Thoughts about the willingness to believe something
Why do we believe this and that ?

The bishop
recommends:

» We should try to
meet the terrorists
with prayer and
love!“

image: Wikipedia

,» You can never bring a man possessed to his senses!“ - Voltaire
He who is obsessed with faith has lost his minde !

As is well known, human predispositions have developed evolutionarily as species-preserving.
Unfortunately, however, they can also be to our disadvantage, namely when the living
conditions deviate considerably from the conditions under which these predispositions have
developed. This applies to the tendency to believe as well as to the aggression instinct.

Consider the disastrous world wars of the 20th century. On all sides, soldiers believed they were
fighting against something evil for a good cause. This belief was instilled in them by politicians
who brought about these wars for entirely different reasons (possibly purely economic). On all
sides, patriotic phrases were proclaimed.

»wPatriotism is the means by which cattle are led to the slaughter. «
David Hoggan

The methods used to set the mood for warlike measures are very diverse. Thus, with the help of
secret services, one allows something to happen that arouses general indignation. An example
of this is the sinking of the armored cruiser Maine in Havana harbor from the inside as a pretext
for the U.S. war over Cuba in 1898 (see Wikipedia). To justify aggressive action, reference is
usually made to a threat, but more recently also to the violation of human rights.

»iInternational politics is never about democracy or human rights. It's about the interests
of states. remember that, no matter what they tell you in history class.«

Egon Bahr (former SPD Federal Minister under Willy Brandt) in front of students at
a Heidelberg high school

Often, there are very crude lies that are used to prepare nations for war. Exemplary for this are
statements of the American presidents George W. Bush and Franklin D. Roosevelt.

George W. Bush spoke of a threat to America from Iraqi weapons of mass destruction at the
beginning of his administration's planned war in Iraq, and Franklin D. Roosevelt told Americans
in a very effective radio address on Oct. 27, 1941, that the U.S. should expect an attack by the
German Wehrmacht from South America; he stated that Hitler was preparing an invasion of
South America starting in Africa.



It should be noted here that Franklin D. Roosevelt, like his later successor George W. Bush, was
quite unsuccessful in peacetime and obviously wanted to make up for this by bellicose deeds.
With the much-vaunted three New Deals to combat high unemployment in the U.S. after the
stock market crash in 1929, he was initially successful as a result of extensive infrastructure
measures, thus securing his re-election in 1936, but was unable to prevent a renewed rise in the
unemployment rate from August 1937. The unemployment rate was reduced by only about 10%
in total by his measures. Only the 2nd World War (to see as ,,4th New Deal”) brought full
employment and prosperity to the USA thanks to military armament.

When it comes to matters of faith, there are feelings involved, which can be very passionate
and do not allow any objective discussion. Often discussions about matters of faith end with the
words ,,I'm not talking to you anymore!“ or ,,I'm breaking off this conversation now!*.
Everyone knows how sensitively religiously inclined people react when doubts about their faith
are expressed.

Even rationally inclined people can become very irrationally in matters of faith, for example,
when things that mean a lot to them are doubted. One thinks of the controversy about the theory
of relativity in the twenties of the 20th century. Among the opponents of this theory were the
well-known physics Nobel laureates Philipp Lenard and Johannes Stark. They badmouthed this
theory in a most impertinent way because it was not compatible with their belief about space
and time. There was talk of Jewish physics.

Why do we believe ? How is it to be understood that beliefs are accepted which completely
contradict everyday experiences ? For example, the widespread belief today that people do
not differ in their mental abilities, emotional dispositions, and resulting values under the
same social conditions of development, a belief that is often succinctly proclaimed with the
words: ,,All people are equal!“

It is hard to grasp at first that reasonable people would proclaim this belief; they should know
that an evolutionary development is only possible if differences occur again and again.
Obviously, certain beliefs are adopted because life seems more pleasant with them, because
they do good. There are many people in Germany who, thanks to their prosperity, can still
afford to live with a wishful image of this world that don't agree with reality.

Doubts about completely unrealistic beliefs are sometimes dismissed along the lines of
,»It can't be what must not be!“.

This is due to the emotional roots of any faith. Feelings that man has acquired in the course of
his developmental history speak in favor of faith. Everyone knows that liking and disliking are
determinants of whether we believe or disbelieve someone, and that we are susceptible to
flattery because it does us good. Often we believe in people's probity at the first meeting
because sympathetic to us , and sometimes we believe very lightly in alleged wrongdoings of
people we do not like. The word faith is derived from the Indo-Germanic word "leubh," which
means to desire, to love, to declare dear, to approve, to praise (see Wikipedia). Whether a
statement is believed depends very much on its emotional impact. If it is liked, then it falls on
open ears if it is not immediately recognizable as an error. If it is not liked, because it may be
unsettling, because a cherished world view is lost with it, then it is accepted only reluctantly,
perhaps even passionately rejected. It is very difficult for us to give up a belief that we
accepted in childhood. This is set up by evolutionary development, because this belief usually
comes from people - usually parents - who mean well with you. Therefore, the Christian
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churches, just like totalitarian systems of rule, strive to introduce children to their world of faith
as early as possible.

A belief must not be confused with a presumption. The presumption is based on rational
considerations and not on emotions like the belief. Discussions about Questions of faith are
almost always emotionally charged. This is not true of a presumption. With a presumption, one
is always aware that it may be wrong. One knows some features which speak for it, but in spite
of this it is considered possibly that the presume will be refuted by new findings.

The credibility of a statement is supported by the following factors:

1. a large number of people who stand by it

2. a long time during which it remained unchallenged,
3. the decisiveness with which it is presented,

4. the success it enabled and

5. a supposedly pleasant world view it creates.

The effect of such arguments seems to be based on the decisive facts for our development in
earlier millennia. When statements are justified with "Everyone says so!" or "No one has
ever doubted that!" or when nonsensical statements can be conveyed with the
introductions "As is well known, the following applies:" or "As everyone knows, the
following applies:", then this is due to the fact that many centuries ago, many identical
statements usually stood for many identical individual experiences. The claims of many people
were based on their own experience. There were no mass media with the help of which majority
opinions could be generated.

If someone recognizes that they share their faith with others, they feel strengthened in it. For
this reason, political parties organize marches and religious communities perform ritual acts
such as praying or singing together. A majority opinion is unfortunately often adopted too
quickly, and opposition to a prevailing opinion generates displeasure. Consider the fairy tale:
The emperor's new clothes.

»Members of a group who deviate from the norm in renown and behavior are often the
target of aggression. These force the deviant to conform to the group norm again,
otherwise the group forces his exclusion. Aggression here has a norm-maintaining
function. This is certainly advantageous for life in a small group. A harmonious living
together is possible in small groups only if one can predict the behavior of his partner.
Everyone expects norm-compliant behavior from the other, deviation alienates.«

Irendius Eibl-Eibesfeldt: ,, War and peace“

What Eibl-Eibesfeldt writes, everyone could find confirmed during the Corona - epidemic.
Anyone who expressed skepticism about the highly dubious coercive measures imposed by
politicians to contain the pandemic, or even identified themselves as unvaccinated, had to
reckon with fierce hostility. It was frightening to see how people can be made obedient with
fear-mongering and then are not prepared to discuss justified skepticism objectively. The blind
obedience of an entire people during the time of National Socialism is understandable in view
of these events.

The Christian church has shown for many centuries how fear-mongering can be used to make
people compliant. With the threat of hellfire, it was able to get people to approve of everything
that was done on behalf of the princes of the church. Think of the the crusades against
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unbelievers and the burning of heretics and witches.

At present, too, political groups are trying to gain power by painting a picture of danger on the
wall, like the Jehovah's Witnesses, which they alone only can banish. The Green Party is an
example of this. It claims to be able to prevent an imminent end of the world by the allegedly
man-made climate change. Anyone who disbelieves is quite inappropriately branded a "climate
denier.

If a person led by religion or a ideology wins another person over to his faith, this stabilizes his
own faith. Possibly this is the main reason for conversion attempts.

»lt is certain, my faith gains quite infinitely from the moment I can convince another
mind of itl«
Novalis (1772-1801)

The person living according to an ideology gains security if he is not contradicted, if he is
successful in the sense of his ideology and if the number of comrades-in-arms increases.
Contradiction and comrades who are fickle in their beliefs unsettle him and consequently make
him aggressive. In order not to be unsettled, he tends to separate himself from people who do
not share his faith.

It is therefore understandable that Turkish Muslims in secular Europe show their allegiance to
Islam with their clothing (headscarf) more than in their country of origin. Among other things,
this serves to separate themselves from those of other faiths.

Nowadays, those who have the means of mass influence can create majority opinions and thus
steer people in their favor. This is not infrequently done with a cleverly composed mixture of
facts and lies. Some truths presupposed as known are necessary, they are to give the impression
of an objective reporting to the listener. If the statements are provided with a scientific coating
or many details are given, then many listeners think, here one has tried to be exact, that must be
true.

Little clarity in colorful pictures,
Much error and a scintilla of truth,
Thus the best potion is brewed,
that refreshes and builds up all the world.
Goethe (Faust I)

The diversity of opinion can be reduced to such an extent that only common and permissible
opinions are exchanged, which is why there seldom a doubt comes up about an alleged
freedom of opinion. The rejection of outsiders has proven useful for small groups in the course
of evolution. Under today's circumstances, this is no longer true. To intimidate critical citizens,
undesirable opinions are interpreted, as in the fairy tale "The Emperor's New Clothes," as an
expression of human weaknesses such as stupidity, ignorance and completely unfounded
prejudices. Thus, the voters of the Alternatives for Germany were described as backward
people who were not capable of adjusting to new living conditions.

If an opinion is expressed resolutely, you can expect it to be accepted without justification.
Most people regard a firm stance as a sign of great certainty. Perhaps this is the reason for the
recognition that the former German Defense Minister von und zu Guttenberg received until his
resignation. Presumably, it was once the case that only reasonable people could afford such an



appearance because it was too risky when coupled with | QALY Do It

unreasonableness. In the present, this emotional evaluation = talk
leads to people rising to the top who owe their determination stupid,
to a certain superficiality, ignorance, and overestimation of cheat... ?

their own worth, such as Annalena Baerbock, the leading
member of the "Greens" and current foreign minister, who obviously represents the mental state
of her party (see note at bottom of page). She probably knows that most of the time you cannot
expect any contradiction if you start a highly questionable statement without a trace of
uncertainty with the words: ,,It is scientifically clearly proven that*. Ms. Baerbock has
retained her childlike insouciance and thus gained a great deal of favourability.

It is now fashionable to dismiss undesirable information -one thinks of the many well
demonstrable bad negative side effects of the so-called vaccines against the coronavirus-
without reasonable arguments but very firmly with the inappropriate term ,,conspiracy theory*
as ,,nonsense’ of which the informant should be ashamed. Decisiveness is probably supposed to
make substantiations superfluous.

When in February 2021 Prof. Dr. Roland Wiesendanger of the Uni. Hamburg published
investigations, after which the Coronavirus came with the probability 98% from a laboratory of
the Chinese city Wuhan (the vaccine manufacturer Pfizer is involved in this laboratory), he was
insulted as conspiracy theorist. A year later, his statements were considered accurate. The
suspicion arises that the coronavirus was put into circulation for the same reasons as computer
viruses once were. The manufacturers of computer viruses developed and sold antivirus
programs.

Those people who use the term "conspiracy theory" (according to Andreas von Biillow
presumably an invention of the American secret service) so frivolously and often arrogantly in a
highly superficial manner should also think that there are a multitude of historical facts that
were originally tainted with the label "conspiracy theory". For example, the aforementioned
sinking of the armored cruiser Maine and the now widely known spying on Germany by
American intelligence and the German Federal Intelligence Service (BND) used to be mostly
dismissed with the word "conspiracy theory." It can be that absurd conspiracy theories are
invented and lumped together with not unfounded suspicions of intelligence crimes, so that the
latter can easily be relegated to the realm of fable.

The Islamic and Christian religions owe their spread mainly to the martial successes achieved
through faith in them. Myths about such successes also play a major role here; think of the
Book of Joshua in the Old Testament, according to the Israeli historian Shlomo Sand a
historically unprovable myth.

If journalists or politicians claim something that cannot stand up to close scrutiny, then it must
not be concluded that they are lying, that they are deliberately saying false things. They can
believe her false statements because they have had personal success with them. Emotions can
prevent reasonable doubt.

After Germany's defeat in 1945, anyone who wanted to work as a journalist or politician had to
serve the victorious powers, had to spread their propaganda. Those who were successful in
doing so, who possibly made it to a ruling class, for whom the propaganda could become a
"truth of faith" according to the ecclesiastical way of speaking, which their successors then also
had to profess. This is how the continuity in the presentation of German history according to the
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precepts of the former victorious powers is to be understood.

It must not remain unmentioned that for the spread and education of the revelation religions
known to us also totalitarian rulers have provided. One thinks of Charlemagne and the
unscrupulous, power-hungry, Roman emperor Constantine 1.

Charlemagne Christianized the Saxons in an extremely brutal manner, and Emperor
Constantine, in 325 A.D., during the Council of Nicaea, prescribed to the bishops present there
that Jesus was to be seen as the only begotten Son of God. Prior to this, the designation "Son of
God" was considered a distinction of a person of high moral standing. Then, after Constantine's
ruling, the then controversial idea of Mary's virgin birth had to be established as binding.
December 25 was declared the day of the Nativity of Christi in the Council of Constantinople in
381 AD. According to the calendar valid at that time, the solstice, which was celebrated by
pagan peoples, fell on this day. In order to spread Christianity, efforts were made to give
pagan holidays a Christian meaning.

The known religions of revelation were enforced as instruments of rule with all severity against
unbelievers. If we go back a few centuries, we find that the representatives of Christianity were
no less intolerant of people of other faiths than the fanatical Muslims of today. It was not until
the Enlightenment in the 18th century that more tolerance was achieved. Goethe could say of
himself: “I am a decided non-Christian”. In the 17th century, he would very likely have had
atone such a statement on a burning stake. It is not the Christian-Jewish religion of the
Europeans, but what the Enlightenment has brought about that is to be mentioned as an
important distinguishing feature from the Muslims.

The fact that the belief in all this reaches into the present also has to do with the fact that once
an unbelief in this regard was not only cruelly punished, but beyond that the unbelievers were
threatened with all the torments of hell. The official churches in Germany, which are
increasingly mutating into red-red-green party organizations, owe a lot to the invention of hell
and the devil - think of their large estates.

Skepticism is appropriate toward church representatives. The question arises whether the
Christian religion needs an institution for its preservation. A "no" seems appropriate when one
thinks that the representatives of the Christian church have ruled with fear until modern times
and did not shy away from the cruelest crimes to consolidate and expand their power - one
thinks of the "Holy Inquisition".

Luther initially considered such an institution superfluous. Eventually, however, he felt that
Protestants possibly could only hold their own under unified leadership alongside the Catholic
Church and advocated the formation of a Protestant church.

The misconduct of church representatives is no reason for a radical rejection of the
Christian religion, not even on the grounds that it is only mythology. It contains a lot of
wisdom and has thus positively influenced human togetherness. Under their influence
great works had been created great e.g. beautiful Gothic cathedrals, Baroque churches
and wonderful church music (Bach, Hindel).

Just like the church superiors, politicians have at all times, in order to preserve a belief that is
important to them, punished any doubts expressed about it or ensured that unbelievers were
defamed and ostracized.

When people justify their belief in a religion, this is usually done with the statement: "This
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When people justify their belief in a religion, this is usually done with the statement: "This
belief helps me, it does me good !" The fact that a pleasant view is gladly accepted very likely
had more positive than negative aspects in earlier times. It can spur people on to great
achievements. Reality has always taken care of corrections very quickly. In the present, much
people in our country can be guided for a long time by pleasant, completely unrealistic beliefs
because they still have a relatively secure livelihood thanks to the achievements of their
ancestors and do not yet have to struggle for their existence

What does good is readily believed if it is not immediately recognizable as unrealistic.

In this way it can be understood why unrealistic wishful thinking, such as that of the equality of
all people or that of the peacemaking effect of the euro, could become "truths of faith"
according to the church's way of speaking.

Many teenagers, especially girls from a wealthy home, cling to the beautiful, completely
unrealistic wishful thinking of a unified, peaceful world where everyone likes everyone else.
They can become very angry if one doubts this idea. The doubter is seen as a villain who wants
to take away something beneficial f{;m them.

Kingdom f ace, Edward Hicks, c. 1834
Under the impression of wishful thinking, some politicians lose sight of reality to such an extent
that they can no longer distinguish between dream and reality. A fitting example of this was
given by the outgoing SPD mayor Vaupel of the city of Marburg at his last New Year's reception
on 17.1.2015. He presented himself here before the projection of the following statement of the
Beatle John Lennon:

»A dream you dream alone is just a dream.

A dream we dream together is reality.«

The local press gave the outgoing SPD mayor a lot of praise for his fight for “tolerance and
diversity”



One might think that what leading politicians believe to be true and see as the basis of their
policies are the results of collective dreams.
This does not seem to be a new German problem. In 1844, the poet Heinrich Heine wrote in his
Winter's Tale:
»French and Russians own the land. The sea belongs to the British. We, however,
possess the dominion undisputed in the air kingdom of the dream.«

It seems that many contemporaries are constantly on the move in a maze of unrealistic hopes,
burdening themselves with many unsolvable problems, which is why they take little interest in
what is going on around them, unless they are directly affected by it. Under the weight of their
own problems, they often tend to ignore or downplay serious threats affecting society as a
whole. If they are disappointed again and again, then it is finally said, "Everything is pointless,
after me the deluge!" Indifference with regard to social developments is the consequence, which
is not infrequently glossed over with the word tolerance. Tolerance and indifference go hand in
hand.



