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      DELUSIONS IN
SCIENCE & SPIRITUALITY

      “Susan Martinez has gifted us with another brilliant work. In a nonthreatening and nonjudgmental manner, Martinez methodically and masterfully presents her thesis that almost everything that we have been taught about our species’ evolution, our planet, and our cosmic origins is totally wrong. With balanced displays of wit, wisdom, and intelligence, Martinez provides the reader with the ‘rise of knowledge from unseen worlds’ and deftly demolishes the ‘delusions’ in conventional and orthodox science and spirituality. This is a must-have book for anyone who wonders about our true history on this planet and the interconnectedness of all life. We highly recommend it.”

      BRAD AND SHERRY STEIGER, AUTHORS OF REAL ENCOUNTERS, DIFFERENT 
DIMENSIONS, AND OTHERWORLDLY BEINGS

      “Martinez, trained in the theories of elite universities, has turned the tables on their ill-rooted assumptions. She demonstrates how their conclusions do not match reality. This volume crowns her triad of books that upheave today’s illusionary views about humanity’s origins, place on Earth, and role in the universe. Scholars and other readers thirsty for a new multidimensional cosmology will react to Martinez’s work as a parched straggler seeing an oasis. One will be intellectually nourished and find stepping-stones to a better set of answers to our present mysteries of life.”

      PAUL VON WARD, AUTHOR OF
WE’VE NEVER BEEN ALONE

AND THE SOUL GENOME

       

      “Martinez avoids going too deeply into scientific jargon, making Delusions in Science & Spirituality palatable for a wide audience. Great food for thought and a wonderful reference work, too. I highly recommend this book. It is liberating!”

      JAMES WEBSTER, AUTHOR OF
LIFE IS FOREVER

      “Martinez takes no prisoners.”

      MICHAEL TYMN, AUTHOR OF
RESURRECTING LEONORA PIPER

      

       

       

      
        Nine-tenths of existing books are nonsense; and the clever books are the refutation of that nonsense.
      

      BENJAMIN DISRAELI

      
        Conventional wisdom has a way of being wrong.
      

      DAVID RAUP, THE NEMESIS AFFAIR
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          When Death Is Not Death: A Parable
        
      

      
        Master Abu-Ishak Chisti once told of a certain man who was believed to have died, and was being prepared for burial when he revived. The man sat up, but he was so shocked at the scene surrounding him that he fainted. He was put in a coffin, and the funeral party set off for the cemetery. Just as they arrived at the grave, he regained consciousness again, lifted the coffin lid, and cried out for help.
      

      
        “It is not possible that he has revived,” said the mourners.
      

      
        “But I am alive!” shouted the man. He appealed to a well-known and impartial scientist and lawyer who was present.
      

      
        “Just a moment,” said the expert. He then turned to the mourners, counting them. “Now, we have heard what the alleged deceased has had to say. You fifty witnesses tell me what you regard as the truth.”
      

      
        “He is dead,” said the witnesses.
      

      
        And so he was buried.
      

      Are the experts still burying the truth?

    

  
    
      
        INTRODUCTION
      

      THE FIX IS IN

      
        Myth has its charms, but the truth is far more beautiful.
      

      J. ROBERT OPPENHEIMER

      It is said that the first casualty of war is the truth.*1 There is a quiet intellectual war going on; the naked truth is a fatality in the battle for scientific and philosophical supremacy. Since this book is about the “ongoing search for fundamental farces”†2 let me open with this. Around the time I began writing Delusions in Science and Spirituality, a congressman from my own state (Georgia), Paul Broun, who is also a medical doctor, publicly announced, “All that stuff I was taught about evolution and embryology and big bang theory—all that is lies straight from the pit of hell,” adding, “Global warming is a trick.” Broun, as it happens, sits on the House Committee on Science, Space, and Technology.

      Although my political views are probably far from Rep. Broun’s, I, too, have had my fill of “fundamental farces.” They are everywhere and they are squarely in the way of truth. Until they are cleared off the table, we cannot move forward. In these pages we will confront and debunk the grandest myths of our time—albeit the current alpha dogs in human knowledge—theories so self-congratulatory, so cosseted, so well-inked and oversold as to become Fact. Today’s science magazines are one big commercial for the Standard Model (SM). As a result, everyone believes in evolution, ice ages, global warming, and so on. These solutions—unctuously labeled “attractive,” “elegant,” “sophisticated,” “robust,” “muscular”—are shot down tomorrow. Meanwhile, the alternatives to these moribund theories are ignored and despised, even though “the improbabilities of today are the elementary truths of tomorrow,” as sagely declared by Charles Richet, 1913 Nobel Prize winner in medicine, in his book Thirty Years of Psychic Research (2003).

      Scientific debate? Academic freedom? Not really. Turf wars and quarrelsome factions are only internecine, infighting, that is, within the Standard Model.

      Scrambling to break records—as if knowledge were a race or a contest—the mainstream offers us “progress” in science in the form of

      a particle that travels faster than light

      the largest map ever made of dark matter

      the biggest structure in the universe

      the most massive star ever seen

      the most powerful gamma ray burst ever observed

      the largest color image of the universe

      the brightest supernova ever recorded

      the most massive black hole

      the earliest version of Australopithecus

      the first hominid to use fire

      the world’s oldest jewelry, oldest wine cellar, oldest pair of pants

      the hottest summer on record

      the biggest underwater volcano

      If this record-breaking game is really progress, whom does it enlighten? Besides, some of these “breakthroughs” are less smashing than their blazing headlines suggest. In 2012, for example, archaeologists found evidence of 6,700-year-old corn in Peru, which was trumpeted as the oldest ever found in South America, 2,000 years earlier than previously thought. But as we will see, maize is quite a bit older in that region than 6,000 or 7,000 years. Headlines have even been made with the supposedly oldest turd in America: “startling evidence” from a cave in Oregon, these coprolites (feces) are hailed as comprising the oldest evidence of human presence in the Americas, at 14,300 years old. But not really; that date is still a conservative figure, considering that 50,000-year-old flake tools have been found in our hemisphere (much more on all this in chapter 8).

      In the seventeenth century, the giants of science set the pace for us moderns by reducing the universe to fixed secular laws: Religion was hokum, it was science that should be trusted. And by the nineteenth century, God was driven out altogether, no longer needed to explain nature. Though some toyed with a certain double truth, trying to combine science and religion, intellectual confusion reigned, and even the physicist and mathematician Sir Isaac Newton “showed signs of the ‘split mind,’” according to historian Lloyd Moote in The Seventeeth Century. Also critiquing medieval cosmologists, author and activist Arthur Koestler found them still wed to Ptolemy’s geocentrism (see chapter 5). Koestler remarks that “They knew that the sun governed the motions of the planets, but at the same time closed their eyes to the fact.” As Koestler saw it, the secret appeal of the Earth-centered (geocentric) system lay in “the fear of change, the craving for stability . . . in a disintegrating culture. A modicum of splitmindedness and doublethink was perhaps not too high a price to pay for allaying the fear of the unknown” (1959, 73, 76). Might this analysis apply as well to the twenty-first century?

      
        SPLIT MIND OR DOUBLETHINK

        Today, as we approach the denouement of our vaunted age of information (and disinformation), we’re getting very close to truth time. Old paradigms, old regimes, are falling, and with them, old doctrines. On the cusp of this time of change, split mind or doublethink once again prevails. Carl Jung, for example, was split down the middle, as far as the spirit world was concerned. Even though he himself was a “sensitive” and had many paranormal experiences, he still maintained, “I cannot accept evidence for the independent reality of spirits” (Ebon 1978, 116); (much more on Jung in chapter 6). And how’s this for doublespeak? According to one of today’s leading cosmologists, Lawrence Krauss: “We’ve been so successful that the questions we’re asking now are so deep that they may remain unanswerable for some time to come: and maybe forever. We don’t understand this model that we have. It’s completely inexplicable” (quoted in Pendick 2009, 48).

        Doublethink also has science swinging from overly cautious on the one hand to outrageously speculative on the other. By turns, the expert comes off as the confident know-it-all, then without warning switches to the disingenuous confessor of ignorance. Split mind has science saying ever so humbly, “We have a lot to learn, we are still a work in progress. In fact, we don’t really know what mechanism drives such-and-such . . .” Yet in the next breath, we hear the same scientists elevating the Standard Model into unassailable fact, impregnable to alternatives. Unassailable, for example, is the theory of evolution: “The real battle is over,” declared the sci-fi author Isaac Asimov, concerning the debate over Darwinian evolution (1971, 165). “Evolution is quite simply the way biology works” (Hayden 2009, 42). In other words, if you disagree, you are simply ignorant of the facts.

        Split mind also has people agreeing to two contradictory statements, as well as hedging their bets. Equivocation is part of the toolkit, affording an escape hatch, damage control, deniability. To give a single example: after studying Mrs. Leonora Piper, America’s foremost turn-of-the-twentieth-century psychic-medium, psychologist/ philosopher William James remained a skeptic, at least publicly. Yet, hedging, he wrote “I am persuaded by the genuineness of her trance and . . . believe her to be in possession of a power as yet unexplained” (James 1903, Varieties of Religious Experience) (that power being spirit communication; see chapters 6 and 7). Though it is generally assumed that Professor James did more than any other researcher to advance
the survival hypothesis (the belief in the immortality of the soul), the truth is he probably did more than any other person to impede it. In his popular book The Varieties of Religious Experience, James didn’t even mention Mrs. Piper. What’s more, “He continually beat around the bush on the survival issue,” according to the spiritualist author Michael Tymn, who thinks James was more of a believer than he let on, but lacked the courage to admit it publicly for fear of damaging his reputation (Tymn 2013, 3–4). Off-duty, the experts might well say or think that the conservative consensus view of the SM is baloney. We are not above selling our souls for a place in the scientific sun.

         

        Our friend Thomas Hayden (quoted above on the infallibility of evolution), proudly reported the blitz for Charles Darwin’s two hundredth birthday in 2009: a plethora of lectures, exhibits, and festivities; in England, Darwin’s face now graces the special two-pound coin; a five-day celebration at Cambridge; similar events in the United States; special exhibits at the Smithsonian, including one that shows “how orchids evolved and adapted according to Darwin’s theory” (Hayden 2009, 42). To me, all this hoopla proves only that today’s standing doctrines owe their fame and glory not as much to truth as to exposure—a constant, relentless barrage—publicity per se.
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        Fig. I.1. Mrs. Leonora Piper, the subject of Tymn’s latest 
book, Resurrecting Leonora Piper.

        Split mind is a natural outcome of a society that is trained to compartmentalize; most of us, with our own noncommittal, fragmented lives and mixed beliefs, are likewise casualties of split mind. And with so much specialization in disciplines and the workplace—which is another kind of fragmentation, called “hyperspecialization” by cosmologists—the rigid separation of departments of knowledge puts us in a somewhat precarious state. The Big Picture and warning signs of potential danger can be easily missed. The more hyperspecialized we are, the less we can expect a harmonious, “thinking” whole. The more territorial and competitive we are, the more pettiness we display over “jurisdiction,” the sooner we cook up a recipe for disaster, as the run-up to 9/11 and its bureaucratic tangles proved to be.

        Overspecialization, moreover, is the mother of isolationist orthodoxies and of insufferably technical language, as well as the progenitor of special interests, jealousies, and hostility, but, most of all, the worm’s eye view. Albert Einstein opined, “It is not enough to teach man a specialty. Through it he may become a kind of useful machine . . . resembling a well-trained dog . . . but not a harmoniously developed personality. . . . Overemphasis on the competitive system and premature specialization . . . kill the spirit on which all cultural life depends” (1954, 66).

        Specialization bars the Everyman from partaking in the fruits of those various labors. As a result, the sacred cows of science are received by a numbed public almost indifferently, reflexively. Accepted as established fact, the SMs have become public relations darlings, media dar-lings, handled by expert puppet masters with more style than substance, more showmanship than stripe, more face than fact. The brilliant American historian and social critic Christopher Lasch observed back in the 1970s:

        The master propagandist uses circumstantial evidence in a matter-of-fact tone*3 along with accurate details, to imply a misleading picture of the whole. . . . An educated public . . . cherishes nothing so much as the illusion of being well informed. . . . The more technical and recondite, the more convincing it sounds. Hence . . . the obfuscatory jargon of pseudo-science [with its] aura of scientific detachment—calculatedly obscure and unintelligible—qualities that commend it to a public that feels informed in proportion as it is befuddled! (Lasch 1978, 76–77)

        In one of his enjoyable tirades, independent scholar, inventor, and author James Churchward lit into this obfuscatory jargon, without which pseudoscience could not survive: “The more technology, impossible to understand, the better it is, for here is a bluff for the public with no possible comeback” (Churchward 1968, 164). I read in a March 2013 issue of Time about the head of the International Monetary Fund, Christine Lagarde, who doesn’t care to “speak in the opaque language of the IMF’s economic policy wonks and sometimes has to interrupt a meeting to say ‘Stop it. You’ve lost me. You have to use simple terms that people out on the street will understand, because otherwise you are just talking to yourselves.’” Indeed, the sooner we get rid of this pernicious habit, the better. It is only the proprietary voice speaking—the voice of hyperspecialization, along with its sugar-daddy special interest. Concerning the latter, Einstein once remarked incisively, “Private capitalists inevitably control the main sources of information (press, radio, education). It is thus . . . quite impossible for the individual citizen to come to objective conclusions” (Einstein 1954, 157).

        Have I dared to call today’s SMs pseudoscience? I can tell you only that the further along I got in the research for this book, the more I found the experts, often enough at the cost of the taxpayer, explaining things that never happened! Big bang, evolution, Ice Age! Never happened. Read on.

        Are not their doctrines trembling on their foundation?

        OAHSPE, BOOK OF OURANOTHEN

        I will be quoting freely from one of my “bibles,” Oahspe (1882), especially from its Book of Cosmogony and Prophecy, which sets aside a good part of our present philosophy on the nature and structure of the universe, beginning with the “attraction” of gravitation (expanded on in chapters 1 and 5). In these pages, our itinerary goes from science (chapters 1–4) to psyche/self (chapters 5–7), to society (chapters 8–9). Even if Isaac Newton was (as I will argue) in error concerning the law of gravity, he was right about one thing—inertia. Objects (and ideas!) in motion tend to stay in motion; this is also known as the status quo: the idée fixe.

      

      
        INERTIA OF THE MIND

        
          Dead knowledge is the danger. It is the peculiar danger of scholarship, of universities.
        

        ALFRED NORTH WHITEHEAD, 

DIALOGUES OF ALFRED NORTH WHITEHEAD

        According to Arthur Koestler,

        The inertia of the human mind and its resistance to innovation are most clearly demonstrated not, as one might expect, by the ignorant mass—which is easily swayed once its imagination is caught—but by professionals with a vested interest in the monopoly of learning. Innovation is a twofold threat to academic mediocrities: it endangers their oracular authority, and it evokes the deeper fear that their whole, laboriously constructed intellectual edifice might collapse. (my italics) (Koestler 1959, 427)

        It is only when we shed the materialist blindfold, which pervades today’s leading doctrines (sworn at the thigh to a secular framework—godless and purposeless), that the forces of the nonphysical world come into play—answering, in time, the dead ends in psychology, philosophy, even medicine, climatology, and the hard sciences. I believe the powers in the unseen world will explain all the so-called mysteries of science and history, including the origin of mind. In fact, they are only mysteries when we refuse to study Es, the world beyond, unseen but potent, the ever-missing something.

        In strict materialism and its secular model, matter (corpor) is asked to explain everything. But it can’t. A Force, which is in the unseen, rules over all. Oahspe’s Book of Cosmogony and Prophecy, a science manifesto that pulls no punches, declares that

        man has ever sought the cause [of phenomena] in corporeal things; he builds up certain tables and diagrams, and calls it science. . . . He searches for explanation by anything under the sun that is corporeal [tangible], rather than search in the subtle and potent, unseen worlds.

        OAHSPE, BOOK OF COSMOGONY AND PROPHECY 6:12

        I find our modern ideas swayed by either fanatical secularism, which has earned the moniker “scientific fundamentalism,” or its opposite, fanatical occultism (chapters 5 and 7). To the “sci mat” (scientific materialist), the heaven world, as Dr. Marvin E. Herring’s cartoon suggests, is simply part of irrational thinking. But it is a patent falsehood (if not a basic piece of propaganda) that belief in a higher power or the invisible realm entails the abdication of reason. Did Kepler, Galileo, Newton, Pasteur, Faraday, or Descartes—all believers—lose their reason? No, religion is not a superstition, as atheists say. It is a very different outlook.
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        Fig. I.2. Sign of Es, all that is beyond. All
that is is in the unseen. Es is the root of
such words as is, essence, and Essene.
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          Fig. I.3. Fanatical secularism. Cartoon by Marvin E. Herring.
        

        Charles Darwin and Sigmund Freud (chapters 2 and 6) came up with perfect solutions to satisfy the secular, God-free paradigm. As a result, theorists have ever since been trying to account for incorporeal things in corporeal terms, like asking the brain to explain the mind, or asking dark matter to explain gravity. The scientific materialist would reduce all, including human consciousness, to physical laws and chemical reactions, acknowledging neither soul, nor unseen realm, nor purpose. Spiritually illiterate, sci mat does not see the faces, only the vase (see fig. I.4.). And in this cynical age, the keepers of the Standard Model say that even if we do have a soul, it is not relevant to science; let’s just call it the Unconscious (chapter 6). Yet to critics like Richard Webster, Freud’s unconscious is an elaborate and “complex pseudo-science” (1995, 438).
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          Fig. I.4. In white is seen a vase. In
black are the profiles of two faces.
The famous Rubin vase was created
by a psychologist to illustrate the
bias of perspective.
        

        Would it be too overwhelming for science to grant the reality of a spiritual realm (Es) over which corpor—or human devices—has no known control?

      

      
        THE UNSEEN

        
          What is essential is invisible to the eye.
        

        ANTOINE DE SAINT-EXUPÉRY, THE LITTLE PRINCE

        Much of what exists is, frankly, in the unseen. Who can see gravity? Nothing in black holes can be observed (see chapter 
1) . Nor can we see subatomic particles or “dark energy” or the void into which the galaxies recede. The quantum world itself is a “vast porridge” where nothing is fixed or measurable. And the more we chase down the “particle” (a thing), the more it appears to be a “wave” (an action). Matter and energy, we have come to accept, are ultimately interchangeable; therefore, the seen world (matter) is an aspect of the unseen (energy, force). E = mc2. Today (paradoxically, thanks to theoretical physics), the unseen is coming into its own; much of the universe lies beyond what we can observe. Quantum physics, without intending to, has brought us to the doorstep of Es. But to the strict materialist, elements (visible, tangible) still govern forces (rather than the other way around), and forces (being unseen) are immaterial. Yet elements of themselves have no force whatsoever, as discussed in chapter 1.

        George Morley, who was hierophant of the British Church of Kosmon at Surrey, England, once said in a lecture:

        Today, with all our civilization and learning, we have no higher conception of the Great Architect of the Universe and the brotherhood of man than had they of the ancient world. The grand philosophies we have built have toppled to the ground, and we are left like a rudderless boat upon the troubled sea of speculation. . . . In many cases the result has been to extinguish faith altogether and drive men into a kind of fatalistic and selfish materialism. (Morley 1962)

        Today, as we move imperceptibly from the hectic age of information to the age of maturity and understanding (Kosmon), forces unseen (like gravity and dark energy)—as opposed to “things” in the seen world—are becoming better known. Sooner or later, enlightened science will recognize the long-sought mechanism of things, the all-embracing twin processes of condensation and dissolution—forces, not elements—which make and unmake worlds.

        Science today upholds the secular paradigm by teaching that the physical world created itself and everything else. We are taught that quanta and the stars as well as all species and culture are self-creating, self-organizing entities. Forget the Great Architect. No Creator need apply. No Higher Intelligence, we are taught, is involved, only the spontaneous emergence of structures, systems, and order—not unlike the theory of spontaneous generation that was scotched more than 150 years ago. This self-creating universe not only banishes the Great Spirit to the unimportant realm of “belief,” it also ignores the actual mechanism behind creation: vortexya (the dynamo, or force field, underlying condensation, as discussed in chapters 1 and 4). They say, for example, that the massive energy of a hurricane self-organizes into a huge weather system (see appendix A). But as we will come to see, it is the power of the vortex that drives the hurricane and moves the planet. We recognize that power by its shape—the corkscrew as seen in the spiral nebulae of galaxies or the spiral pattern of a shell. The line of sight to the Sun is also a spiral; and the Earth’s course through the galaxy is helicoidal, a screwlike path. Michio Kushi called it the “Spiral of Life.”
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          Fig. I.5. Two images of a spiral: (top) spiral nebula and (bottom) artist’s rendering
of the twist that engulfed Tokyo in 1923 after the Great Kanto Earthquake (see
also figs. 1.9 and 1.10)
        

        Causation, the very heart of science, has fallen on hard times. Symptoms are celebrated, root causes lost sight of. As seen in these chapters, no actual cause of a big bang (chapter 1), of evolution (chapter 2), of ice ages (chapter 3), of global warming (chapter 4), of planetary influence (chapter 5), and of civilization itself (chapter 8) is known. Sunspots, for example, are a symptom, not a cause. Do sunspots affect terrestrial life? No! This eleven-year cycle is of the Earth system, not the Sun. Sunspots are a sign of that cycle, not its cause (the subject comes up again in chapters 3, 4, and 5).

        Another example: Do methane and carbon dioxide cause global warming (chapter 4)? Many scientists, like Roy W. Spencer, Ph.D., speak of “a natural increase in the CO2 . . . as a result of warming. Note that this is opposite of causation in the theory of human-made global warming. . . . Just as in the case of clouds and temperature, we are once again confronted with the question of cause versus effect” (my italics)

        Spencer goes on to explain:

        Since there is less cloud cover over the Earth in unusually warm years . . . the argument went, the warming caused less cloud cover, which allowed more sunlight in, which enhanced the warming. . . . But how did the researchers know that the warmer temperatures caused a decrease in cloud cover, rather than the decrease in cloud cover causing the warmer temperatures? Well, it turns out they didn’t know. (my italics) (Spencer 2010)

        This is Spencer’s specialty; he is an atmospheric scientist. “We now have published evidence of decreases in cloud cover causing warmer temperatures, yet it has gone virtually unnoticed” (my italics). Spencer challenges those who say that human-made global warming has prompted an increase in El Niño effects in recent years.

        I think it is much more likely that causation is actually operating in the opposite direction: more frequent El Niños . . . [explain] the warming in the late twentieth century. The general issue of cause-versus-effect is at the core of many mistakes that have been made in the interpretation of how the climate system works. (Spencer 2010, 21, 72, 101, 128, 154)

         

        What is the cause of pole shift (a.k.a. magnetic reversal)? No one knows, but plenty of guesses are offered: Some say the earth’s liquid core generates the magnetic field and may initiate its flips (Mara Grunbaum). It is suggested that since the core can slip somewhat in place, the poles can wander, even completely reverse; though how that happens no one knows. Alternately, it is the buildup of ice at the poles that caused them to flip. Then again, it could be plate tectonics, that is, isostacy. Or “nutation” (a word referring to axial wobble, causing radical displacement of the planet’s axis of rotation). Or is it a slippage of Earth’s solid crust over the molten interior, changing the polar location? Or perhaps some large-body impact jolted the Earth enough to reverse its polarity. Or pole shift happened when Earth entered the photon belt of the Pleiades (Von Ward 2011, 8). Or it may be the “result of the way in which the Earth’s magnetism is generated” (Gribbin and Plagemann 1974, 53). Indeed, “little is known for sure about how or why the field flips from north to south . . . there is no good explanation” (Raup 1986, 183). I think the rolling of the Earth, herein called “oscillation” (chapters 3 and 4), will help solve this problem.

         

        We are inevitably faced with the problem of closed doors and outright censorship. There is a fine line between the sin of omission and the sin of obstruction. The students and public are only allowed access to scientific information that is harmless to a tiny handful of powerful scientific tyrants. Although the twenty-first-century brain trust, our intelligentsia, is global, the myths challenged in this book are maintained largely by the usual cabal of white, male, English-speaking gentlemen. Conventional wisdom comes to us by way of “the fragile assumptions and cliquish associations upon which presumed truth is often built” (White 1980, 112).

        It seems the more fragile the assumption, the greater the chutzpah. Today’s experts make a point of saying that evolution is not a theory; it is a fact. Despite attempts by these intellectual imperialists to treat the battle as won, “actually the questions remain wide open” (Taylor, The Great Evolution Mystery, 1983). Science, avers another observer, can be “as dictatorial as the most fanatical ecclesiastical organizations” (Bros 2008, 34). Equal opportunity does not apply to, say, big bang, evolution, or global warming, whose findings come to us ex cathedra as policies (not truths). Thinking outside the box is not part of the job description for these professionals.

        A curator at one of the world’s top museums,*4 who happened to keep an open mind during a cosmology controversy, was fired on the spot and forced to clear out his office immediately. In other words, the cost of admission to the club, the winning team, is loyalty to the paradigm. These oaths of loyalty to the SM—and to all sci mat, for that matter—leave the honest and noble servant of truth out in the cold. To question a single brick in today’s cosmological edifice would endanger it all, and “This is the threat that keeps most astronomers from looking for a flaw in the chain” (Acheson 2008, 153). They really cannot afford to take the plunge.

        Instead of examining the flaw, standard operating procedure is to call it a mystery or an “anomaly,” a fluke, a freak, even when it could well be a key factor. Young scientists coming up are not even exposed to such “anomalous data,” while alternative views that might explain them are contemptuously blackballed. They are, essentially, taboo.

      

      
        CONCEALING THE EVIDENCE

        
          The halls of academia are very much like the New Inquisition. They have not yet burned people at the stake, but they have thrown people in jail and destroyed careers.
        

        PHILIP COPPENS, THE LOST CIVILIZATION ENIGMA

        Investigative journalist Philip Coppens, for his part, avers that “lost civilizations” (chapter 8) are not really lost; they are “excluded on purpose. By a consensus view embedded within the walls of academia; this has grown like a cancer.” An entire series of paradigm-shaking artifacts, evidence of a lost technology (extremely ancient lenses, for example) belonging to such excluded cultures, ends up buried inside “the walls of various museums.” Too much of this “anomalous” evidence (pointing to a high civilization in the Stone Age) is “scattered in various museums” (Coppens 2013, 275, 248).

        Paleolithic men, said French researcher Robert Charroux, were familiar with masonry and lived in large towns with streets, artisans, and probably even hairdressers, though much of the evidence for this is “kept hidden in the back rooms of museums.” Mothballed. “Who has ever seen the six fine specimens [from La Vaulx] that disappeared into the Museum of Saint-Germain-en-Laye?” asks Charroux. Many other artifacts bearing particularly “complex and skillfully executed carvings have disappeared.” The prehistoric library of Lussac-les-Chateaux goes back to the Magdalenian, probably more than fifteen thousand years ago. These stone books, which contradict the SM’s conservative chronology, were long sequestered in Paris at the Museum of Man; even today, the most interesting parts “have never been shown to the general public” (Charroux 1971, 28, 85, 119, 48). The same can be said of the wonderful finds at Glozel or India’s Tirvalour Tables with much “too early” astronomical knowledge, long sequestered in Paris and possibly destroyed (Charroux 1971, 117).

        A few battle-weary archaeologists, defeated by this “cheating by concealment” (a.k.a. “discreet fraud”) have come forward, reporting that evidence that contradicts the SM has been thrown away, stolen, or wrapped in burlap and plaster in the back rooms of museums. Loads of “anomalous” artifacts have vanished into storage bins, if not into thin air. “Major caches of archeological material are handed over to the Smithsonian, only later to disappear down the memory hole,” laments author Richard Dewhurst, concerning “the suppression of hundreds of ‘out-of-context’ finds, all submitted to the museum in naive ignorance of the museum’s official policy of suppression of alternative perspectives” (2014, 12, 229). My colleague, author Patrick Chouinard, in his book Forgotten Worlds, runs down a particular artifact that challenges “accepted scientific wisdom” and was taken by the Smithsonian and subsequently lost: “a royal example of how the establishment continues to suppress theories and discoveries” that don’t match the paradigm. Meanwhile Chouinard reminds us of those blond mummies found in China that were “consigned to the dusty reaches of the Xinjiang museum at Urumchi. . . . Their anomalous nature . . . led this discovery to be intentionally buried by the Communist regime for almost twenty years” (Chouinard, Forgotten Worlds, 2012).

        In Australia, maverick archaeologist Vesna Tenodi tells the sorry tale of skeletal remains proving preaboriginal races that were deliberately destroyed. In their place, the experts served up “intellectual kitsch . . . the fabrication of Australian prehistory for political purposes.” Tenodi has “a thick folder of their responses to my work, consisting mainly of threats of legal action . . . ‘We’ll take you to court, our lawyers will destroy you!’” (Tenodi 2013, 15–16).

        A simpler tactic is mere dismissal: Evidence that can reasonably account for “anomalies” may be discounted as “long since discredited,” an obsolete theory. A certain “defensive unanimity” among scientists (noted by Corliss 1980, 37) is the bulwark that keeps alternatives at bay, sidelining all opponents. This consensus, this tendency to agree on an interpretation, even when equivocal, has a name: groupthink.

      

      
        THINKING OUTSIDE THE BOX

        
          Consensus is a political concept, not a scientific one.
        

        JOHN KAY

        
          The models may be agreeing now simply because they’re all tending to do the same thing wrong.
        

        ROY W. SPENCER,
THE GREAT GLOBAL WARMING BLUNDER

        I must admit that I can afford to write and think outside the box. I am not an academic; I left that world many, many years ago. Institutionally filtered knowledge was not my cup of tea. Books written by “dissidents” outside the box have been boycotted or savagely reviewed, the targets labeled pseudoscientific, frauds, failures, mentally incompetent, “loony,” their ideas “absurd,” claptrap. No one in the know takes them seriously. They are losers, liars, charlatans. Their credibility must be destroyed by any means possible—defame, disgrace, burn them at the (career) stake.

        And hit where it hurts: the pocketbook. Bottom line: Funding, after all, is in the hands of “politicized decision makers” (Mitton 2005, 3). Any defiance of the SM is career suicide, throwing out any chance of getting your research approved and underwritten. Money talks. The truth has no price. Get on the “climate change” bandwagon, for example, and you’re funded, you’re published. “To even suggest that [global warming] may not be the entire story, is to face harsh consequences: loss of grant funding [or] . . . [the] inability to publish one’s data and views” (Schoch 2012, 279).

        Employment itself is at stake. I recently had the opportunity to chat with a manufacturing executive who at one point had very publicly spoken out against global warming. He regretted it. It did not go well for him. I asked him to please expand on his claim that it was a government hoax, but he would not, saying, “I want to keep my job.” That was the end of the conversation. Another critic of global warming once asked an expert: Why don’t we hear from those scientists who doubt the dangers of carbon dioxide (greenhouse gas)? “It’s the money!” replied the scientist. “Twenty-five billion dollars in government funding has been spent since 1990 [this was in 2006] to research global warming.” If climate change boiled down to simple and natural fluctuations, “there wouldn’t be much money to study it” (Stossel 2006, 204).

        The same goes for cosmology: “Unless you work for the Big Bang theory [chapter 1] you will not get academic funding” (Lerner 2004, 20.) When astronomer Sir Fred Hoyle dared to buck it, his “opponents deployed enormous resources to wrong-foot him” (Mitton 2005, xvii). One of Hoyle’s colleagues in “continuous creation” (the best alternative to the big bang theory) was the observation-astronomer Halton Arp. After publishing his findings, Arp’s status plunged, his work rejected and ridiculed by the astronomy establishment. Finally, denied telescope time, Arp took early retirement and moved to West Germany. It was a classic case of “theory rul[ing] over observation, like the Ptolemaic astronomers who refused to look through Galileo’s telescope,” laments science writer Eric Lerner. As cosmologist Hannes Alfven commented lightheartedly about that great Italian scientist’s censorship and house arrest, “Galileo was just a victim of peer review” (Lerner 1991, 228, 53).

        Peer review, in a word, is the process that decides what to fund and what to print. But on what basis? Everyone knows the review is empaneled to prevent alternative views from getting into open court. “The objectivity of science,” as geologist Robert Schoch forthrightly stated, “is a myth. . . . Submissions to [high-status scientific journals] are subjected to the peer review system. The reviewers act as censors . . . guarding the status quo.” While honors are heaped on those advocating the SM, “competing theories are marginalized. . . . Dissenting views . . . must be suppressed . . . detractors locked out of jobs, publication outlets, and grant funding” (Schoch 2012, 122–25).

        In an open letter to e-mail subscribers, scholar and theorist John Feliks, editor of the online Pleistocene Coalition News, wrote in a similar vein, “Ours and my experience with peer review is pretty bad. . . . The peer review comments [on one of his papers] did not match in any way the high level of those I received openly from leading researchers . . . I do not have respect for peer review in anthropology, nor should anyone.” Feliks talks about the SM “selling the public another ape-man [see chapter 2]. That’s what you do in physical anthropology . . . [warrant] an ape turning into a man. Ulterior motives behind peer review, and personal or special interest, run those publications.”

        Oh, not that everyone bucking the system is right. Not at all. There is enough pigheadedness to go around. Few are enlightened, but there is no escaping that the professions have essentially become monopolies, each its own little fiefdom. Big bang monopolizes cosmology: everything we don’t understand about cosmogenesis—blame it on the one big bang. Evolution monopolizes anthropology: everything we don’t understand about human beginnings—blame it on Darwinian natural selection and mutations. “Ice ages” monopolized climate study of the past: everything we don’t understand about ancient geology—blame it on glaciers. Global warming monopolizes today’s climatology: everything we don’t understand about weather—blame it on human-caused warming. The unconscious monopolizes the science of psychology: everything we don’t understand about the mind—blame it on the unconscious.

      

      
        PART ONE: SCIENCE

        I have divided this book into three parts: Science, Self, and Society.

        Today’s favored scientific theories are essentially arguments from authority, all sacred cows—big bang, evolution, Ice Age, global warming—each one operating in an atmosphere of pressure-driven consensus, each pumping out boilerplate explanations. All these chapters are about change, our theories of change, influence, triggers. Concerning the question of change: I don’t believe the universe has changed much (chapter 1); nor do I believe that humanity has “mutated” from one species to another (chapter 2); neither does the Earth change a great deal from warm to cold (chapter 3); nor does the Earth switch from cold to warm (chapter 4). I think that the instability of society itself has found its way into our theories, which have come to disdain the immutable, that which changes but little. Bewildered by the pace of change in modern society, theorists have mistakenly posited change where there is no change, as well as acceleration where there is no acceleration. In chapter 1, I challenge astrophysics’s notion of accelerating expansion of the universe. Chapter 2 questions the supposition that Homo sapiens’s evolution accelerated at the Great Leap Forward (ca. forty thousand years ago). Chapter 4 confronts the claim that global warming is accelerating; and chapter 8 disputes the dictum that culture accelerated six thousand years ago, resulting in the birth of civilization.

        But what I do take into consideration in chapters 1 through 4 is the age and aging of a planet, especially Earth, which are indeed critical factors. Touching on this question of age, chapters 1, 2, and 3 address supreme scientific mysteries of the past, clearing up some of the reasons for each “mystery.” What was the cause of the dinosaur extinction, for example, or of ice ages, or of Mars’s dessication? A mystery? Not really. The simple factors of age and aging are rescued from oblivion to decipher these “mysteries.”

        So-called mysteries also arise because of the unresolved and disputed question of design, purpose, and plan. Of course, the sci mats—cosmologists and evolutionists (chapters 1 and 2)—undervalue it, while occultists—astrologers and reincarnationists (chapters 5 and 7)—overvalue it! Evolution, ruling out intelligent design, teaches instead that the great diversity of life is due to arbitrary, random deviations from a norm. In this view, the minuscule chance of accidental design features (itself an oxymoron, for design implies plan) somehow adds up to superb system and order. This blind random process, “a giant lottery” in biologist Michael Denton’s words, “is one of the most daring claims in the history of science” (Denton 1986, 149).

        Are we truly pawns of chance? If, under the SM, the universe itself has no purpose (chapter 1), and if the human race also has no purpose (chapter 2), why should we as individuals have any purpose? Purposelessness or randomness, though it has no explanatory power whatsoever, has been seized by scientism as the answer. For example, agriculture (chapter 8) supposedly began with “accidental” sprouting of seeds in garbage heaps: the same “accident” occurring in Asia, America, the Middle East, and Egypt!

        Another example: when Paleolithic megaliths are discovered (under the sea or in unexpected locations), the verdict is that—being “too early” for the SM—they are merely random formations shaped by nature (geofacts, not artifacts), even when great causeways and geometric structures indicate a site of archaeological importance.*5 Randomness is further invoked in the quantum view that events in nature are analogous to a game of chance (the so-called uncertainty principle). For instance, it must be “by chance that the earth has a moon, that we have day and night, that we have a sequence of seasons, that we have oceans and water, atmosphere and oxygen . . .” (Velikovsky 1965, 7).

        Isn’t it remarkable that so many of today’s so-called sciences rest not only on crazy chance but also on a kind of bizarre, magical thinking? Such is the abracadabra of the big bang,†6 in which the entire universe came about in one inconceivable explosion—creation of everything out of nothing. Wow! That notion bothers people like astrophysicist Eric Lerner: “The contradictions of quantum mechanics are swept under the rug . . . [while] articles written about them tend to conclude, ‘Isn’t the universe bizarre?’ . . . Quantum mechanics introduces magic into the heart of science. . . . The basic principle of causality is abandoned” (1991, 354). Human evolution (chapter 2), we are also taught, came about thanks to random mutations (genetic accidents), in such a way that the brain magically and “suddenly became efficient . . . [a] leap from animalistic being to homo sapiens [that] took place overnight. A miracle? Miracles just don’t happen” (von Däniken 1974, 80).

        In the absence of true mechanism, and with randomness taking the stage, so-called scientists have turned to phony crises to solve the enigmas of science and history. The incredible, haphazard, and implausible—cataclysmic thinking—now become the accepted explanations (as explored in chapters 1, 3, 4, and 8). With no other explanation in sight, alarmist thinking steps in and, thanks to the violence of our age, the notions of big bang, survival of the fittest, glacial devastation, and menacing global warming take the spotlight. “Such visions and dreams of world destruction,” says psychiatrist Anthony Storr “are frequent precursors of schizophrenic episodes” (1996, 90).

        Is science having a nervous breakdown?

        Or is it all a gimmick? Have we been fashioning terrifying theories to grab the attention of the public with its famous two-second attention span? The catastrophe card is the equivalent of wild conspiracy theories. I have already touched on gradual condensation as the real mechanism behind world making. But now catastrophists are saying, “Planets, once thought to form gradually out of coalescing dust and gas, are now viewed as the survivors of a violent process of collision and accretion, the winner in a Darwinian competition to build up enough gravity to control one’s own orbit” (Adler 2006, 46). Whew. The paragon of the ultraviolent twentieth century’s embrace of violent science, physicist and cosmologist George Gamow, wrote, “In days long past, our planet was born from the Sun, its mother, as the result of a brief but violent encounter with a passing star” (1948, 1). Wild asteroids crashing to Earth, assert today’s science gurus, caused everything from ice ages to mass extinctions. The dinosaurs, say peer-reviewed articles, were wiped out by a rock six miles in diameter that crash-landed here 65 million years ago. Serious articles in the most prestigious journals tell us that the Moon was formed out of a thrilling, sci-fi–worthy collision between Earth and another large object: “About 4.5 billion years ago, a rogue protoplanet . . . slammed into Earth and blasted a huge amount of debris into space . . . some of the debris clumped together to form the moon”*7 (“Gravity’s Pull” 2003, 4). Our forebear Cro-Magnon man disappeared twelve thousand years ago, not due to any spectacular natural disaster (as numerous authors claim), but thanks to prosaic back-breeding (see chapter 2).

        
          [For the media], bad news is good news. . . . The alarmists’ publications get all the press.
        

        ROY W. SPENCER,
THE GREAT GLOBAL WARMING BLUNDER

        Rogue objects and interplanetary exterminators sell so much better than mundane processes like gradual heat loss (chapter 4) or gradual accretion that formed the Moon (chapter 1). Or exquisitely slow magnetic reversal versus headline fodder like instant pole flip, or “somersault” (chapters 3 and 4).

        Smacking of hype, the sensational big bang makes people smile. It’s entertaining. To many, it is just a big joke. “Earth’s Explosive Origins Revealed,” scream the headlines. Scientists are also saying that our planet “swallowed” smaller planets; and that the Sun “flung out” particles; and that supernovae “sprayed” stuff from which the solar system formed, followed by a “shock wave,” and so on. “Without such violent mixing,” one article concludes, “Earth might not have come to exist” (Keats 2013, 41). Thus does so-called empirical science sound a bit more like science fiction every day, offering “slam,” “swallow,” and “shock” in place of the mechanism of vortexya, wherein the force field conceives planets by an orderly process and without benefit of extraneous calamities.

        Indeed, very few axioms are needed to understand the universe. Think of Occam’s razor: Look for the simplest, broadest, and most systematic explanation, then substantiate it with observation and impartial documentation. Science hasn’t come to it quite yet, but it’s there: vortexya. In this new/old science, we will learn to distinguish “cosmic” stuff from stuff much closer to home, that is, in our own geomagnetic field. In this connection, let’s consider geologist Charles Lyell’s warning not to recur to extraordinary agents, such as cosmic projectiles or other dreamed-up catastrophes, which, growled another critic, are “an easy way to explain great events . . . [they] are the mainstays of people who have very little knowledge of the natural world” (Cohen 1973, 146).

        In my view, paroxysms made to serve as a quick scientific fix sprout directly from the cynicism, disconnected thinking, and decadence of our times. The bangsters, for example, say the universe is decaying. Is that so? Lerner has wisely alerted us to such tainted formulas, given the intimate relationship between the ideas dominant in cosmology and those of society at large. “The Big Bang’s golden age in the seventies,” he cautioned, “corresponds to the end of the postwar boom and a new decade of growing pessimism” (1991, 163). From a strictly scientific point of view, Fred Hoyle found the conceptual difficulty of the universe’s sudden origin insuperable.

        Unconvinced by the alarmist interpretation, chapter 3 spotlights how theorists have made the very slow and steady oscillation of the globe into a sudden and catastrophic pole shift. Magnetic reversal was not at all a sudden or threatening event; quite the contrary, it was an extremely slow and gradual balancing mechanism. Chapter 4 then takes up the global warming “catastrophe” that supposedly threatens our civilization.

        In these pages, I ask the reader to consider—in addition to the first (axial) and second (orbital) motions of the Earth, the third (oscillation) and the fourth (c’vorkum) motions of the Earth—in order to complete our knowledge of earth science, as recognized by the ancients and mentioned in the Book of Wars:

        The Lords took on corporeal forms and talked and reasoned with mortals, especially regarding the stars, the Moon, and the Earth: teaching the four motions of the Earth: axial, oscillaic, orbitic, and vorkum; the plan of the hissagow [solar phalanx]; and the cycles of the Earth; the cycles of the sun; and the vortices that move them all.

        OAHSPE, BOOK OF WARS 37:7

        Ice age, big bang, global warming, evolution—they are all clichés that most people take with a healthy grain of salt. There is a “deep-seated distrust of expertise” among ordinary people (Pollack 2003, 37). They tend to believe the experts as little as they do the politicians and the propagandists.

      

      
        PART TWO: SELF

        Here we will move into the reigning schools of thought claiming to discover the secrets of human nature, personality, how the mind works, even what constitutes the soul. The veritable chaos of theories—especially of the new age bent—only underscores why we must understand the spirit world correctly. It is not enough to simply believe in it; we need to know how it works. It’s time for a little housecleaning in the new age. The hocus-pocus of astrology is untangled in chapter 5, while the illusory Freudian and Jungian unconscious is unmasked in chapter 6, and the black art of reincarnation is exposed in chapter 7. In each of these popular doctrines we find the underlying premise to be little more than a glorified idea, a kind of intellectual sleight of hand, which incorrectly has us all predestined and predetermined from the start.

        Chapters 6 and 7 also challenge the view that ideas or instincts reside in our genes, having been put there as survival mechanisms; these chapters also lay bare our disastrous divorce from the soul. Both the theory of the unconscious and that of reincarnation have grossly misrepresented the spirit of humanity. Finally, these two chapters probe the common thread of the human psyche—a tangled thread—which we unravel simply by differentiating the mortal life from the immortal life. Part two inevitably deals with misguided and sloppy occultism, which has disfigured our thinking and besmirched our dignity.

      

      
        PART THREE: SOCIETY

        Was the Fertile Crescent in the Near East the true cradle of civilization? Should we believe today’s esoteric protohistorians who say that a highly evolved civilization (Atlantis) was inundated and destroyed by massive floodwaters at the end of the last ice age, the sages of that high culture finding refuge in high mountain areas? I think that is imagined history. What we do need to pursue is the lost race theory in order to make sense of the advanced civilizations of the Paleolithic as well as the irresistible similarities between them.

        The book closes with a look at democracy (chapter 9) and the paradigm shift moving us into the future.

         

        
          Out of the Box
        

        In Carl Jung’s famous OBE (out-of-body experience), he was in a coma in 1944, hospitalized after a heart attack. Drifting far above the Earth, his free mind saw an etheric temple carved out of a huge block of stone. It was an NDE (near-death experience), for the nurse saw him surrounded by a halo of light (typical of those near death). Jung’s spirit drew closer to the temple in Etherea, and it dawned on him that inside he would find the meaning of life. But a spirit-form appeared before him and insisted he return to Earth. Describing his dominant emotion later, Jung said he felt depressed and furious at being back in his body and in this world of “boxes.”

        Today, on the cusp of great change, the mandarins of science still cling to those boxes and with them the reins on this age of information (and disinformation) which is nonetheless sweeping full bore into the coming age of understanding. It is a time in which we shall make a giant U-turn, as we improve our perception of rotation, gravity, condensation (not explosion), and the unseen world that powers it all!

         

        
          Don’t listen to all the garbage your teachers fill your poor student head with. But get your degree anyway . . . to have the piece of paper, but you can forget everything you’ve learned.
        

        LEIF DAVIDSEN
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        CHAPTER 1
      

      BIG BANG

      
        Or the Universe Has Always Existed
      

      
        Who knows for sure, who can proclaim here, Where it originated, from whence this creation came?
      

      “THE SONGS OF CREATION” IN THE RIGVEDA

      Though the cosmos may indeed have eternal laws, there seems to be no permanence to man’s laws, prematurely labeled “scientific fact.” The universe’s geometry, for example, was once thought to be elliptical, then hyperbolic, then spherical, then concave, then convex. In the latest draft of cosmology, it is flat. Which one is right? An infinite universe, without boundary, as discussed below, could hardly be flat. Is today’s standard model (SM) any exception to the entire history of science, which admits the overthrow of orthodoxy from one stage to the next?

      
        Physicists were awed, astounded, and devastated when the ultimate origin of the Big Bang was revealed.
      

      
        [image: image]
      

      Fig. 1.1. “Everything we see could have emerged as a purposeless quantum burp in space.” Such are the delirious sound bites we hear from proponents of the “godless particle” as discussed in this chapter. “Creating ‘stuff’ from ‘no stuff’ seems to be no problem at all” (Krauss 2012, 5). But it is a problem . . . Cartoon by Marvin E. Herring.

      
        [image: image]
      

      
        Fig. 1.2. The cyclic coil. Adapted from Plate 47 in Oahspe. The solar system is
not flat in this diagram. Neither are the requirements of a flat universe satisfied
by “dark matter” (as discussed below).
      

      
        OLD GALAXIES

        
          Nothing is more curious than the self-satisfied dogmatism with which mankind at each period of its history cherishes the delusions of the finality of its existing modes of knowledge.
        

        ALFRED NORTH WHITEHEAD

        Galileo bested Aristotle, Copernicus toppled Ptolemy, Kepler superseded Copernicus, and Newton’s microphysics was trumped by Einstein’s relativity and Bohr’s quantum mechanics, which make up the current SM of field theory. Now, with all due respect to hardworking scientists, we are compelled to put aside today’s planetary views, if they are wrong.

        Like the big bang, which says that about 13.7 bya*8 (maybe as much as 20 bya), the universe was hot-wired. But even here, at the very start of the model, there is a problem. Astronomers have discovered much older galaxies, some that must have taken 100 byr to form. Astrophysicist Fritz Zwicky, who pioneered dark matter, neutron stars, and supernovae, thought some stars were a million billion years old. Astronomer Brent Tully, more recently, discovered supercluster complexes, which would have taken a trillion years to form, definite grounds for challenging the big bang and its birthday 13.7 bya. It was, incidentally, in the late 1940s that the late, great astronomer Fred Hoyle sarcastically and offhandedly came up with the term big bang while speaking on the radio. We will meet the colorful Professor Hoyle later.

        So how does the big bang work? In one split second the whole shebang flashed out from a superhot “something” smaller than an atom—a speck far smaller than a proton. Is this science fiction I am hearing or sober cosmology? Well, if you are going to replace the Creator, it better be sensational.

        In its first moments, the secular pundits go on to report, the big bang spewed matter helter-skelter, creating a featureless primordial soup of subatomic particles. Three minutes later, simple atomic nuclei began to synthesize quarks. These first bits of primordial matter began to “pull together” to form the first atoms. A short 300,000 years later, fast-burning blue stars transmuted the big bang’s pristine hydrogen, helium, and lithium into heavier atoms.

        Decreasing in density after the bang, all this matter, in time, somehow formed huge “clumps,” which became galaxies. That’s a big “somehow”: The details are unknown. To explain this seeming miracle of self-creation, big bangsters say that gravity then began pulling together the clumps. This is what supposedly continues to hold the planets in place. Twelve bya the swelling universe began to subside, making it possible for gravity to pull matter together out of those primordial seeds. This then is offered as the genesis of the first stars and planets: the denser regions presumably pulled in nearby material by virtue of gravity. This is how all those primordial fragments came together in just the right way to form galaxies.*9

        Thus have the building blocks of life, according to our science gurus, formed and organized themselves into self-sustaining units. But can things really form all by themselves? Although scientific materialism says yes without hesitation, other cosmogonies do not allow it. The nineteenth-century physicist James Clerk Maxwell, for one, mathematically disproved Pierre-Simon Laplace’s nebular hypothesis, which had the solar system condensed from a cloud all by itself. Not only would the Sun require a faster spin, but that nebular material would have actually pulled apart, rather than come together.

        Nowhere in etherea [deep space] is there a solution of corpor [matter] sufficient to put itself in motion or to condense itself, or to provide the road of its travel.

        OAHSPE, BOOK OF COSMOGONY AND PROPHECY 2:12

        As we go on, we will offer the principle of condensation, not dissolution or explosion, powered by vortexya (the cosmic whirlwind) as the key to astrogenesis. Do we really understand the physical mechanism in outer space that compresses gas into a nice planetary ball? We ask this because a cloud of hydrogen must be sufficiently compressed, in the first place, for gravity to dominate it. Gas molecules out in space do not just clump together. What would compress them? Science has no answer, least of all the big bang model, which assumes the universe started out as smooth (homogeneous) expanding gases with no organizing principle at all. Gases are not wont to pull together; on the contrary, they gradually move outward.

        How could the stars, planets, and galaxies evolve from floating gases? “Gravity,” explains my friend and colleague James M. McGill, “is not a sufficient mechanism to do this. In outer space, the gas is millions of times more expansive than the critical compressed size needed for gravity to hold it as a stable star . . . Vortexya must be the cause of compressing interstellar gas into a ball that creates stars and planets” (studyofoahspe.com). Vortexya, which is roughly the winding action of the electromagnetic field (EMF), is the long-sought world-maker, as discussed further below and in the chapters to come. Parsimoniously, it also gives us the “theory of everything.”

        Who formulated and approved that do-it-yourself universe, anyway?

        A great flurry of cosmological theorizing culminated in the roaring twenties with Edwin Hubble’s telescopic observations of a universe that seemed to be expanding. It was around this time that the Russian mathematician Aleksandr Friedmann and the Belgian priest G. H. Lemaître arrived at the mutual opinion that the universe was indeed expanding from a denser, earlier state. Yet it bothered some scientists that the church’s doctrine of creation ex nihilo was what had inspired the Roman Catholic Lemaître to invent the big bang. The leap out of nothingness looked like a scientific confirmation of the first few sentences of Genesis; this led to the approval of the big bang theory by Pope Pius XII in 1951.

        Is space really an expanding entity, forever dragging the galaxies away from each other? Although Einstein’s general theory of relativity was used as a framework for Hubble’s discovery of alleged expansion, Einstein’s own gut reaction was negative: his theory of general relativity does not posit expansion. Neither could the great Jewish sage accept quantum theory’s overall abandonment of determinism and causality, an event occurring with no conceivable cause and no clear mechanism. “The absence of a mechanism,” observed cosmologist David Raup, “is often used as a weapon against research conclusions that we don’t like” (1986, 109). But since we do like the big bang, we overlook its indeterminacy—and its other flaws. In fact, before Hubble’s Big Mistake, most physicists, including Einstein, were inclined to believe that the cosmos had always existed. Einstein doubted both big bang and black holes throughout his life, always looking for a better, more consistent, explanation.

        While Hubble’s “law” contends that galaxies have been spreading out ever since the big bang, “Hubble’s constant” denotes the rate of that expansion, for the galaxies appear to be rushing away, apparently still fleeing the horrid big bang. Then, in 1998, analysts concluded (counterintuitively) that the expansion, rather than slowing down, was accelerating! Faint distant galaxies were thought to be flying away from the Earth faster than brighter nearby ones—presumably establishing the picture of a universe that keeps growing, carrying galaxies farther apart—faster.*10

        But if the galaxies are flying away from everything else, wouldn’t space, sooner or later, become empty? We are, in this scheme, asked to wrap our minds around statements like the following: “We cannot say with any real certainty that the rest of the universe will disappear in the far future. Although accelerating expansion will cause distant galaxies to recede from view . . . the Milky Way will merge with its neighbors” (Krauss 2008, 12). And how does the popular theory of colliding galaxies fit in with an expanding universe? According to the SM, galaxies, pulled about by the gravity of other galaxies, may have their own trajectories across the “balloon”; this “local” movement explains how galaxies can collide, and how the Andromeda Galaxy is moving toward us. But that movement toward us may only be apparent. What if the rushing away of galaxies is actually an optical illusion? “Cosmic expansion may be just a mirage” (Pendick 2009, 51). This is where c’vorkum, the fourth motion of Earth, comes in—the movement of the entire solar family through space.

      

      
        C’VORKUM

        The earth is not in the place of the firmament as of old.

        OAHSPE, BOOK OF JEHOVIH 4:20

        Perhaps it is Earth’s movement through the firmament, this c’vorkum, that makes it look as if certain stars are moving away from Earth—something like the landscape seen rushing away from the window of a passing train, or the oncoming landscape (Andromeda) that appears to be rushing headlong at us. C’vorkum is an ancient term referring to the pathway taken by the solar system in its movement through the galaxy; that is, the orbit made by the Sun with all its planets. This is the “etherean roadway” illustrated throughout Oahspe. (C’vorkum will be addressed again in chapter 4 as an unforeseen factor in climate change.)

        Even if the universe is expanding, Swedish astrophysicist Hannes Alfven and others have pointed out that it does not necessarily require a mythological big bang to explain it. “There are actually a half-dozen competing explanations” (Lerner 1991, 278–79). One of them is Alfven’s plasma theory; another might be Einstein’s equations involving solutions that do not need to draw on the “singularity” thesis (a single point of origin).*11 Too, there are analysts who wonder, “What if the bang resulted from a collision between universes?” In which case it would not require the phenomenon of inflation (expansion). Yet others say the universe is actually contracting, with no origin in time. Still others say only a part of the universe is expanding. The only thing expanding here is a fog of doubt.

        Has any mechanism for expansion ever been found? Even Alan Guth, the man who identified expansion in 1979, admits that its mechanism remains unexplained. To fill that gap, the SM postulates a hidden dimension, with something called antigravity (a.k.a repulsion) at work, a drive that pushes all things apart. To make that idea work, something called “dark energy” is called into existence—a mysterious force that pushes the universe apart at an ever-faster rate. Dark energy is presumed to have emerged 5 bya against its opposite, the force of gravity, when the cosmos kicked into high gear and began accelerating. This, true or not, completes the SM of the universe.*12
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          Fig. 1.3 C’vorkum. Top: Travel of the Serpent in the Roadway of the Firmament
(adapted from Oahspe Plate 36). The orbit of the Great Serpent (the solar system)
takes 4.7 million years. Bottom: Location of the Great Serpent during the second
nine thousand years after humanity’s creation (adapted from Oahspe Plate i089).
        

        When it was found that distant stellar explosions (type Ia supernovae) were slightly dimmer than expected, the “explanation” was that the expansion of the universe was accelerating. And the cause of this acceleration was dark energy. Since exploding stars have a known, intrinsic brightness, they were used as “standard candles” to determine the star’s distance and velocity, thus calculating the rate of acceleration. Critics, however, say that supernovae have been altogether misinterpreted and only create the illusion that the expansion of the universe is speeding up. When the Hubble telescope photographed one of these exploding stars in 1997, astronomers jumped to the conclusion that it confirmed the idea of space uniformly filled with an invisible form of energy that creates a mutual repulsion between objects normally attracted to each other by gravity. This new energy, as a property of space, would not only serve to counteract gravity but also to explain the acceleration noted or assumed by cosmologists. If dark energy is a constant vacuum energy (inherent in space), it is then reasoned that it would cause acceleration, because what it does is push galaxies apart.

        The entire argument smacks of circularity. Cosmologists, hedging their bets, modestly add, “A universe of questions still remains” (Stone 2007, 12). Such qualifiers thread throughout these arguments: “Exploding stars . . . show that the cosmic expansion may be accelerating: a sign that the universe may be driven apart by an exotic new form of energy” (my italics) (Hogan 1999, 46). More to the point, the apparent dimness of these distant supernovae could just as well be due to demagnification caused by gravitational lensing; or possibly they are farther away than their redshifts suggest (see the discussion of redshift, here); or perhaps cosmic dust screens out some of the light. Indeed, lately they have been reporting that our universe is “dustier” than we thought, spreading huge amounts of space-dust and gas in every direction, which could redden a supernova’s light. “This finding is important because astronomers use the brightness of certain stellar explosions . . . to study the universe’s expansion” (Krauss 2008, 22).

      

      
        DARK ENERGY

        
          If the size of everything . . . evenly expands, distant objects only appear to be redshifted.
        

        ERIC LERNER, THE BIG BANG NEVER HAPPENED

        
          The cosmic light neither attracts nor repels.
        

        WALTER RUSSELL, THE SECRET OF LIGHT

        And what exactly is this “dark energy” that was so conveniently discovered to validate expansion and repulsion? Most of the universe, say cosmologists, is composed of invisible energy (hence, labeled “dark”), about which little is known. “When it comes to dark energy,” confesses Lawrence Krauss, a theoretical physicist and cosmologist, “we know that it exists, but we don’t know anything about it” (quoted in Pendick 2009, 48). Yet it is “just what we need to explain the repulsive gravity . . . [that] pushes every galaxy away from every other, driving the expansion to speed up” (Greene 2012, 23).

        But here is the irony: even though the SM has discovered this “weird” dark energy—really rediscovered it, for it is almost the same as Aristotle’s quintessence and the nineteenth century’s “ether,” though neither of these posited expansion or acceleration—it nonetheless contradicts other parts of the SM. How so? Its density is too low and its energy too great, which are just the properties of the despised classical ether. The problem for the SM is that it requires a certain average density of mass, but space turns out to be much more rarified than we supposed. (Ether is rarified.) Scientists bemoan “the spectacular failure of attempts to explain [this]. . . . When the astronomers deduced how much dark energy would have to permeate space to account for the observed cosmic speedup [acceleration], they found a number that no one has been able to explain. . . . The dark energy density is extraordinarily small” (Greene 2012, 23)—a figure of .138, with 120 zeros after the decimal point! Doesn’t this tell us the “speedup” idea (and its chain of inferences) is crumbling? Maybe “expansion” is actually slowing down. Maybe it is constant. Maybe it is not expanding at all.
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          Fig. 1.4. Oahspe diagram of rarification. Cross-hatching indicates comparative densities, seen as more rarified in the upper regions.
        

        Meanwhile, when physicists calculate the value of this dark energy, it works out to be more than a hundred orders of magnitude too large, indicating “a repulsive force strong enough to rip all matter apart in an instant” (Stephen Battersby 2005, 6). All these developments, as some frankly see it, promote “a fundamentally irrational physical universe” (Lerner 1991, 362). One Nobel laureate in dark energy says (if you can believe this): “I have no clue what dark energy is” (Marsolek 2012, 62).

        Let the clueless experts read up on the classical ether or even recent astrophysics, which finds an “ethereal energy” threading through empty space. For science now concedes space is not a vacuum, after all; it is filled with fields of force whose medium must be the imponderable ether that was so contemptuously disregarded after the famous Michelson-Morley experiment*13 more than a century and a quarter ago. When skywatchers in 1998 declared that the expansion of the universe was accelerating, they explained this by invoking dark energy, a “kooky energy” (Hogan 1999, 45) that supposedly repels rather than attracts. Well, they found the right thing for the wrong reason. It is not “new,” “weird,” or “exotic.” This kooky energy was known to Aristotle, Paracelsus, James Clerk Maxwell, Sir Oliver Lodge, Sir William Crookes, Thomas Edison, and many others.*14 Only they called it “ether.”

        To explorer and naturalist Alfred Russel Wallace, it consisted of “minute vibrations of an almost infinitely attenuated form of matter . . . a recondite force . . . [with] a power of motion as rapid as that of light or the electric current.” Edison, for his part, called electricity “an etheric force” and, presaging today’s EVP (electronic voice phenomenon), he spent many years trying to tap this force in order to develop a “soul-telephone” that could be used as a telepathic channel between the living and the dead, something to improve on the “trumpets” of the spirits. Even Einstein’s cosmological constant was “like the ether,” for it “endows the void with an almost metaphysical aura . . . [perhaps] as far-fetched as angels sitting on the head of a pin” (“Special Report” 1999, 53). But ether is not so far-fetched; it is merely rarified, corpor in solution, sublimated beyond the reach of any physical instrument. We can’t nail it down.

        Physicist John A. Wheeler once remarked that the ultimate constituent of the universe is the “ethereal act of observer-participancy” (my italics), referring to the virtual particles that inspired the Heisenberg uncertainty principle: stuff shows up because we are looking for it. Hence, “objective” reality fades away. It was this subjectivity, this evanescence of the ethereal wave that had made us think of space as insubstantial, a vacuum. If anything was going on in interstellar space, the best we could do was call it “quantum fluctuations.” Einstein said, “The ether, if it exists, cannot be detected.” This is exactly what bothered science—these “virtual particles” that pop in and out of existence too quickly to be detected, thanks to ether’s low amplitude and high vibrational frequency. This is precisely the behavior of corpor in solution. It all seemed like a ghost world,*15 these spectral particles now sought after in sensitive, costly, and dangerous underground experiments.

        Perhaps we have been trying too hard to capture it; it will not obey the laws of ordinary atoms. Think of the billions of dollars we would save by eating crow and humbly accepting the evanescent, inaccessible ether once and for all. The goal of today’s costly fusion experiments is to find the hypothetical Higgs boson particle, millions of times smaller than the nucleus of an atom. So far, $10 billion have been spent on the particle accelerator at CERN (the European Organization for Nuclear Research), called the Large Hadron Collider (LHC). This smashes protons together in a seventeen-mile-long tunnel beneath the Swiss-French border, the collisions presumably “mimicking” the big bang. Primordial black holes, it is also thought, were created during the big bang. But are we playing with fire? “The concern is that micro black holes . . . if produced at the LHC, could be a recipe for a worldwide disaster” (Williams 2008, 23, 59). And although it is supposed that artificial nuclear fusion will “mimic” the big bang, this is an expensive assumption.

        
          Scientific discoveries of major importance still to be made . . . are not hidden deep in the atomic nucleus . . . not so cunningly concealed that they require billion-dollar particle accelerators . . . to unravel them.
        

        RICHARD MILTON, ALTERNATIVE SCIENCE

        Just in time for the temporary closing of the LHC in 2013, scientists announced they had found the “magnificent” Higgs boson God particle. Read on, and find that “they believe” they have found the “elusive particle which many theorize” (my italics) started the universe. The data, we are told, “strongly indicates” it. Trumpeting this research as a “strong contender for the Nobel Prize,”*16 scientists nonetheless “stopped short of saying conclusively that it was the same particle. . . . We still have a long way to go” (Heilprin 2013).

         

        “Most of us,” admits science writer Bob Berman, “are already bored with today’s mind-numbing list of particles . . . bits of flotsam” that the Large Hadron Collider has discovered. But “to what end?” asks Berman. “Bosons, mesons, pions, kaons, anti-quarks, J-particles: how much of this can we handle?” Will these particles really give us the theory of everything? “Any day now,” Berman answers sarcastically, though with this insight, “navigating the particle swamp will keep Europeans occupied for decades, a vast improvement over their traditional warfare pastime of bygone centuries” (Berman 2009, 16).

         

        It is driving scientists crazy, allowing invisible, immaterial, undetectable stuff to fill all space! Yet that is what it does—it pervades all things and is the solvent of all things. Ether (ethe) is the very pith of the unseen world.

        There are two known things in the universe: ethe [unseen] and corpor [seen], the former is the solvent of the latter. Earth substance is soluble in ethe, the great etherean firmament being a dense solution of corpor.

        OAHSPE, BOOK OF COSMOGONY AND PROPHECY 2:1–4

        Ethe holds corpor in solution; this is the condition of atmospherea and of the etherean regions beyond. And when a portion of this solution is given a rotary motion it is called a vortex. Indeed, ethe is more subtle, more sublimated, when axial motion of the vortex is swifter, i.e., in the higher regions. Nor is a vortex a substance or thing of itself, any more than a whirlwind is, or a whirlpool in the water. As a whirlpool cannot exist without water, or a whirlwind exist without air, so a vortex cannot exist without the etheic solution.

        OAHSPE, BOOK OF COSMOGONY AND PROPHECY 3:13

        The same concept was taught by Carl Friedrich von Weizsäcker: that all the planets were born from a cloud of dust, while the galaxies built themselves around the heavy elements in a series of whirlwinds.

        The old, discarded ether theory, now enjoying a comeback, is needed to resolve the conundrums of physics. The space vacuum, which is not really “smooth,” is a seething mass of virtual particles, a kind of “foam” or “particulate ether,” as suggested by physicist John Bell in an interview with cosmologist, astrobiologist, and physicist Paul Davies: Bell argued that the ether was wrongly and arbitrarily rejected by the Michelson-Morley experiment, purely on philosophical grounds, that philosophy being strict materialism: what is unobservable does not exist. Nevertheless, the Michelson-Morley experiment “does not exclude the existence of an ether . . . [which] is necessary for the propagation of electromagnetic and gravitational forces without acting at a distance” (www.lightenergy4.homestead.com). Space, in other words, is not passive; the Faraday/Maxwell electromagnetic field confirmed that there was a force out there affecting electrical masses. To account for it, these great nineteenth-century theorists posited a medium pervading the whole of space—ether. But with no mechanism to explain it, or eyes to behold it, or instruments to measure it, it was judged unsound and rejected by traditional science.

        The SM, in addition, suffers from two mutually incompatible theories: relativity and quantum mechanics. Science has been unable to reconcile Einsteinian physics—which seeks certainty, order, and majesty in the universe—with quantum mechanics, which settles for random behavior of particles under a principle of uncertainty. As far as Einstein was concerned, “God didn’t play dice with this universe.” It wasn’t a crapshoot. It wasn’t chance. It wasn’t random. The uncertainty, you might even argue, is our own, not the universe’s!

        Frustrated by the increasingly paradoxical theories spun off quantum physics, Einstein once quipped, “I would rather be a cobbler than a physicist.” Since his time, things have only gotten worse. Today’s cosmologists, as Eric Lerner sees it, are building “bizarre towers of ad hoc hypotheses . . . something Einstein, the lover of simplicity and beauty . . . would never have tolerated. . . . The Big Bang . . . has flunked every test, yet it remains the dominant cosmology; and the tower of theoretical entities and hypotheses climbs steadily higher” (Lerner 1991, 162).

        Inquiring minds have asked: if the big bang begins All and Everything with a super-violent explosion out of nothing, where did that tremendous energy come from? And how (contradicting the second law of thermodynamics) did it make order out of chaos? Do we really think the majesty of worlds came from one colossal, mindless, purposeless detonation?

        
          You either have to say there have been monstrous coincidences . . . or there is a purposive scenario to which the universe conforms. . . . The question as to whether the universe is a product of thought . . . that is my personal opinion.
        

        FRED HOYLE

        The possibility that the world happened by chance, someone once posited, is less than the possibility of Webster’s Unabridged Dictionary springing fully formed from an explosion in a print shop. “A causal basis has been lost sight of,” admitted Sir Arthur Eddington, remarking on quantum physics’s dead end. The big bang, after all, is without a known cause, as is the origin of matter itself. Not a few scientists are “uneasy with a universe that . . . came from nowhere” (Mitton 2005, 118).

         

        The abyss, the void of uncertainty, enshrined in the twentieth century as a “principle,” only masks the precarious state of current thinking. Neo-Darwinian evolution (chapter 2) also invokes it: The supposed incompleteness of the fossil record reflects “uncertainty.” Global warming invokes it, too. Yet in his own way Darwin warned against it: “It is those who know little and not those who know much, who so positively assert that this or that problem will never be solved by science” (Hayden 2009, 48). Haven’t many “unknowables” of the past become known? Today the unseen world awaits discovery or, should I say, disclosure—bumping up the “unknowable,” the uncertain, to the knowable.

        The imponderable ether or the “virtual particles” of Werner Heisenberg’s uncertainty principle are no less real or “uncertain” just because they fail to conform to the standards of a material (seen) and mechanistic world. Instead, let us better understand that world. When Heisenberg found that it was experimentally impossible to chart an electron’s velocity and position at the same time, he concluded that we cannot know the electron’s future. It is uncertain. Besides, the spin of a photon is not definable until you actually measure it. But should we label this “uncertainty”? Or move on to study the ether in its own right?
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