Ian Kidd

The Greatest Confusion

’Supernatural’’ is a word that has no place in my vocabulary. In my view, it has no meaning, or distinguishment. If there never has been, finally, a natural explanation of anything, everything is, naturally enough, the supernatural’






           Charles Fort, Lo!, Ch.14

The words ‘paranormal’ is a collective term for all that rationality and logic loathes. The mere mention of the word it enough to incite pained groans or, on the flipside, amused sidelong glances, and raised eyebrows. There is a popular conspiracy amongst disbelievers and ardent sceptics to discount the paranormal, not with examination and analysis, but with raised eyebrows and unsubtle muted sniggers. It is seen that ‘the paranormal’ is a pool of scientific ignorance, in which wallow the cranks, zanies and wackos of the world. No place can be found in our scientific, secular world for the unknown, the esoteric, or the fantastic.

Quite Natural, Quite Normal 

It is a poor reflection of the disease of ardent scepticism that the paranormal is neglected so. To many, scientific examination of the paranormal extends no further than a wry smirk and raised eyebrows. The final, damning conclusion comes with some pun, or joke. And the phenomenon subjected to this impartial analysis is explained. But not explained to join the mingling masses of scientific kinship; but rather, accepted to be led to the dark room of scientific discomfiture, and then beaten to a formless pulp by the thoroughness of rationality. 

The paranormal may indeed suffer whilst existing outside the orthodox scientific world, but it may be better off there. The paranormal is often slated as a ‘pseudoscience.’ I cannot help but note the ‘science’ in that term. See, the paranormal operates to the very same processes as science. The only difference with the paranormal is the choice of subject and the unavoidable difference of conclusion.

How Science Works

Anything can be made much less scary if reduced to its simplest form. If something intimidating and complex is explained to you, you gain a power over it. If you can look at something, in all its sophistication and glory, and identify for yourself how that thing works, you have power over it. Science can be intimidating. 

Science is complex, with long words, weird terms and overbearing notions. People generally listen to the paragraph of two of science, then get right down to the day-to-day effects. People can recognise the atom bomb for what is it, without being nuclear scientists. A brief paragraph about uranium, fission and radiation is enough. People can understand the problems posed by genetic engineering, with only the scantest knowledge of a genome, a chromosome, or an allele. People can also well understand the wonder of astronomy, without knowing too much about orbital paths, cosmic background radiation, or redshift. People absorb what they need to know, and then filter the rest. Anything after the second paragraph is bumpf.

Thus we will oh-so-briefly explain Science, and how it works. We will dissect its conceptual organs, analyse its theoretical fluids and probe its vital systems. Once we know how Science works, we will know how to challenge it. 

Science is very simple. There are three stages:

One, data collection. This may involve research: collecting and collating reports; interviewing witnesses; searching through records, journals and books; performing tests and experiments or making observations and measurements.

Two, analysis. This is a complex task. It involves the gathering together of all research materials (see stage one) and comparing them. Reports, observations and measurements are contrasted and compared. Patterns and processes are identified and sorted. Correlations are found and analysed. The resultant ordered data is then countered with existing scientific knowledge. Theories and hypotheses are applied and seen to fit, or not. Anomalous results are probed and studied for new insight. 

Three, conclusion. Based on the results of the stage two analyses, conclusions can be drawn. Identified patterns and processes are remarked upon. Identified systems are noted and, if necessary, new theories developed and explained.

That, simply, is the scientific process. Collection of data. Analysis of data. Conclusion of analysed data.

The Great Confusion

There is a popular confusion as to the notion of the paranormal. There are associated images that come to mind. There appears in the minds eye an indefinite mosaic of pictures, thoughts and far-out powers: Uri Geller and a distorted spoon; Sasquatch striding over a riverbed; headlines reading ‘UFO Over Kansas’; falls of frogs, and images of ghosts in ancient castles. Most people have some experience or notion of the paranormal. Newspapers, magazines, television and film all contain or are inspired by the paranormal. Noteworthy ghost sightings make the papers, magazines run ufo sightings in their ‘It Happened To Me’ columns and television and film are rife with paranormal phenomena. Look at Ghost, ET: The Extra-Terrestrial and, more recently, Magnolia. 
Our world is full of paranormal phenomena. People report sightings, write articles and draw inspiration from the world of the unknown. Often reports feature in newspapers, in scientific organisations and their journals, and in radio programs, with no mention made of the paranormal umbrella. The BBC website is an excellent source of unbiased and concise information. The BBC Weather website records in their ‘Freak Weather’ section cases of falls from the sky of frogs and fish and weird lumps of ice. Yet no mention whatsoever is made of Charles Fort, the early twentieth century writer and iconoclast, who in his books recorded hundreds of cases of falls from the sky. Fort was the first known person to have collected and studied the phenomena, which Fort named fafrotskies (falls-from-the-skies). Fort was the first to collect data on and analyse this phenomena, and yet no credit is given to him.

Charles Fort

Fort is an interesting case. Charles Hoy Fort (1874-1932) was born in New York. An abusive father gave Fort a strong anti-authoritarian streak. As soon as he could, Fort left for a tour of the southern US and Europe. Ending up in South Africa with malaria, Fort returned to New York, married, and settled down to begin his life’s work. Fort began his ‘Grand Tours’ of the great collections of knowledge of his time. In all, twenty-seven years were spent in the New York Public Library, the British Museum Reading Room and other collections of records. Fort collected tens of thousand of notes from newspapers, magazines, journals and quarterlies. These notes contained ‘damned’ data on anomalous phenomena: ‘damned’ because science could not, and thus would not, explain it. 

Forteana

Examples of what we now call Fortean phenomena include: levitations; strange lights in the sky; mass panics and crazes; poltergeist outbreaks; strange outbreaks of fire; falls of organic matter and artefacts from the sky; sea serpents, man beasts and other ‘impossible creatures’; strange appearances and disappearances; strange rays that stopped cars; attacks by ‘invisibles.’ There is even a woman with a luminous toe. Fort collected his ‘damned’ data into four books. The Book of the Damned in 1919 and outlines Forts philosophy, which we shall see below. New Lands followed in 1923 and largely an attack on astronomers, Forts favourite target. Lo!, in 1931, developed Forts notion of teleportation, and Wild Talents  in 1931 deals mainly with psychical powers. 

Fort was an innovative and individual writer, with a philosophy to match. Fort had a complex, yet elegantly simple, philosophy that is of great importance to science today. Fort saw all nature as existing in a transient state, shifting between the extremes. Nothing is constant, and nothing remains as it is forever. The universe, Fort saw it, acted as a giant organism, moving with some indeterminable form and purpose, using teleportation as a distribution system. However, Forts approach to his work was utterly original. Fort writes, ‘I believe nothing of my own that have ever written.’ As Fort saw the universe as transient and shifting, nothing could be absolutely determined. Certainly laws could not be established, as nothing would remain as it was, ruling out the possibility of absolutism, especially in science. Fort applied the same philosophy to his own works. 

Explanations

It was Forts style to state the facts, give an experts opinion, and then deliver some typically witty putdown of the data. Fort noted that, again and again, when faced with that which was beyond it’s understanding, science would offer some paltry explanation, and then move on quickly. Stone-throwing hooligans, optical illusions and dubious witnesses are the explanations for the unknown that are eaten up with relish by the sceptics and rationalists. Science, meanwhile, will satisfy its own ranks with remarks as to the irreproducible nature of the paranormal, and of the as yet-elusive nature of Sasquatch and its kin, or the lack of basis for natural levitation. Yet these are flawed.

Look at the problem simply. When analysing paranormal phenomena, two things must be understood

1. Affirm the integrity and reliability of the observers

2. Affirm that no external environmental, interpretable or psychological cause is to blame

The first stage can be the most important for a scientific analysis of science, but also the most abused. It is always important to assure that a witness is reliable. If a report came in from a drunkard, or a wretched drug addict, or from a person prone to hallucination, then the reliability of their report must be questioned. Not to say that drunks, drug addicts and hallucination-prone persons cannot be trusted to see and report phenomena: but that such reports have less standing scientifically than reports from sober, clean and clear-minded persons. Also, if a person reporting a UFO sighing then went on to sell that story exclusively to a tabloid and make repeated odious appearances on daytime chat shows, then their veracity must also be questioned. And if a person gains from the story; say, by making it well known that their new restaurant is haunted, and that people who visit are more than likely assured of a sighting- people flock in. 

The Principle of Concurrence

The Principle of Concurrence suggests that when cultures separated by language, geography and time report similar phenomena with repeating elements, then in all likeliness those phenomena exist. 

If an Egyptian, an Indian, an Aborigine, an Inca, and an Englishmen all met and reported that, in their land, a great ball of fire rises in the sky before passing over to the opposite horizon, we would believe them. All report that the ball of fire gives light, rises in the same horizon each time, and settles in the same horizon, then we would see concurrence. ‘Is the great ball of fire too bright to look at for more than a few seconds?’ we ask. ‘Yes’ comes the unanimous answer. ‘Is it hottest when it is halfway between the horizons in the sky?’ we ask. ‘Yes’ comes the unanimous reply. ‘Does it rise in this direction?’ we ask, pointing east. ‘Yes’ comes the unanimous reply. And yes, it sets in the west.

Thus we have five people from five continents, separated by thousands of miles, language and culture, and time. All of whom report the same thing. Our natural conclusion is that the five people, and the cultures they represent, are all telling the truth. And that the truth is that a great ball of fire rises in the east and sets in the west, that gives light and warmth, and that is hottest at midpoint, exists. We call it the sun.

That is the Principle of Concurrence in action.

Congruence

The Dog in the Playground

Suppose a child ran into the classroom and excitedly blurted out to the teacher that he had seen a dog in the playground, then the teacher would believe him. The teacher has no reason not to believe that child. The possibility of a dog entering a playground is wholly reasonable. 

And if the first child was followed by another two who also said there had been a dog in the playground, then the teacher would simply have more verification of the event. And if all thirty children came into the classroom, all excitedly telling the teacher about the dog, then the teacher would believe undoubtedly that there had been a dog in the playground.

Simply, the likeliness of a dog entering the playground is excellent, so is possible, and that thirty children were excited inferred that something exciting, like a dog in the playground had occurred, and that thirty children all reported there being a dog in the playground have guarantee beyond doubt.

It is possible that there was a dog in the playground, it is logical that there must have been something to excite the children, and that thirty children had reported the same thing, adds up to an impressive case that there had indeed been a dog in the playground.

The teacher could go on to further confirm the story. She could ask the children to take a pencil and all write down everything they could about the dog; saying that it looked like, how big it was, where it came from, what it did, and how long was in the playground. The teacher could then compare all thirty accounts. If they all concord, then that is witness concurrence. And then the teacher could ask other classes, and other teachers, if they too had seen the dog. If the other classes and teachers also said they had seen the dog, then that is again more proof. And if the teacher wanted, the other classes and teachers could be asked to write down their own accounts of the dog in the playground. 

Then again, if still the teacher wanted more confirmation, a quick trip to the playground could yield physical evidence. There could be pawprints in the ground; the dog could have relieved itself; there could be a gap in the fence where the dog came in that might contain stray hairs. 

Final irrevocable proof could come if the dog was still in the playground. Or if it came back the next day for the teacher to see.

We thus have a logical progressive process to prove the initial child’s report of a dog in the playground:

Witness criteria

1. The initial witness testimony

2. Corroborative witness testimony

3. Further corroborative witness testimony 

4. Concurrence of witness reports

5. Concurrence of further witness reports

6. Location and analysis of physical evidence

7. Concurrence of evidence with witness reports

Analytical criteria

1. Base believability of the report

2. Logical possibility of the report

3. Base veracity of witnesses

4. Base veracity of corroborative witnesses

5. Concurrence of initial and corroborative reports

6. Base veracity of further corroborative witnesses

7. Veracity and confirmatory status of physical evidence

Firstly, we must ask if we can accept the initial witness report. The child said he saw a dog in the playground. Can we believe him? Without examining the boys veracity (see below) we can safely say: yes. 

Simply, this principle allows us to examine the veracity of reports by contrasting the witnesses against the analysis. By questioning both the witness and the report we can develop a possibility matrix.

The Principle of Veracity


The Principle of Veracity questions the believability and integrity of a witness. It can be used to determine whether a witness can be believed and whether his report may be motivated by something other than a want to report an encounter. 

The Principle of Ridicule

The Principle of Veracity must be used carefully. Whilst it is always important to assure oneself of the credibility of a report by checking the witness, it is vital not to allow abuse of this process. When dealing with anomalous data it is natural and perfectly acceptable to check the status of the report. 

Could the anomalous report be alternatively accounted for? Let us use the example of a UFO sighting. Let us say a report comes in of a particularly excellent UFO and further analysis is ordered. As we are dealing with an anomalous event, we must first remove the possibility of alternative accounting:

Could the UFO be accounted for by atmospheric or astronomical phenomena? Checking with meteorological bodies, such as the UK Met Office, will remove the possibility of the UFO being some atmospheric phenomenon. Similarly enquiries to an astronomical body or group will remove the possibility that the UFO was a comet, or meteor, or similar. 

Could then the meteor be an artificial thing: an aircraft, perhaps? Local airports, national air traffic control systems and air force bases can usually provide data about current flight paths. They can thus determine whether the sighting was of a civil or military aircraft. Similar checks can be made for the sighting being weather balloons, or flares. Something as simple as checking on a map can remove the possibility of the UFO being, say, a lighthouse.

We could then consider that the UFO was a flock of geese, or some rare natural phenomena, or…one of a range of other natural phenomena. The vast majority of UFO sightings end up as IFOs- Identified Flying Objects. But let us say that our hypothetical sighting stood up to every rational examination, and at the end of expert examination, remained truly an Unidentified Flying Object.

So our hypothetical sighting has stood up to expert examination and stands. This will cause a problem, because science is rare to allow anomalous phenomena to remain unscathed by orthodoxy. It is now that the Principle of Ridicule can be applied. 

News reporting is always a determinate factor in the application, conscious or not, or the Principle of Ridicule. In fact, application of the Principle is one of the few things that unite tabloid and broadsheet newspaper reporting. Wry comments, suggestive headlines, and smiling amusement characterise sightings. Headlines could be exampled as: ‘UFO Sighed Over Farm’ or, more likely, ‘Farmer Probed By Little Green Men.’ Sardonic humour will leak in. The witness could unluckily be a small-town farmer, or a hillbilly, or simply an Average Joe who saw a UFO. It need not matter. The Principle of Ridicule can be applied to anyone. Make fun of the details of the sightings, ‘inject a little humour’ in the form of derision, or, for a broadsheet, cynicism. People are loath to repeat reports that will open them up to disbelief, or, worse, mockery. 

F

It is a favourite trick of unprofessional and unscrupulous sceptics to dismiss a thing on the basis that the witness is unreliable. Often, this degradation of the witness is done using the blade of humour. A witness can be silenced and his report dismissed by mocking him and his report. A person can be silenced if they have the threat of further ridicule. Perhaps we can name this the Principle of Ridicule- when confronted by a report opposing the accepted nature of things, use ridicule to silence the witness and dismiss the problematic report.


Application of the Principle of Ridicule is common and deplorable. There is absolutely no rational science or analytical process involved. And as such, all usage of the Principle in Science should be revoked. We can actually find the Principle of Ridicule in the works of philosopher David Hume. In the second part of Hume’s essay ‘On Miracles’ Hume states four arguments against miracles.

Catch 22

In 1978, 41-year old Filipino fisherman Jacinto Fatalvero saw a mermaid who aided him with his fishing. Fatalvero reported his story, but was met with mockery, and hounded by the media. Needless to say, Fatalvero said no more of the encounter. And since Fatalvero said no more, we cannot examine his case scientifically for analysis. And, in a catch 22, science can dismiss the case as an unsupported fantasy, as there is no supporting data. 


We could suppose that science is cleverly weaving a machination of self-fulfilling prophecies where the paranormal is concerned. Science whispers rumours that mermaids are nonsense, and those that report them crackpots. Then a man reports a mermaid. The public and media immediately hound him with barbs and cruel wit. The man falls silent, and no more data is got. And science can carry on smugly with its secure creed that mermaids are nonsense, and, naturally, those that report than crackpots. Catch 22.

Apply this to ghosts, UFOs, Sasquatch, telepathy, teleports, levitations, fairies and sea serpents, and science has tactically manoeuvred itself into an enviable intellectual position: science need not investigate anomalous phenomena, as the mass opinion that the phenomena are ludicrous rules out the public demand for science to answer with explanations and answers. Anyone who asks science to investigate ghosts will be accused, by science and public alike, of wasting the time, expertise, and money, of scientific research.

The Perfect Witness


The ideal report of a paranormal phenomena would come from a teetotal, drug-free, lucid person of public standing and repute, who gains no financial benefit from their story, and who wishes for anonymity or, at least, modesty, if the report is reproduced. Such a person would be classed as a reliable source of information. And as no personal gain is made, the integrity of the motives behind the report is considerable sound.

There are many cases of persons who have reported paranormal phenomena who have gained from their report only ridicule. Many people have their accounts of UFOs, sea serpents or ghosts met with doubt, amusement or, at worst, ridicule. I have no problems with people meeting reports of the unusual, or the anomalous, with doubt. This is a natural response. 

If someone came to me reporting that their cat had given birth to a litter of blue puppies, I would express doubt. But I would restrict my doubt to a purely functional, sceptical role, until I examined the puppies and mother in question. Meeting cases with amusement is also acceptable. If is true that many cases of paranormal phenomena are humorous by nature, such as the falling of eggs onto the little village of Little Hatch in XXX. But nothing should be met with humour, if the humour is intended only to circumvent the accepted investigative procedures of science.


And as for meeting an account of anomalous phenomena with ridicule, I can express only contempt. Anyone who greets a report of the unexplained with ridicule is a disgrace to science, an enemy of analytical thinking, and an ignominy to his mother. Ridicule serves to purpose other than to reduce something to the lowest form to be disposed of most easily. Recall the Catch 22 section. Ridicule people like Fatalvero who report mermaids, and reports of mermaids will cease: ‘Proof positive,’ science will declare, ‘that mermaids are nonsense, and those who report them crackpots.’ This is not science. This is not even humour. It is plainly and simply a lazy and wholly wrong system to remove from public thought ideas that cause problems for orthodoxy and turgidity, as is rife in science. 

Orwellian science

Imagine if all those who have ever reported UFOs, man-beasts, ghosts and telepathy had kept silent, for fear of inevitable ridicule? Our world would have no cases of these phenomena and would, popularly and scientifically, though not actually, cease to exist. A world would be created whereby, through this Catch 22 editing, science could explain everything, as that which science would not be able to explain would never be brought to public knowledge. This sounds eerily like the totalitarian nightmares of an Orwellian future, only in this instance, it is science and not politics that rules by manipulation of information.

UFOs

There seems to be great public confusion as to the nature of a UFO. The term UFO is an acronym for Unidentified Flying Object. UFO is not a synonym for ‘alien spacecraft.’ A UFO constitutes any object seen in the sky that cannot be identified by the observers at the time, or after examination. However, it appears that UFO has become analogous with alien spacecraft, abductions and little green men.


It is an attested fact that the vast majority of UFO reports are of regular origin. Most UFO sightings turn out to be atmospheric, astronomical or aviation phenomena that the observer simply could not identify. Lenticular clouds, high-altitude aircraft, meteors and comets, planets and stars, weather balloons, migratory birds, flares, et cetera. Most cases are quite mundane. These become IFOs- Identified Flying Objects.


Most of the above identifications are arrived at by questioning the witness, checking with aviation records, the RAF, meteorological organisations, astronomers or simple investigation. Most are mundane.


However, eventual-IFOs constitute only about 95% of initial UFO sightings. This still leaves five cases in every hundred that remain unidentified after initial investigation. At this point, with interest piqued, deeper investigation begins. More detailed enquiries, more thorough questioning, and more persistent checking will not doubt find many of the five percent to be rarely-observed atmospheric phenomena, or unscheduled military flights, or other less common things. However, even with this investigation, there will remain some cases.


And it is these that are, or should be, the focus of the ufologists. The term ‘ufology’ is actually quite deceptive. The definitive role of a ufologist should be the examination and identification of reported Unidentified Flying Objects. The role of a ufologist should not be the examination and analysis of incursions by extraterrestrial craft into this planet. This would be a different area of study, for which I will not offer a name. From what I can ascertain many sightings of UFOs are not necessarily alien, but much ufological-alien data comes from abduction and conspiracy sources.


Without digressing to ufological discussion, I am of two minds concerning ufology. I believe that many sightings of UFOs are attributable to natural phenomena: be is atmospheric, meteorological, astronomical, or hitherto unknown. By the last point, I mean natural energies and processes that have escaped serious scientific inevsitgation, perhaps due to Catch 22. 

Such examples of these unidentified natural forces would be ley and serpent lines. 

Others would be the antigravity hills, such as Magnetic Hill, in New Brunswick, Canada. Cars with their brakes released ad ignition off will be pulled uphill. The force cannot be magnetic, as wooden and rubber objects are also affected. In some cases, even water could be pulled uphill! Witnesses report that, ‘There is something in the ground. You can feel it in your bones. It makes you shivery. It almost makes you dizzy.’ Other said, ‘You’d think there was a great hand pulling you back.’ The ‘giant hand’ is a metaphor often used for gravity. But if gravity is counteracted at Magnetic Hill, and magnetism is not to blame: what force is active there?

Quality Over Quantity


Many people, sceptics mainly, feel that as cases of paranormal phenomena are shown to be of quite normal explanation, the paranormal is weakened. This is not so. It is, or should be, the prime purpose of ufology to solely identify what the UFO is or was. Not to prove that it was an alien spacecraft from the aliens who secretly rule our planet. That deserves its own branch of study, apart from ufology.


Simply, if, of all the cases of the paranormal, over thousands of years, only one was of truly paranormal or supernatural nature, then that would still be validation for paranormal study. Even if only one ghost sighting was really that of a ghost, and even if only one UFO was an alien spacecraft, and even if only one Nessie sighting was actually that of a plesiosaur: the phenomena would still exist.


Science cannot stop investigating something because the phenomenon is rare or uncommon. Often, rare paranormal phenomena vanish from paranormal, popular and scientific circles due to the limit to which those phenomena can be analysed. There are hundreds of sightings of the yeti, and so there is ample data for study. But other singular phenomena have limits to which study can be conducted. 

The Vietnam Bat Woman

In July or August 1969, three marines on duty in the early hours in Da Nang, Vietnam, saw in the sky:

‘’This figure coming toward us. It had a kind of glow and we couldn’t make out what it was at first…All of a sudden we saw what looked like wings, like a bat’s, only it was gigantic compared to what a regular bat would be. After it got close enough so we could see what it was, it looked like a woman. A naked woman. She was black. Her skin was black, her body was black, the wings were black, everything was black. But it glowed. It glowed in the night- kind of a greenish cast to it.’’

It was also noted by the marines, including Earl Morrison from whom the above account comes, that the creature’s arms and fingers were part of the wings. The marines could see this, as the creature flew only a few years from them. There are other cases of ‘weird winged creatures,’ but none that I know of describing a black winged woman. How would you take the above account?


No doubt you would read it, raise an eyebrow or two, and mentally dismiss it as nonsense. If you were more politely, you might think that the marines were mistaken. You could note the socio-cultural portent the creature was. An all-black creature at the time of the civil rights movement. An apparently female creature at the time of the civil rights movement. If you were Freud, you could note that the woman was naked, and that ‘she’ appeared to three soldiers. These three soldiers were all male, far from home, in a stressful, male-dominated region. That the woman was only a few feet above them- yet still out of reach- would reinforce the everything-comes-back-to-sex ideas of Freud.


However, am not inclined to dismiss people’s sincere reports. I would not dismiss the reports rudely, with a smirk, or politely, with psychology. Most people know little of Freud, except that he was a psychoanalyst or something, and thought everything went back to sex. But people can still, in times like this, pin psychology to an account to dismiss it. 


I read the above account and think it true. A sceptic reads the above report and finds it false. It is, obviously, either made-up or the result of delusion. Let us be polite to our three brave young marines: it was a psychological delusion, some group hallucination. The three marines, all away from wives or girlfriends, had some group manifestation of a culturally symbolic bat woman. There you go: the marines keep their honour and the report is discredited.


This is bad science. ‘Explaining away’ is different from ‘explaining.’ I have no reason to think that the above account is false. The three marines were on duty at the time: thus they were in all likeliness of good physical and stable mental state. The US Army, I think, is not in the habit of assigning unwell and unstable marines to sentry duty; let alone giving them a gun. The men were likely healthy and stable.


Could the men perhaps have made up the story for gain? Perhaps to sell the story to some supermarket rag? The possibility exists. But would three marines really make up a story that could give a headline like: ‘Marines In Nam See Bat Woman’? I would think that dignity would override the wallet. And not that much money can be made from things like this. Few people who have seen ghosts, or UFOs, or Sasquatch, have become famous. We could name them on one hand: Uri Geller, telekinetic; George Adamski, UFO abductee; Roger Patterson chap who filmed Bigfoot…and he’s not that famous. Simply: for most, I would say the ridicule incited by reporting something like a bat woman would undermine any financial gain.


I doubt that the marines would make up the story. Any paltry gains would be pitiful compared to the ridicule received. I doubt some zoological hoax was underway. And I doubt that people in war zones are inclined lie- if the marines were summoned to their commanding officer, would they lie about a bat woman that flew over their heads?

Suit Yourself

‘’I offer the data. Suit yourself’’

Charles Fort


I have never tried to change anyone’s mind about anything. People who try to change the mind of others invariably fail. I much prefer to try to help people change their own minds. I, like Fort, offer the data. Suit yourself. Do with it as you please. You may read it, look at the pictures, absorb the graphs and charts and study the arguments. You may think about the conclusions and logic, and you might even come to conclusions of your own. You might even agree. I do not necessarily want people to agree with me. Often in intellectual argument, your greatest critic can become your greatest friend.


But in the end, I do not care what you do with this data, or any other data. People are exposed to ideas all the time. Most are ignored, or swiftly forgotten.

Fashionable Stupidities


At a 1919 lecture to the Society for Psychical Research, Carl Jung said:

‘’I shall not commit the fashionable stupidity of regarding everything I cannot explain as a fraud’’

Truth via Blasphemy

‘’All great truths begin as blaphemies’’

George Bernard Shaw

In a world of Continuity, nothing that is has been that way always, and that which is will not be that forever. All things change form and function, melting, coalescing, deforming and reforming. Water becomes ice becomes steam becomes water. 
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