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      Introduction

      J. Douglas Kenyon

      This book explores some of the less traveled, even darkened, corridors beneath the shining edifice of academic science. In these pages you will find evidence that, no matter what the mandarins of the establishment would claim, the truth is not nearly so exemplary, or easily dismissed. In these pages you will learn of many controversial notions supposedly debunked by conventional argument, if, in fact, they have been discussed at all. But from the true function of the Great Pyramid and the megaliths at Nabta Playa to Immanuel Velikovsky’s astronomical insights, from zero-point energy and cold fusion to Rupert Sheldrake’s research into telepathy and ESP, we think you will see that the facts are something quite different from what you may have been led to believe. And, if, in the end, you ask yourself why such material is excluded from consensus thought—indeed, why a discussion of it has been virtually “forbidden”—then you are asking yourself the same difficult questions as are the authors of this book.

      For those who speak a particular language, it is easy to extract meaning from its expressions, but for those who have not learned the tongue, it all seems to be just so much noise. I can still remember how as a child, upon hearing incomprehensible talk in another language, I thought I could fool others into thinking I understood by making up my own gibberish. Alas, the tactic didn’t work and I remember only blank stares for my pains. Eventually 
I learned that one man’s eloquence is another man’s gibberish. The difference is understanding.

      A couple of MIT grad students have recently taken the theme of confusion of tongues to new heights in the real academic world. The students, Reuters reported, successfully passed off a bunch of computer-generated gibberish as an academic paper. Using a program that they had written to generate fake research complete with nonsensical text, charts, and diagrams, they submitted two of their papers to the World Multi-conference on Systemics, Cybernetics, and Informatics (WMSCI), scheduled in Orlando, Florida. To their surprise, one of the papers—“Rooter: A Methodology for the Typical Unification of Access Points and Redundancy”—was accepted for presentation.

      The episode reminded me of a personal experience: as a college fresh-man, many years ago (at a school that shall here go nameless), I criticized the quality of writing in the school’s poetry journal. Someone told me that if I was so smart, I should try submitting something myself. I said I would. Forthwith I produced what I considered to be a really bad poem, but of the type the journal seemed to like, and sent it in. To my amazement, my entry was not only printed, but was also featured on the front cover. My case was made.

      The intention here is not just to suggest that many of the so-called arbiters of knowledge occupying the seats of authority in today’s citadels of scientific authority may actually be faking it, but also to point out that their criticism of many in the alternative science community—many of whom really 
do know something—should, perhaps, be taken with a grain of salt.

      Over the years I have noticed that many who think they actually know the rationales of alternative science often respond with talking points that skirt the real issues and focus mostly on trivialities. The so-called skeptics of the Committee for Scientific Investigation of Claims of the Paranormal (CSICOP) and like organizations seem incapable of understanding the language they are offering to translate. Or as John Anthony West is fond of saying, “They just don’t get it.” All that is thus demonstrated is their own ignorance.

      Another dimension of the problem is in the business world, where some look at 
publications like this and see what they take to be simple niche targeting. 
Mystified by the actual content, these observers then conclude that a similar 
successful result can be achieved by simply compiling a collection of 
gobbledygook and labeling it with the appropriate buzzwords. The fundamental coherence of the scientific studies and perspectives presented here seems to have been missed, and they think they can match it with gibberish. They may be surprised to discover what you already know: our goal is to make sense, not money, never mind that we are talking to an ever-growing audience.

      Although the so-called mainstream media attempt to convince every-one that the subjects covered in this volume should be placed entirely under the heading of fringe science, it so happens that what the scientific establishment consigns to the fringe the vast majority of the public puts much closer to the center of its concerns. A recent Gallup Poll, in fact, reports “about three in four Americans profess at least one paranormal belief.” The most popular is extrasensory perception (ESP). In this area, at least, the pronouncements of the scientific elite regarding what we may or may not believe can be countermanded by the evidence of our own senses. The old sales pitch “Who are you going to believe? Me or your lying eyes?” may be failing again. Certainly many of us have personally witnessed many things that orthodox science cannot explain.

      The Gallup Poll is not the only recent indicator of weakness in the scientific edifice. According to the Louis Finkelstein Institute for Social and Religious Research, more than 60 percent of doctors reject the Darwinian belief that “humans evolved naturally with no supernatural involvement.” According to Drs. Michael A. Glueck and Robert J. Cihak, 
writing for Jewish World Review online, doctors know too much about the actual working of the body to be impressed by the simplicities offered in the Darwinian perspective. One example cited is the human eye—an amazing complex that shows all the hallmarks of a designed system that the standard evolutionary model cannot begin to explain.

      The polling data that should probably be the most troubling to official science, however, comes from Minnesota’s Health Partners Research Foundation. According to a report published in the British journal 
Nature, one in three U.S. scientists, in an anonymous survey, admitted to breaking—in the last three years—rules designed to ensure the honesty of their work. The misbehaviors, says the 
Minneapolis Star Tribune, range from claiming credit for someone else’s work to changing study results due to pressure from a sponsor. “Our findings suggest,” say the authors, “that U.S. scientists engage in a range of behaviors extending far beyond falsification, fabrication, and plagiarism that can damage the integrity of science.”

      Is the agenda of such disingenuous science larger than science itself? Could political power of some kind be the aim?

      During the recent federal court trial in Dover, Pennsylvania, which commanded the attention of the world, over whether “intelligent design” (ID) may be taught in schools, it was fascinating to watch classic strategies and tactics for achieving political advantage acted out. Once again we were reminded that, indeed, there is nothing new under the sun.

      Take, for example, the use of the word evolution. There is nothing in the current ID theory that denies the reality of evolution. In fact, much of the serious work on ID has to do with determining just what evolution itself may require in order to function. One needs a chicken to have an egg and an egg to get a chicken, so, clearly, evolution may occasionally need some help (i.e., an intelligent designer), but that does not mean 
evolution (i.e., progressive change) is not happening. On the contrary, it is clear that such change is a fact, and serious proponents of intelligent design have no quarrel with it.

      To us—notwithstanding accusations that ID is antievolution and antiscience—it seems that it may offer more of an enlightened middle way between false choices. Heretofore, we have been told we must select either biblical creationism or evolution. But what is challenged in the cur-rent debate is not evolution; it is “Darwinism”—the idea that evolution could occur with only random and material forces at work, no intelligence involved. Ironically, those who “believe” the latter are in actuality staking out a metaphysical position and holding to it by faith without proof (i.e., adhering to a dogma) and are advancing a virtual religion of their own while claiming to reject the authority of any religion.

      The cult of Darwinism, it seems to us, has usurped the role of the priest-hood that it has ostensibly overthrown, suggesting that it and only it can provide the answers the world is seeking. And all the while, its adherents feign an air of injured innocence when its integrity is questioned and its authority challenged.

      Though the inner workings of minds at the upper echelons of the Darwinian religion may be difficult for nonbelievers to fathom, we can still study their influence at lower, less informed levels of the ecclesiastical hierarchy and make some useful observations. For instance, when called to defend the “sacred” cause of “science”—perceived as threatened by ID’s growing influence—much of the secular press has obediently rushed to the ramparts. The shrill, even hysterical, denunciation of ID as nothing more than a front for biblical fundamentalist creationism and the prophesying of doom—a virtual return to the Dark Ages—reveals, however, more than the ignorance of the accusers. Indeed, the cries of alarm over the imminent “death of science,” we suspect, reflect diminishing certainty and growing anxiety over the authority of the entire Darwinian position. In such a state, argument based on merit alone is far too threatening and must be abandoned.

      The authors of this book—among many others—have observed a deep disconnect in the orthodox truth-detection mechanisms of our society. The difficulty isn’t so much due to a conspiracy as to a schism tearing apart the very soul of civilization. The result, it can be argued, has been a host of problems: alienation, wars, environmental collapse, and so on. One symptom of the disorder is the elevation of the unworthy into positions of authority from which they—in an endless effort to preserve their own advantages—manipulate the levers of power. And where there is opportunity to corrupt, there is, it seems, no shortage of willing corrupters. The condition is widespread and intolerable. But, hopefully, in the current conflict over intelligent design, we are witnessing one of those extraordinary moments when the system, in the interest of its own equilibrium, is entering into some much needed self-correction.

      If that indeed is what is happening, we may witness some intense resistance.

      So, what else is new?

      In the Chicago Sun Times review of the recently released Hollywood fantasy Eragon, film critic Miriam Di Nunzio complains that she just doesn’t understand why the black magician Durza “cannot simply wave his hands and retrieve” the missing blue stone sought by the evil king and his minions. And later she questions the logic of a story in which the villain is surprised to discover that there are forces hostile to the king who should have been exterminated. “Why Durza can’t magically divine this is beyond me,” is her exasperated comment. The answer to Di Nunzio’s complaint, though, may have been provided in the film itself when Brom, played by Jeremy Irons, says, “Magic has rules” (“rules” being another word for “laws”).

      We mention the argument over Eragon not because we consider it a particularly noteworthy movie, but rather to illustrate a point. Di Nun-zio seems to be among those who assign anything paranormal to a realm that has no basis in reality. According to this way of thinking, any story of magic is, by definition, fiction, where the only rules are those created by the author. In other words, once you decide to tell a tall tale, what’s the point in letting something like logic slow you down?

      This simplistic way of thinking dominates in today’s media mainstream and elsewhere. Ironically, it is from this quarter that the epithet “supernatu-ral” seems most frequently deployed. The orthodox assumption is that we have the familiar natural world that is obedient to the basic laws of physics as we understand them; anything else must be “super”-natural—unbound by natural laws—and, of course, not real. By this way of thinking, anything we don’t understand becomes “supernatural”—that is, “strictly imaginary.” The most obvious battle line here is between those, such as religious fundamentalists, who believe the supernatural exists (their “God,” who created natural law, doesn’t have to obey it if he doesn’t want to) and those militant secularists who believe it 
does not exist and that our present “scientific” grasp of reality is not to be questioned. Only a few, it seems, are left to argue that ultimately reason itself depends upon the notion that 
order, whether understood or not, is supreme, and that the appearance of any unexplained phenomena eventually tells us more about the limits of our “understanding” than about the limits of the natural order.

      Strangely, though, many of those self-anointed custodians of our current collection of principles said to comprise natural law (a.k.a. “the paradigm keepers,” themselves fundamentalists from a different church) seem unwilling to or incapable of perceiving possibilities that might exist outside the box of our current understanding. These “high priests” of consensus reductionist science are fond of classifying anyone who does not accept the limitations that they have imposed upon reality as believers in the “supernatural” or worse. To put it another way, they classify those who see things differently as ignorant and superstitious, if not dabblers in the black arts.

      However, as Arthur C. Clarke famously observed, “any sufficiently advanced technology is indistinguishable from magic.” It is clear that many of our existing technologies can produce effects that even our immediate ancestors would have considered magic, so why does our hubris prevent us from seeing that things we cannot currently comprehend might not be so incomprehensible if we but knew a little more? Indeed, isn’t it reason-able to suggest that many of our most cherished assumptions—the rules that we now believe govern reality—may be in need of expansion and revision, and that even our distant ancestors may have understood things that we have now forgotten but someday, hopefully, will understand again?

      In times like these, it is worth remembering—if we may be permitted to mix two old refrains—“now we see as through a glass darkly” but “further along we’ll understand more.”

      When self-styled experts in the revealed wisdom of the current order become irate, the real question they need to answer is what exactly has them so upset? If they are so certain of the plausibility of their case, what possible concern can they have over our “rantings”? Methinks that they—having doubts about their own position, which they would rather not discuss—protest too much.

      In a recent online debate over the reality of the afterlife, the defender of the skeptical position declared to his opponent, “I don’t know that it [the afterlife] does 
not exist, but you don’t know that it does.” We have seen similar 
comments on bumper stickers. The general implication seems to be that anyone 
claiming knowledge that exceeds that of the “skeptic” cannot possibly be sincere and, thus, must be lying, with ulterior motives to boot. This kind of rhetoric from the debunker hit squads has become standard fare in many fields—from the afterlife to intelligent design, from zero-point energy to antigravity—and it is pursued with an emotional fervor that is hard to ignore. Just what, we wondered, should be inferred from such behavior?

      Could it be that the institutional mystique that evokes such awe from the media and much of the public is nothing so much as an elaborate subterfuge intended to disguise the weakness and the blindness of these entrenched elitists—something which, like the emperor’s new clothes, even a child could perceive? We’ll leave the conspiracy angles to others, but it seems apparent that, at least on a subconscious level, much of the posturing, if not the bullying, betrays what is at best a deep insecurity about the actual validity of their claims. The very speed with which some of the more outspoken take offense at any suggestion that the basic paradigm of materialist reductionist science can be questioned betrays, we suspect, deep-seated doubts in their own ability to discern, much less discuss, the truth.

      Let’s put it another way. Suppose the so-called debunkers and their brethren were colorblind and realized their disadvantage over those who could actually see color. Their need to level the playing field—to deny the reality of color and to demand that those who could perceive objects and relationships that they could not (such as traffic lights being red, not green) be labeled as charlatans, or worse—might be understandable, but it would not be defensible. The tactic would, of course, lose out as long as these color skeptics were out of power, but if their tribe were to take over and then prop up their weaknesses with the force of law, wouldn’t all who could see rainbows become outlaws?

      So far, we remain free to promote awareness of the many hues that adorn our world, some of which may be hard to see unless properly pointed out. But books like this one could be very threatening to those who perceive the world as strictly black and white—or, at best, as shades of gray. Let us hope they are not permitted to enforce their insecurities.

      On the other hand, for those who may find the inherent dangers of our time a 
bit overwhelming, there is still plenty of reason to take heart. The discoveries 
and knowledge cited in these pages, to say nothing of the hero-ism, could show 
all of us the pathway to liberation that we have been seeking. Indeed, if the way ahead looks perilous, it is worth remembering that it has never been otherwise. As a wise man once said, “All change occurs through dramatic episode.”
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         Debunking the Debunkers
      

      Do the So-called Skeptics Have a Secret Agenda?

      David Lewis

      If you believe in the paranormal, or life after death, you better watch out. The cops might show up at your door—the 
Psi Cops, members of the Committee for Scientific Investigation of Claims of the Paranormal, or CSICOP. 
These skeptics spend a lot of time and energy debunking anything scientifically 
offbeat or extrasensory in nature. They work tirelessly, trying to enforce the unenforceable “law” that says no phenomenon can exist beyond the notion of a purely physically based reality. Phonetically, their acronym suits them, 
psi being the nickname scientists use for extrasensory phenomena—hence, “Psi Cops.” And they have their hands full these days, what with all those bestsellers about near-death experiences, angels, and lost civilizations.

      Crime has really gotten out of control.

      Books about the universe having conscious origins, the new consciousness-based physics, has CSICOP chairman Paul Kurtz in a dither too. At a recent skeptics conference in New York City, he stated that postmodernists (the new physics movement) deny absolute scientific knowledge is possible, the result being an “erosion of the cognitive process, which may 
undermine democracy” [emphasis added]. Sounds awfully serious.

      Recognizing the paranormal, according to Kurtz, questions the prevailing scientific worldview, and that’s just too scary for his Psi Cops to think about. At a CSICOP meeting featuring Harvard’s John Mack, a renowned psychiatrist (now deceased) who researched claims of alien abductions, the debate took on an inquisitional tone.

      To Mack’s surprise, a skeptic announced she had infiltrated his pool of abductees, good Psi Cop that she was, the idea being that Mack’s acceptance of her charade diminished his credibility. Mack took a lot of heat that day, and it was surely embarrassing. But he questioned the Psi Cops’ vehemence and dogma, reminding them that other cultures have always known about “other realities, other beings, other dimensions . . . that can cross over into our own world.” Doing so, Mack irked the skeptics even more. Paul Kurtz later lamented, “If we allow Mack’s suggestion, then have to allow for angels and past lives. Where does it all stop?”
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        Fig. 1.1. Prominent psi debunker and
CSICOP chairman Paul Kurtz.
      

      Crime in the streets, no doubt.

      Reincarnation, astrology, and spirituality have no place in the debunkers’ worldview, likewise homeopathy Pauling, and the list goes on and on. Even conspiracy theories about the assassination of JFK frazzle a debunker’s sensibilities. As champions of Francis Bacon’s scientific method, system of drawing conclusions from observable fact rather than from 
assumption, these “skeptics” present themselves as priests of pure science. But it turns out they practice what they condemn most, a “belief system” known as scientific material-ism, the doctrine to which Bacon’s method devolves when scientists trade free thought and inquiry for the dogma of absolute materialism.

      A scientific materialist believes matter is the only truth, that everything in the universe, including consciousness, can be explained in terms of physical laws—no transcendent cause, no purpose, no meaning to life.

      In short, our thoughts, feelings, inspirations, identity—the universe itself—are merely highly evolved chemical reactions. The soul, of course, does not exist for the scientific materialist, nor does any awareness beyond the brain, nor anything vaguely spiritual in nature, acceptance of which they disparagingly refer to as “superstition.” This cynicism is extended to any area that challenges the prevailing academic view, including theories of advanced lost civilizations, alternative medicine, and the paranormal. The theory advanced by Boston University’s Robert Schoch and author John Anthony West, for instance, that the Sphinx may be far older than previously 
thought, as evidenced by water erosion, meets with a hail of criticism, not 
necessarily on scientific grounds but because the implications challenge the 
prevailing assumptions about prehistory. From consciousness-based reality to 
theories about advanced lost civilizations, paradigms that force a reevaluation 
of our origins, they claim it’s all hogwash. All evidence to the contrary, they 
deem such theories to be fraud or flawed, violating the cardinal rule of Bacon’s method by making a priori assumptions, all the while claiming the highest standard of intellectual purity.
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        Fig. 1.2. John
Mack (1929–2004),
psychiatrist and
professor at Harvard
Medical School, was
a leading authority on
alleged alien abduction
experiences.
      

      How did Wayne and Garth of Saturday Night Live fame put it? “We are not worthy . . . we are not worthy.”

      To give their movement pizzazz, the Psi Cops enlisted the likes of Carl Sagan, ex-magician turned debunker James Randi, 
comedian Steve Allen, and an assortment of academics who share their nihilistic 
beliefs. Their purpose is to convince the “superstitious” that belief in 
anything but nuts-and-bolts materialism is hokum, thereby saving us, and 
democracy, from our better instincts. Their skepticism is absolute and, of 
course, unproved, yet advanced as fact by much of the academic and scientific 
communities. This absolute skepticism is the hidden premise behind every 
position the debunkers take, never mind nagging problems like “Where did all that Big Bang energy come from in the first place?”

      The problem, says John Beloff, a Scottish psychologist at the University of 
Edinburgh, lies in their “skeptical position.” To his credit, Kurtz published a paper Beloff wrote for CSICOP’s journal, the 
Skeptical Inquirer. In that Beloff is well known in the field of 
parapsychology, this was an admittedly unusual occurrence for that publication. In his paper, Beloff discusses the skeptical position, revealing that a priori beliefs exclude the validity of phenomena inconsistent with known, or assumed, physical laws—that means the Psi Cops put the fix in from the start. Beloff summarizes their skeptical position, stating: “Parapsychological findings [to Kurtz] may . . . in due course be taken at face value but always with the tacit understanding that they can eventually be reconciled with a physicalist worldview.” Beloff goes on, saying, “Hence, he [Kurtz] specifically rejects the term 
paranormal if this is taken to imply any kind of spiritual, mental, or idealistic dimensions.” Dr. Beloff also tells us that Kurtz’s position of “absolute skepticism” is by no means unusual. Rather, it is widely shared in the academic and scientific communities. But it’s running into trouble.

      Ironically, advancements in the field of medicine have precipitated a body of evidence suggesting, perhaps proving, that consciousness exists after death. Similar testimony from hundreds of people, originally compiled by Dr. Raymond Moody in his book 
Life After Life, testifies to a transcendent-beyond-the-body reality. Case after case of clinically dead people coming back to life in hospital emergency rooms challenge the skeptics to apply their materialist views in new and creative ways. TV programs dealing with near-death experiences trot out skeptics who condescendingly relegate the profound spiritual episodes of resuscitated patients to the realm of neurotransmitters, hallucinations, and fraud, certain that the brain alone is the source of consciousness. Rather few in number, these skeptics surface in the media frequently. Presenting the obligatory opposing viewpoint, they ignore evidence that contradicts their assumptions, such as clinically dead patients recalling conversations in the waiting room, after they, the patients, 
expired in the emergency room and then came back to life.

      Dr. Kenneth Ring’s Life at Death: A Scientific Investigation of the Near-Death Experience points toward a paradigm shift leading to recognition of the primary role of consciousness in reality. His conclusions strike at the heart of scientific materialism and absolute skepticism, pulling the rug out from under the Psi Cops. “The world of modern physics and the spiritual world seem to reflect a 
single reality” [his emphasis], Ring states. He also admonishes that material science has its limits and that the pursuit of absolute knowledge lies in the realm of religion, philosophy, and spirituality. His position isn’t new. Mystics, intellectuals, and influential scientists have made the same point. Albert Einstein put it poetically, saying, “The most beautiful thing we can experience is the mysterious. It is the source of all true art and science. He to whom this emotion is a stranger, is as good as dead: his eyes closed. . . . To know what is impenetrable to us really exists, manifesting itself as the highest wisdom and the most radiant beauty which our dull faculties can comprehend only in their most primitive forms, this knowledge, this feeling, is at the center of true religiousness.”

      We need to rise to the challenge of being more like Einstein, seeking out the 
mystery of life, in spite of the nagging voices of scientific materialism, which 
may simply reflect our own collective mistrust of intuition and inspiration. At 
the same time, we should not ignore what the skeptics have to offer, a rigorous 
application of critical thinking in areas prone to superstition and 
charlatanism. The scientific method has and will serve us well if properly 
understood. It got us out of the Dark Ages and into the space age, cured polio, 
and so on (although science recognizes that discovery often results from 
accident). But a troubling marriage sometimes aligns scientific materialism with those who attack anyone embracing nontraditional systems. As the cult of absolute materialism finds its way into our lives, schools, and the courtroom, we run the risk of diminishing personal liberty and free thought, 
real threats to democracy. In the name of science, debunkers, skeptics, and “experts” suddenly don hats of authority, seemingly with the imprimatur of the scientific community.

      The January/­February 1995 issue of the Skeptical Inquirer features such an “expert.” In that issue, Joseph Szimhart writes disparagingly about James Redfield’s best-selling novel, 
The Celestine Prophecy, which Szimhart evaluates, for some reason, as if it were a work of nonfiction. Had Szim-hart simply not liked the book or its content there would be little to say. Had his background been accurately represented by the 
Skeptical Inquirer, there would again be little to say. But Szimhart impugns Redfield’s character without any supporting evidence, suggesting his only motive for telling his story is money; he also assaults religious and mystical traditions and their exponents, including the Maharishi Mahesh Yogi, Baird Spalding, Guy Bal-lard, and Carlos Castaneda. As in Redfield’s case, he implies money is their only motive. He calls Nicholas Notavitch’s account of Jesus Christ’s journey to India “bogus,” maligning a tradition that has existed for two thousand years, though only more recently in the West. He then describes the widely popular 
A Course in Miracles as a “reactionary . . . dictatorial tome.”

      Lighten up, Joe.

      But Szimhart’s intellectual prejudice is not his only problem. His back-ground as a self-styled “deprogrammer” presents a deeper set of concerns. He has reacted to New Age belief systems maniacally, forcibly detaining and intimidating people involved with what some scholars call “New Religious Movements.” Charged with kidnapping in an Idaho case, Szimhart narrowly escaped conviction though his accomplices did not. Subsequently, ex-coworkers have denounced his fanatical methods. His is a profession that, according to a Syracuse University study, may induce post-traumatic stress disorder in the people he coerces and detains, doing far more damage than if they had been left alone.

      His diary, seized by the authorities, reveals his motive for working with kidnappers: money. His article in the 
Skeptical Inquirer reveals yet another motivation: his peculiar antipathy for anything resembling “awaken[ing] to this inner reality, or gnosis” (his own words). His intolerance and unsavory dealings somehow earn him the title “Specialist in Controversial New Religions” in the footnote to his article. The 
Skeptical Inquirer’s editor, one would think, might apply his skepticism more evenly.

      Fortunately, few skeptics share Szimhart’s tactics or fanaticism. He is no scientist, and genuine skeptics may wonder why his work appeared in the 
Skeptical Inquirer in the first place. Moreover, many scientists, some calling themselves skeptics, approach claims of paranormal phenomena with genune objectivity. Others actively investigate the mysterious, the offbeat, and the transcendental. Theories and evidence of consciousness-based reality have captured the attention of notable scientists and professionals, like Harvard’s John Mack, as mentioned, and physicist/­Nobel laureate Brian Josephson, who writes about “The Next Grand Union, Physics and Spirituality.”

      Skeptics come unglued, of course, when distinguished professionals crossover into the forbidden zone of consciousness exploration. John Mack had the audacity to study claims of alien abduction, bizarre accounts of people claiming to have been kidnapped by extraterrestrials and experimented on while under telepathic control, accounts that suggest a merging of subconscious and physical realities. After exhausting all other explanations, Mack took the accounts, recalled under hypnosis, at face value, theorizing that 
reality must be more than it seems. As a result, his tenure at Harvard came under review and he was denounced by some of his peers, while other professionals saluted his courage.

      Brian Josephson stunned his colleagues when he turned to consciousness 
exploration after having discovered a magical quantum property now called the Josephson effect (the phenomenon of current flow across two weakly coupled superconductors 
separated by an insulating barrier) at the University of Cambridge at the tender age of twenty-two. He then received a tenured position at Cambridge’s legendary Cavendish Laboratory. That was in 1972. He won a Nobel Prize a year later. Subsequently, he renounced the world of orthodoxy for the pursuit of mystical understanding. The scientific community considered Josephson a genius, until he crossed into the “forbidden zone.” But his inclinations showed up early on, when as a graduate student he revealed his appreciation for invisible realities. His discovery of the Josephson effect came as a result of his having theorized that electron “tunnels” might pass through insulating barriers in superconducting circuits the same way ghosts pass through walls in the movies.
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        Fig. 1.3. Physicist and Nobel
laureate Brian Josephson, director of
the Mind-Matter Unification Project
at the Cavendish Laboratory in
Cambridge, England.
      

      Based on his reading of quantum mechanics, the inner workings of the universe, he guessed that the current in such a circuit could actually flow in both directions at once, creating a kind of standing wave that would be especially sensitive to magnetic and electrical influences. Bell Laboratories validated Josephson’s theories, adding to his already growing reputation as an innovator and a prodigy. In a recent issue of 
Scientific American, he says quantum mechanics allows for “synchronicities” that “produce the appearance of psychic phenomena.” Decoded, that means consciousness-based physical reality as opposed to the other way around. When he lectures at the Cavendish Laboratory, his views are well received, he says. In the same article, Josephson suggests scientists can improve their abilities through the practice of meditation.

      We might say that hard-and-fast skeptics lack Josephson’s subtlety of mind. This is not to say that all skeptics reject out of hand what Joseph-son represents. To the contrary, some pursue the truth in earnest, wherever it leads, such as Dr. Michael Epstein, a chemist and the vice president of a skeptics group. Epstein commented in a news release for the Society for Scientific Exploration that “[d]ebunkers often call themselves skeptics. However, a real skeptic is one who is willing to look critically at all of the evidence for extraordinary claims, and that’s what SSE is here to do.”

      The society, a group of scientists and academics, met in Huntington Beach, California, recently. Topics discussed ranged from near-death experiences (NDEs) to evidence for cases of reincarnation, enough to frazzle any Psi Cop. Other topics dealt with biological responses that may predict earthquakes, the effect of the moon on human behavior, artificial structures on Mars, the age of the Sphinx, sacred sites and sacred science, acoustical properties of ancient ceremonial sites, archaeoastronomy, alternative energy, inertia loss in spacecraft, and telepathy and psychokinesis. Society members do not necessarily subscribe to the positions presented. Rather, they apply a scientific standard that neither rejects nor accepts theories out of hand. Professor Lawrence Frederick, for instance, secretary of the society and former secretary of the American Astronomical Society, rejects the methodology that has been used to gather evidence for artificial structures on Mars but does not rule out the theory altogether. Frederick speaks candidly regarding the monuments-on-Mars theory, saying, “I can’t show that it isn’t true, but it sounds goofy.” Without a double-blind test, he says, using other locations on Mars against which to compare the geometry of the supposed artificial structures, a scientific conclusion cannot be drawn.
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        Fig. 1.4. Challenging today’s debunker is
not unlike fighting a dragon—but there is a
lot more smoke to deal with.
      

      Yet Frederick and society members investigate with an open mind, which others will not. They champion free inquiry into a wide range of theories and claims, no matter how strange. In their voices, one hears a blend of fascination and skepticism, perhaps the ideal mixture of scientific rigor and human wonder. Speaking about one member, who shall remain nameless, Frederick describes him as an “infor-mative and lovely person,” tenured at a major polytechnic institute. The reason he shall remain nameless: while he sides with the Psi Cops on most issues, he’s convinced the Loch Ness monster really exists. . . . Honest. His position, of course, presents a serious problem. It makes you wonder.

      What will become of democracy?
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         “Voodoo Science” on Trial
      

      Challenging the Establishment’s Kangaroo Court of Alternative Science

      Eugene Mallove, Ph.D.

      Voodoo Science, published in 2000, may well be regarded by future historians of science as a dying ember from the funeral pyre of late-twentieth-century-establishment physics, which hurtles toward a supposed “theory of everything” while being blissfully ignorant of profound cracks in its very foundations. But author Robert L. Park, a physics professor at the University of Maryland, is now riding high. For some years he has been the darling of editors seeking crisp commentary from the chief representative of the American Physical Society (APS), a position he has held since 1982.

      Whether railing against manned space flight, antiballistic missile defense, alternative health care, ESP research, UFO investigation, or his favorite whip-ping topic, cold fusion, Robert Park can be found in top mudslinging form on the op-ed pages of the 
New York Times and the Washington Post, among others. His politicized weekly “What’s New” Internet science column (www.opa.org/­WN) is remarkable in that it is tolerated at all by the APS, especially since Park, with insufferable chutzpah, ends each column with a fake disclaimer: “Opinions are the author’s and are not necessarily shared by the APS, but they should be.” That’s pure Park, who hopes that his audience will come to see the world through the filter of the scientific certainties that he and many of his arrogant physics colleagues claim to possess.

      Dr. Park has now compiled his “wisdom” in a short volume in which he claims to have discovered a new kind of science—“Voodoo Science.” His definition of voodoo science is encapsulated in the subtitle, “The Road from Foolishness to Fraud.” There is a progression from “honest error” that evolves “from self-delusion to fraud,” he says. He further elaborates the definition: “The line between foolishness and fraud is thin. Because it is not always easy to tell when that line is crossed, I use the term ‘voodoo science’ to cover them all: pathological science, junk science, pseudoscience, and fraudulent science.”

      He says that he “discovered” voodoo science in the course of his public relations work for the APS: 
he “kept bumping up against scientific ideas and claims that are totally, 
indisputably, extravagantly wrong.” He is that certain, three adverbs worth, 
that many of the things he calls “voodoo science” cannot be right. More often 
than not, he draws his conclusions from fundamental theory that is supposedly 
sacrosanct. Therein lies the fundamental failure of Park and so many of his 
colleagues in the physics establishment: they have abandoned what little 
curiosity about scientific experiments that they may have had at the beginning 
of their scientific careers. They attack data from experiments that at first 
glance appear to be in conflict with theory, about which they have concluded one of two things: 1) The theory can’t possibly need fundamental modification, which might allow the phenomenon 
to occur, or 2) It is inconceivable that existing theory can be applied to allow 
the phenomenon. It takes a special kind of arrogance to conclude affirmatively 
on both those points, particularly when both experimental data and theory for an 
anomalous phenomenon trend strongly against the doubters, the study of cold fusion being a prime example.
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        Fig. 2.1. Author and physics
professor Robert Park, cold
fusion adversary and self-appointed
gatekeeper of
conventional scientific thought.
      

      Park thinks he knows what he and the physics establishment are doing, but he does not. He writes “. . . no matter how plausible a theory seems to be, experiment gets the final word.” But for Park, theory rules which experiments he will even look at. Revealing complete ignorance of the bloody battles over paradigm shifts in science (of the very kind he is obstructing!), Park claims, “When better information is available, science textbooks are rewritten with hardly a backward glance.” Baloney!

      In Voodoo Science, Park dismisses cold fusion at its very first mention, referring to it as “the discredited ‘cold fusion’ claim made several years earlier by Stanley Pons and Martin Fleischmann.”*1 He says that a “dwindling band of believers” continue to gather each year “at some swank international resort” in an attempt 
to “resuscitate” cold fusion. He asks, “Why does this little band so fervently 
believe in something the rest of the scientific community rejected as fantasy years earlier?” He speculates later, “Perhaps many scientists found in cold fusion relief from boredom.”

      Park works himself up about cold fusion throughout the book and tells us what he really thinks of cold fusion: “On June 6, 1989, just seventy-five days after the Salt Lake City announcement, cold fusion had clearly crossed the line from foolishness to fraud.” He states that Fleischmann and Pons 
exaggerated or fabricated their evidence. (He only speculates whether cold fusion researcher Dr. James Patterson of Clean Energy Technologies Inc. may have “crossed the line from foolishness to fraud.”)
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        Fig. 2.2. Stanley Pons (far left) and
Martin Fleischmann (far right), the
electrochemists who discovered cold
fusion in 1989. (Photograph courtesy of
“Infinite Energy”)
      

      Park has not troubled himself to study the very data that he demanded many years ago as proof of cold fusion, specifically the helium-4 nuclear ash data, even after this data made it into the peer-reviewed literature. On June 14, 1989, in the 
Chronicle of Higher Education, Park opined, “The most frustrating aspect 
of this controversy is that it could have been settled weeks ago. If fusion 
occurs at the level that the two scientists claim, then helium, the end product 
of fusion, must be present in the used palladium cathodes.” “You don’t have to worry about the heat if there is no helium” was his statement to me in the spring of 1991, recorded in my book 
Fire from Ice. Apart from his gross error of ignoring the helium that might be in the cover gas coming from surface reactions (such cold fusion helium had been detected in 1991 and later), it is notable that Park has never mentioned any of the published literature on helium in cold fusion experiments.

      Since at least 1991, Park has been informed by fellow APS scientists, such as 
Dr. Scott Chubb, about helium-4 detection in cathodes and in the gas streams of 
cold fusion experiments. These independent experiments have been published in 
the United States and Japan in peer-reviewed journals. There is no doubt that Park knows this. But 
Voodoo Science contains no mention of this data, an egregious fraud by Park on journalists and the general public.

      Thus, on the issue of cold fusion, Park himself has traveled, in his lexicon, from foolishness to fraud. Not troubling himself with inconvenient facts, such as experimental evidence of robust character that supports cold fusion, he states preposterously: “Ten years after the announcement of cold fusion, results are no more persuasive than those in the first weeks.” He rewrites cold fusion history with ludicrous bloopers designed to entertain: “How, I wondered, could Pons 
and Fleischmann have been working on their cold fusion idea for five years, as 
they claimed, without going to the library to find out what was already known 
about hydrogen in metals? Electrochemist Martin Fleischmann, Fellow of the 
Royal Society, not knowing a lot about hydrogen in metals? A bit much to suggest, even for an unethical obfuscator like Park. Park is the one who should have gone to the library. He would have discovered that leading cold fusion scientists like Fleischmann and Bockris wrote the textbooks about hydrogen in metals. Fleischmann’s outstanding research in this area earned him the Fellowship in the Royal Society, arguably the world’s most prestigious scientific society. In other contexts Park claims allegiance to established theory and the expertise of leading authorities; in this case, he does not even realize who the authorities are.

      If Park doesn’t get his information about cold fusion from technical papers, the normal approach in science, from where does he get it? Apparently he is briefed by fact-resistant critic Dr. Douglas Morrison, of CERN (European Organization for Nuclear Research), who has attended the inter-national cold fusion conferences where he asks mostly obtuse questions, proving that he, like Park, has not read the cold fusion literature. Morrison has “kept an eye on cold fusion for the rest of us,” as Park puts it. The result of all this is to have Morrison, the prime purveyor of the “pathological science” theory of cold fusion, passing misinformation to Park, who then jazzes it up with snide remarks suited to the Washington beltway crowd.

      While Morrison is the only skeptic to actually publish a paper that attempts to come to grips with quantitative issues of cold fusion calorimetry and electrochemistry, every paragraph in his paper includes an elementary mistake. A few examples: he subtracts the same factor twice. He claims that Fleischmann and Pons used “a complicated non-linear regression analysis” method, which they did not use. He recommends another method instead—the one, in fact, they did use. He confuses power (watts) with energy (joules). He claims that hydrogen escaping from a 0.0044 mole palladium hydride might produce 144 watts of power and 1.1 million joules of energy, whereas the textbooks say the maximum power from this would be 0.005 watt, and a simple calculation shows that the most energy it could produce is 650 joules. This is the “expert” Park relies upon for news of cold fusion!

      But Park well knows the propaganda value of turning a serious subject into a joke. In his account of the early days of cold fusion he observes, “Cold Fusion was becoming a joke. In Washington that is usually fatal.”

      After assaulting the main body of cold fusion research, Park singles out for attack Dr. Randell Mills of BlackLight Power Inc. (see 
Infinite Energy 17:21–35). He says that Mills did not offer “any experimental evidence” for his claims of excess energy caused by catalytic hydrino formation. Park does not discuss the multiple channels of experimental and astrophysical data that Mills has cited to defend his theory. Park covers up the serious, positive results that the NASA Lewis Research Center published in its official report on the Mills replication. But Park, at his core, argues mainly from theory: “But those who bet on hydrinos are betting against the most firmly established and successful laws of physics.” Mr. Certain asks rhetorically, “What are the odds that Randall [sic] Mills is right? To within a very high degree of accuracy, the odds are zero.”

      Though I expected Park to bash scientific anomalies, I was unprepared to discover the depths of his ignorance about space flight and its future. Commenting on his early 1990s testimony before Congress in sup-port of unmanned space missions, he recalls, “I wanted to explain why the era of human space exploration had ended twenty-five years earlier and was unlikely ever to come back.” No future for human presence in space? Is Park for real? He ends his myopic refrain with inept poetry bearing an absurd message, “America’s astronauts have been left stranded in low-earth orbit, like passengers waiting beside an abandoned stretch of track for a train that will never come, bypassed by the advance of science.”

      Amateur astronaut Park then offers an amazing blooper: “If there was gold in low earth orbit, it would not pay to get it.” Astonishing! When he makes this and other claims he apparently does not understand such elementary concepts as the small propulsion energy cost of de-orbiting with rockets and aerobraking. In the emerging era of commercial space transportation, this Park faux pas will be remembered as a late-twentieth-century howler, on par with statements by astronomer Simon Newcomb earlier in the century that heavier-than-air flight was likely to remain impossible.

      In Park’s crusade against manned space flight, he even goes after astronaut hero John Glenn: “Both Ham [a chimpanzee aboard an early U.S. space flight] and Glenn would end up in Washington: Glenn in the U.S. Senate, Ham in the national zoo. Ham died a short time later without ever returning to space.”

      He attacks “messianic engineer” Robert Zubrin, who has put forth 
concrete, well-researched proposals for cost-saving space missions in his book 
The Case for Mars. Park says that Zubrin started “his own cult—the Mars Society.” Park mocks the aspirations that led people like Dr. Robert Goddard and so many others this century to work toward the manned exploration of space: “Zubrin had learned his lessons well. The focus is on the dream. His followers feel their feet crunching into the sands of Mars, while the most daunting technical challenges are swept aside with simplistic solutions.”

      On the book jacket Park singles out “magnet therapy” in addition to cold 
fusion as the epitome of “foolish and fraudulent scientific claims.” In the only 
“experiment” that he actually decided to personally conduct to test any of his 
opinions, he launched a misguided effort to disprove the alleged therapeutic 
effectiveness of magnets in contact with the human body. He bought some athletic 
magnets from a local store, then stuck one on a steel file cabinet. He then 
inserted sheets of paper under the magnet, and found that at ten sheets the 
magnet fell off. He exults, “Credit cards and pregnant women are safe! The field 
of these magnets would hardly extend through the skin, much less penetrate 
muscles.” Park had merely found the point at which static friction (caused by 
the magnetic force) is insufficient to hold the magnet against the force of 
gravity. On this basis he concludes that the magnetic field would not penetrate 
into skin! This is completely wrong, as sophomore physics students at MIT, and 
presumably at the University of Maryland, would know. Park gets a grade of F on 
that one. “Not that it would make any difference if it did penetrate,” he says. 
Park always has some a priori theoretical insight about why something “can’t 
be.” This public relations agent for the American Physical Society needs a refresher course in Science 101.

      Given Park’s incompetent assessment of cold fusion and his failures in elementary scientific methodology, we cannot expect a useful appraisal of other controversial areas, such as whether or not there are loopholes in or extensions to classical thermodynamics, whether low-level electromagnetic fields can affect biological systems, the “memory of water,” or the scientific foundations of alternative medicine. Regardless of their individual merits, Park gives all of these questions the same brush-off he applies to cold fusion.

      It is not that one might never find areas of agreement with Park. For example, some of the charlatan-like antics of Dennis Lee, of Better World Technologies, which Park chronicles, are appalling and have nothing to do with the serious scientific investigation of anomalous energy phenomena. And Park states that “there is now overwhelming scientific evidence that we ourselves can affect Earth’s climate.” Some scientists would agree with that; I don’t happen to. I side with those atmospheric scientists who believe that computer models do not yet come close to an adequate representation of all the factors that affect climate.

      On the other side, Park is rather forgiving about such things as government spending for Tokamak hot fusion, which is widely regarded as a financially wasteful research boondoggle even by those who have nothing to do with cold fusion. He says absolutely nothing about the ill-fated Super-conducting Supercollider (SSC), which was begun and then canceled before it could waste even more taxpayer money. We do not hear of the scandalous recent cost overrun at the ICF (Inertial Confinement Fusion) weapons simulation laser fusion device, which was led by a physicist who was not even honest about his academic credentials. To Park, this waste is apparently “all in the family”—the kind of money that the white-collar welfare, government-funded physics community can be forgiven for wasting.

      It is tempting to speculate that Park may be suffering from a psychological problem known as projection, or possibly cognitive dissonance. At some level, this confused man with all his years of schooling must realize that he is out of his element in evaluating the cold fusion evidence. He doesn’t really know whether the evidence is good or not. Obviously he has not studied it except superficially, yet he has gone far out on a limb in attacking it—he can’t bring himself to turn back. Among other problems, admitting he had been very wrong would call into question his many other judgments, from manned space travel to magnet therapy. He expected that cold fusion would go away years ago but it hasn’t, so he creates the myth that the cold fusion field consists of “followers who see what they expect to see.” In truth, it is Park who is seeing what he wants to see—lack of evidence where there is evidence! The following grand assessment by Park of “voodoo scientists” pertains most properly to him: “While it never pays to underestimate the human capacity for self-deception, they must at some point begin to realize that things are not behaving as they had supposed.” It will be cosmic justice for this profoundly foolish, mean-spirited flak for the physics establishment when, in the light of scientific advance, the bigotry and lies he has turned against others expose him for what he is.
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         The Establishment Strikes Back
      

      Never Mind the Evidence, The Learning Channel Wants to Eradicate the Looming Atlantis Heresy

      Frank Joseph

      Our times are witnessing an unprecedented general interest in Atlantis. The release in the summer of 2001 of Walt Disney Studios’ feature film 
Atlantis, the Lost Empire was a reflection of that worldwide fascination. Serious and competent investigators employing the latest research technology are making paradigm-breaking finds, from the waters around the Bahamas and Cuba to the Bolivian Alto Plano and the mid-Atlantic Ocean. The very appearance and descriptive name of the magazine in which this article first appeared, 
Atlantis Rising, tells it all—Atlantis is rising in the consciousness of millions as never before in modern history. It is only natural then, that this resurgence would provoke reaction from conventional scholars who regard any mention of any “Antediluvian World” as the worst heresy. Doubtless, the growing popularity of “the A-word” has caused them deep frustration, after so many years of concerted attempts at debunking it in front of audiences from the classroom to television-land. Mortified but unbowed, the defenders of Ivory Tower archaeology are repeatedly airing a new “special” over The Learning Channel entitled “Uncovering Atlantis.”

      I want to state clearly at the outset that even the most fanatical Atlantologist does not oppose the public discussion of contrary views, but would, moreover, enjoy confronting them as healthy challenges. I, like my colleagues who research Atlantis, enjoy any opportunity to contrast our facts and ideas with the shopworn dogma of uniformitarians. Honest differences of opinion and lively debate are catalysts of discovery. The most strident opposition is welcome, as long as it is in the spirit of genuine scientific curiosity. But when that opposition sets out to deliberately vilify a targeted viewpoint and its adherents with blatant untruths, it must be exposed and condemned.

      For its first five minutes, “Uncovering Atlantis” entices viewers with suggestions of some historical credibility for the sunken kingdom. They are told that it was described by one of the greatest minds of the Western world, the Greek philosopher Plato. Cultural comparisons between the ancient Near East and pre-Columbian America, the narrator continues, imply a vanished, mid-ocean source common to them both. But this deceptively sympathetic attitude soon deteriorates into imperious denial with the appearance of Dr. Kenneth Feder, who teaches at Central Connecticut State University.

      Shocked to learn that four out of five of his new students entertain the possibility that Atlantis might have actually existed, he has taken an extraordinary precaution against such intolerable open-mindedness. Before getting into the basics of Archaeology 101, Feder 
regularly subjects his captive audiences to an anti-Atlantis indoctrination 
class, reproduced in the TV program. The very notion of a lost civilization is ridiculed point for point in a one-sided presentation that leaves no room for debate. “That there is no reference to Atlantis before Plato, if such a place really existed,” emotes Feder, “is absolutely stunning.” The disembodied voice of the narrator adds, “Atlantis was forgotten after Plato’s death for more than two thousand years. The first person to mention or perhaps invent this word was Plato.”

      In truth, variations of the history of Atlantis were known literally around the world among dozens or perhaps hundreds of disparate societies centuries before Plato. In many of these indigenous traditions, Atlantis is self-evidently referred to and culturally inflected, such as Aztlan, a volcanic “White Island” in the “Sunrise Sea” from which the ancestors of the Aztecs arrived on the eastern shores of Mexico. Another “White Island” was described in the great Indian epics the 
Mahabharata and Puranas as Attala, the mountainous homeland of a powerful and highly civilized race located in the “Western Sea” on the other side of the world from India. The 
Vishnu Purana located Attala “on the seventh zone,” which corresponds to 24–28 degrees latitude, on a line with the Canary Islands. There, the Guanche inhabitants spoke of Atara, while Atemet was the dwelling place of an Egyptian goddess responsible for a world-flood.

      In North American Cherokee tradition, Atali is the place from which their ancestors dispersed throughout the world immediately after a catastrophic deluge. Named after the lost homeland of the Maya’s earliest ancestors, Atitlan is a lake region in the Solola Department, the central highlands of southwestern Guatemala, where Quiche-Maya civilization reached its florescence. In Euskara, the language of the Basque people, Atlaintika is the name of a drowned kingdom from which their forebears arrived in the Bay of Biscay. Atlatonan was the “Daughter of Atlaloc,” a blue-robed virgin ritually drowned to venerate the Aztec rain god. Her fate and philological resemblance to Atlantis, literally, “Daughter of Atlas,” is too remarkable for coincidence.

      Contrary to the narrator of “Uncovering Atlantis,” the sunken civilization was not forgotten for two thousand years after Plato. During classical times, it was the subject of lively discussion among the leading thinkers of the Greco-Roman world including Aristotle, Strabo, Poseidonus, Krantor, Proclus, Plutarch, and Diodorus Siculus, most of whom, incidentally, believed in the historical reality of Atlantis. So did the seventeenth century’s greatest scholars, Athanasius Kircher in Germany and Sweden’s Olof Rudbeck. The narrator asks, “[T]he archaeologists’ verdict [on Atlantis]?” Various archaeologists caustically respond, one after the other on camera, “Garbage!” “Insidious!” “Misleading!” “Preposterous!” “Fantasy!” 
Yet these exclamations more accurately describe The Learning Channel’s own pseudo-documentary. Certainly, the narration is “preposterous” when describing its self-styled debunker: “Ken Feder has become an expert in recognizing the kind of evidence that will prove whether or not Atlantis was the source of all civilization.” The professor is then shown sifting Native American pottery, among which he finds pieces of early colonial ware. Since he was unable to find evidence of a similar Atlantean intrusion at his little informal surface dig, he concludes that there is no evidence for ancient visitors from “the lost continent” in rural Connecticut. Sadly, this kind of paltry argument falls somewhat short of proving “whether or not Atlantis was the source of all civilization.”

      Such pathetic attempts at debunking the lost empire are supported by a narration asserting that any apparent resemblances between pyramids of the Old and New Worlds are entirely coincidental and unrelated. As Feder pontificates, “The pyramids can definitely be ruled out as any connection to Atlantis.” He denies that Mesoamerican pyramids bear any comparison with Sumerian ziggurats and especially the early Egyptian step pyramids. But the Third Dynasty pyramid built by Pharaoh Zoser at Saqqara compares in numerous details with the Mayan pyramid at Palenque, in Yucatán. Beyond their obvious outward resemblance as step pyramids, both contain subterranean chambers with descending corridors. The Palenque pyramid entombed the body of a Mayan monarch known as Pacal. The funeral practices and beliefs that accompanied him were remarkably similar to those known in the Old World. The eight degrees this king’s soul was expected to pass on its way through the Underworld were virtually identical in Mesoamerican and Egyptian belief systems. In the latter, the third degree was overseen by a crocodile, the 
sibak; cipak is Nahuatl for the Aztecs’ funeral alligator-boat.

      The human soul was identically conceived in Egyptian and Mesoamerican thought. Temple art across the Nile Valley portrayed the
ba as a human-headed bird, often soaring through a hole in a tomb. A Mayan temple relief at Izapa similarly depicts a bird with the head of a man flying out of a burial cave. Wall paintings at Palenque are strikingly reminiscent of the Egyptian technique. Mayan figures, like the Egyptian, are arrayed in rows, while the feet and heads of most of the nobles are portrayed in flat profile. In funeral finery scarcely different from a pharaoh’s, Pacal’s sarcophagus and his ear-rings were decorated with hieroglyphs, and he wore a beaded necklace of precious stones cut in the forms of flowers and fruits that could have almost passed for Nile workmanship. Mirroring the pharaohs, Pacal 
was even fitted with a death mask. The foot of his sarcophagus, like Pharaoh Zoser’s, was made so that the entire enclosure could be stood upright on its base. Pacal also wore a false chin-beard, as did all the pharaohs.

      The American surveyor Hugh Harleston Jr. discovered in 1974 that Palenque’s Temple of the Inscriptions did not fit standard units of 1.059 meters in the Maya’s 
hunab system of measurement. He found, instead, that the structure was perfectly laid out in Egyptian “royal cubits.” It contained a large room, 23 feet high with a floor space of 13 by 29 feet, and was roofed by stone beams similar to those in the King’s Chamber of Egypt’s Great Pyramid. Alberto Ruz Lhuillier, a conservative Mexican archaeologist who discovered Pacal’s resting place, admitted that this chamber closely resembled numerous details of its Egyptian counterpart. Around Pacal’s elaborately carved stone sarcophagus were placed jade statuettes of the solar deity Kinich-Ahau, 
“Lord of the Eye of the Sun.” They were no different from the ushabti, or “answerers,” small statues made of faience included in royal Egyptian burials. Significantly, the Egyptian solar god, Horus, was identically known as “Lord of the Eye of the Sun” and revered as the deified embodiment of kingship.

      Jade was the most important ceremonial stone in Mesoamerica, because its color symbolized the Atlantic waters across which the Maya’s culture-bearing ancestors arrived on the shores of Yucatán. In the Aztec version of the Flood, one among this ancestral company was the princess Chalchuitl, with whom jade was personally identified. Pacal’s jade statuettes were, in fact, known as 
chalchuitls.

      Worse than denying obvious cultural correspondences between the Old and New Worlds was an attempt by the producers of “Uncovering Atlantis” to characterize anyone who entertains the possibility of a historical Atlantis as a potential mass murderer. While running stock footage of Adolf Hitler and his followers, the narrator says, “Prominent Nazis believed the master race originated in Atlantis. One of the most passionate believers was Heinrich Himmler, head of the SS. Himmler directed Germany’s scientists to seek for descendants of the Atlantean super race in places ranging from the Andes to Tibet. They scrutinized the physical features of the natives in search of any shred of evidence to support Himmler’s notion that his Aryan ancestors, the Atlanteans, once lived there. These claims of an ancestral heritage from Atlantis fed the Nazis’ belief in the supremacy of the Aryan master race.”

      Talk about “fantasy”! After more than twenty years of research on the subject, I have been unable to identify even one of the “prominent Nazis who believed the master race originated in Atlantis.” Nowhere through-out the vast literature on the Third Reich does the word “Atlantis” appear, save rarely and incidentally. It is not mentioned in 
Mein Kampf, nor in any of Hitler’s hundreds of speeches. In his voluminous 
Table Talk, he cites it once only in passing, during an after-dinner discussion about prehistoric legends. Himmler neither knew nor cared about anything Atlantean; his focus, as any biography of the man reveals, was limited exclusively to Ger-many. Alfred Rosenberg, the most prominent Nazi philosopher, says nothing about Atlantis in his major opus, 
The Myth of the 20th Century. The Nazis have been accused of many things, but at least they were guiltless of trying to justify “the supremacy of the Aryan master race” by demonstrating Atlantean origins.

      Building on this perverse phantom of Nazi Atlantologists, Feder explains, “When we come to something like the lost continent of Atlantis, we are better off knowing that civilizations developed more or less independently, just so nobody can say ‘some people are better than others, some are smarter than others’ because we know what happens down the line when we believe that. So, I’m not going to tell you that belief in Atlantis is necessarily the first step toward genocide or holocaust. But what I’m telling you is that we are on a very slippery slope when we believe in fantasies, and that those fantasies lead us down to places where we really don’t want to go.”

      In other words, when we begin to question prevailing doctrine about Atlantis, 
“we are on a very slippery slope” toward genocidal racism. This unspeakable 
calumny against people who dare to disagree with an official position can have 
been generated only by deep fear on the part of some conventional scholars. They sense that a growing body of irresistibly persuasive evidence presented by modern Atlantologists is jeopardizing their career investment in fossilized notions of the human past. It is more than absurd to say that anyone is using Atlantis to prove “some people are better than others, some are smarter than others.” Quite the contrary; investigators eagerly seek out the folk traditions of native peoples in many parts of the world as vitally important evidence substantiating and illuminating the Atlantean drama. These are the same traditions uniformatarian scholars refuse to take into account, dismissing them with a patronizing smile as “myths.” They presume to know better than indigenous peoples about their own prehistory. Who are the real “racists” here?

      The unsavory by-products of academia occur in some people, emotionally unequipped for objectivity, as narrow-minded arrogance and self-contained ignorance. “Uncovering Atlantis” may not disclose anything about the lost civilization, but it does say something about mean-spirited men who do not shrink from calumniating others to preserve their imperiled dogma. It is precisely this intolerant doctrine, however, that is at last beginning to sink into popular disrepute as Atlantis is rising ever stronger in the minds of men and women everywhere.
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