need for
the ownership of  a car. Almost all of  my life’s activities take
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place within my local area, and since I don’t have a family to
support, I realised that I could do almost everything by bicycle.
I could save a lot of  money, maintain my health, and reduce
some of the admin of life; there was nothing to lose and
everything to gain. So I made the move from four wheels to
two. Local children who knew me found it funny to begin with.
That’s a sad reflection on how zeitgeist-bound people can be
from a young age. All it takes to bring out laughter and ridicule
is for someone to step outside the boundaries of  what’s
perceived to be normal.

I realise it’s not practical for everyone to give up cars. But
our lives are soaked in unnecessary materialism of one kind or
another. Hypnotised by our television screens, we buy, buy,
buy, then work, work, work, so we can buy, buy, buy. And it
rarely seems to hit home that our way of life is like a prison
without bars. I have a five-days-a-week job, like most people,
but if I didn’t enjoy it, I would asking to have it reduced to
four days, or maybe even three. And yet there are people who
grasp at every opportunity to work overtime, despite doing a
job they hate. In the great pursuit of wealth, your life can easily
become something that is barely fit to be lived.

You may not think you know the meaning of  life, but the
zeitgeist has been dictating a meaning to you your whole life,
and not a very healthy one: “He who dies with the most toys
wins.”

The wealth virus
The reason why it’s so easy to become materialistic is because
of the value we place on material. But what is the material
universe? It’s just a frequency your consciousness is tuned to.
It has no more solidity than a videogame. The pursuit of wealth
in the real world is the same in principle as scoring points in a
videogame. In life you can use your wealth to buy a new car; in
a game, when you accrue enough points, you might have the
choice of equipping your game character with a variety of
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power-ups. The game ends, and the points vanish. Likewise,
life ends, and all contact with your wealth is gone forever.

Oh, sure, your wealth still exists in the world, and you may
feel a sense of satisfaction in leaving it to your sons and
daughters when you die. But let’s take a look at the way of  life
you’re perpetuating. You’re born; you have a few years in which
to enjoy a childhood; then the business of making money
begins. At some point, you may get married and start a family.
Instead of enjoying your money sensibly whilst looking after
your family, the system dictates that you must make more and
more money, to invest in your children’s futures. So you work
harder and harder, thinking about your kids needing cars and
college later on. Now there is no room left for you to have a
life of  your own – to pursue things you want to do. This kind
of  altruism sounds commendable on the surface. But in living
like this, what are you really offering your kids? A chance to
live in exactly the same way you’re doing – to have a brief
childhood followed by a long life of slavery to the system, as
they seek to do for their own children what you did for them.

In principle it’s good to labour for your family’s future, but
it’s important that this doesn’t get out of  control. When you
have a family, you can easily allow so much of  your life to
revolve around preparation for the future instead of living in
the now. You become a slave to the future, never stopping to
realise that the future, being the future, never arrives. Wealth,
instead of being used for what it is – a means to an end –
becomes an insatiable monster that must be fed by you, then
by your sons, then by their sons, into infinity. Wealth itself
takes on more value than the lives that use it.

If we want to live a life that has any meaning, we need to
first have a life. And that means living in the now. The pursuit
of wealth turns you into a junkie to the future, always grasping
for what’s ahead and never stopping to enjoy what’s here. It
may sound selfish to claim the right to enjoy life in the now,
but if you deny that right to yourself, you perpetuate the system
that denies it to your children, too.
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Living holographically
Earlier in the book I explained how the most fundamental
statement I can make about reality is “I am consciousness
having an experience.” The purpose of life, then, is to have
experience. But what experience in particular? Well, does it
have to be one thing in particular? Life offers a great deal of
variety, and maybe that’s the point. Ask yourself, what is it
you want to do with your life? Okay, then. Create that
experience. But what do we do instead? We allow ourselves to
be lulled into thinking the holographic experience is more real,
more important, than the observer of  the experience. In
accepting this, we are subtly manipulated into believing that
our purpose is to serve the hologram, when the hologram only
exists to serve consciousness. The potential for an exciting
variety of experience in the now is exchanged for the tiresome
drudgery of  always serving the future.

When we buy into the con that the universe is three-
dimensionally solid, that matter is what matters, then we work
long and hard to claim ownership of a little piece of the physical
world for ourselves. Believing it to be more real than our own
consciousness, we fail to realise that we can own nothing. All
we can do is experience. When I make decisions that affect my
life, all I’m doing is reshaping the hologram, creating new
experiences. And there will come a time when the collection
of  experiences known as the life of  Darryl Sloan finishes. When
that happens, my consciousness can hang on to nothing from
this life except the memory of  the experiences. Actually, never
mind death. Every experience I’ve ever had is only a memory,
right now.

From the perspective of  time-based ego, look at how
slippery the reality of  the present is. No sooner have you
grasped it than it becomes the past. The apparent solidity of
the present moment becomes nothing more solid than a stored
memory in the blink of an eye. Think of a cherished memory
from the distant past that you wish you could relive. That
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memory is no further from you today than it was the very second
after you lived it.

Consciousness is all there is. Don’t place more worth on
the holographic reality in front of your eyes than you do on
yourself. The only value of wealth is in the creation of
experience through using it. Obviously not everything we do
serves the present moment. For instance, in writing this book,
I am working towards the future goal of seeing it in print. My
point is that it’s important to live with an awareness that the
only thing which exists is the now. Living your life solely for
the future is a trap that enslaves your life and turns it into the
antithesis of  what it was meant for.

Through the eyes of Infinite Consciousness
We are not just consciousness, we are Infinite Consciousness
– a single being undergoing infinite experiences of mind. Living
with that sense of reality means going through your day-to-
day life with a sense of awareness that you are both yourself
and everyone you meet – viewing your self-awareness not as
your mind, but as a vast being beyond mind, encompassing
your mind and everyone’s.

When you first try to think of yourself as Infinite
Consciousness, you’ll often lose your grip on that perspective
and slip into your typical sense of  yourself  as your ego. This is
what happens to me when I act without kindness, or gossip
behind someone’s back, or do anything that benefits Darryl
Sloan at the expense of  another. I’m not Darryl Sloan, I remind
myself. I am Infinite Consciousness having an experience as
Darryl Sloan – and as everyone else.

With that breathtakingly wider sense of awareness about
my true nature, I’ve asked myself  the question, “Why am I in
the hologram?” In other words:  “Why am I undergoing this
experience of limitation from my totality?” The only answer
my intuition ever supplies is this: “That’s what consciousness
does.”
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It makes sense, in a way. Imagine there is no multiplicity of
consciousness undergoing experiences of limitation. Imagine
there is only an all-knowing Infinite Consciousness. But unless
there is duality of existence generating experiences, then there
is nothing to know. So, the creation of  experiences is what
consciousness does.

When we ask ourselves “What is the meaning of  life?” that’s
usually the ego asking if there is a special reason for its
individual existence, or wondering if  it’s supposed to be doing
something in particular with this life. But when you ask that
question, imagine yourself as Infinite Consciousness, possessing
an infinity of experiences past, present and future. All of our
concerns over whether “God has a plan for my life” or whether
“there is a particular life-plan for this incarnation” take on
quite a different spin, don’t they? As Infinite Consciousness, I
am every person who ever gave his life heroically, every person
who ever killed another in cold blood, every loving husband,
every rapist, every person who ever lived long or died tragically
in childhood. There is only one consciousness.

Life as an ego is all about the creation of experience. As we
have experiences, we affect the holographic reality that we
share. I don’t mean that in any mystical sense. For instance,
when two countries go to war, reality changes. People die; the
nature of  post-war society is permanently affected. In the
holographic sense, reality is being reprogrammed. Writing this
book is my small attempt at doing a little reprogramming of
my own, as the thoughts in the book extend out into the
hologram and connect with other minds. Stephen King, in his
memoir On Writing, began a section of  the book called “What
Writing Is” with the words “Telepathy, of  course.” That’s
exactly what writing is. One mind communicating with another,
albeit in a non-psychic sense (then again, psychic
communication is merely a step beyond the holographic illusion
of the five senses).

In full awareness that you are Infinite Consciousness, what
sort of an experience should you choose for yourself in this
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life? I think the truth is we knew the answer to that question
when we were children, before the system got hold of us and
moulded us into its image of what a person should be. There
is something simple and profound in watching a child at play.
We’re told to grow up, and get serious, and start making money,
but that’s all misdirection. A kid knows what it’s all about
without having to be told. He’s just creating with his toys,
drinking in the wonderful cocktail of the holographic
experience. A child who builds a sandcastle on the beach knows
he cannot take it home with him and cares nothing for the fact
that the sea will wash it away later. Yet he continues to build,
not bothered about the futility of it. The act of building needs
no more justification than the creation and enjoyment of
experience.

How many children have been exploited because of the
pursuit of wealth? How much of the planet has been
devastated by human greed? How many wars have been started
because someone in a position of power decided he wanted to
own a bigger slice of  the hologram?

Adults are insane. Children are the sane ones, because they
haven’t yet been manipulated to forget the truth: life is playtime.
The beauty in this tragedy is that you can reclaim that truth
for yourself any time you want. The trick is to notice it.
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