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From the President
1988 has been a successful year for Australian Skeptics
and for scepticism generally. We have increased our
subscriptions by 20% over our 1987 numbers, continuing
the trend of the past several years. The new-look Skeptic,
with its broadened scope of articles is, with the exception
of the Skeptical Inquirer, the largest sceptical magazine
produced worldwide.
The year began with the Carlos hoax, an event
about which I must confess to having had mixed emotions
at the time. The results from this however seem to have
been positive as there has been a noticeable diminution in
the free media publicity given to visiting and local
purveyors of irrationalism and an increase in the critical
media analysis of their inflated claims. My initial reaction to
the Carlos affair seems to have been wrong .
On the broader scene, we have seen the final
scientific refutation of the Shroud of Turin myth, the
reduction in official support for the puerile fallacies of
Creation "science" and the exposure of the fraud of the
late Doris Stokes . Conversely, we have seen little or no
reduction in the spread of the mindless philosophies of
the New Age, nor any indication that people are less willing
to fall for the blandishments of any new psychic huckster
that comes on the scene . I suspect that this would be
asking too much of fallible human nature.
The Skeptic, in its new format , has received many
compliments from our readers .
In 1988, we have
produced a much more professional magazine than we
have in rrevious years , as well as producing the largest

ever edition. Much of the credit for this imporvement is
due to the outstanding professionalism of our editN, Tim
Mendham, who has, for the past three years, combined
this role with that of secretary and treasurer.
The increase in the activities which we have
undertaken has seriously overheated our willing horse and
Tim has stepped down as national secretary, while
continuing as editor and treasurer. His secretarial duties
will now be shared by Harry Edwards and Dick Champion.
Tim Mendham is a remarkable individual whose
contribution to the success of Australian Skeptics can
never be overstated. I believe that we all owe him a
tremendous debt of gratitude and, on behalf of all
Skeptics, thank him for his past work as secretary, for his
continuing endeavours as editor/treasuer and for being a
good bloke. (Readers are asked to excuse any typos that
appear in this panegyric because Tim , as editor, will have to
typeset it.) [Editor's comment - No comment]
The need for a continuance of a sceptical approach
to paranormal and pseudoscientific claims is as important
now as it was when Australian Skeptics was formed eight
years ago . We cannot continue unless you , our readers,
continue your support by renewing your subscriptions, by
encouraging others to do so and by submitting articles and
letters for publication.
I wish all our readers the best for the holiday season
and for a sceptical 1989.

- Barry Williams
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NHMRC
report on
acupuncture
Readers of this magazine and those
who attended the 4th Skeptics
Conference in Sydney were given a
sneak preview of the National Health
&
Medical
Research
Council's
investigation of the efficacy of
acupuncture when Dr Nik Bogduk
gave a talk (reprinted in Vol 8 No 2) on
that subject.
Mr Bogduk was a member of the
NHMRC's working party which
investigated the alternative medical
treatment.
The party's report found that acupuncture was effective for the relief of
pain, although it warned that there
was no evidence that it could help
cure chronic illnesses such as asthma
or diabetes.
It also condemned the lack of agreed
standards for training or the practice
of acupuncture, and said its use
should always be on the basis of
"buyer beware".
.
Dr Diana Horvath, head of the council's public health care committee,
said "If used properly, acupuncture
can be very helpful in controlling pain.
If used improperly, it can be disastrous."
It was reported that there had been at
least one death in Australia because
of improperly placed needles and it
was
suspected
that
diseases,
including Hepatitis B, were being
transmitted where unsafe acupuncture was used.
The report said the safest option for
future practice of acupuncture was to
restrict it to medical practttioners.
"The only likely risk then would be the
risk that the treatment was ineffective," it said.
Dr Horvath was quoted as saying: "If
I'm going to have someone sticking
things in me, I want that person to
know as much about what's under the
surface as possible."
The report warns that the only legal
redress available in cases of mishap is
that provided by common law.
"It is unlikely that a court of law would
expect the same standard of care

from an occassional acupuncturist or
one with limited training as it would
from a frequent acupuncturist and/or
one with medical training," it says.
"There have been court actions
against acupuncturists in Australia,
but none has been successful."
Australia is reported to have 2800
practitioners of acupuncture and the
number is growing.

Myth
understanding
The Myths of the 80s
Are the beliefs and myths that have
sprung up in the last ten years
different from previous myths and
beliefs? Are they simply old superstitions dressed up in modern jargon
or are they new because they reassure new fears, specific to the 80s.
Essentially, do people change? They
need reassurance as to who they are,
that they are special and that there is
a reason for being. Do the new myths
answer these old questions? Who
am I? Where did I come from? and
Why am I here?
This is to be the theme for the 1989
Skeptics Conference: to seek some
understanding for the perennial
acceptance of some myths, the recycling of others and development of
new myths.
Canberra Skeptics, your hosts for the
1989 conference which will be held
over the Easter weekend, are calling
for expression of interest by any
skeptic who would like to do a
We
presentation on this theme.
would be particularly interested in
hearing from Skeptics other than our
own tried and true few from ACT and
NSW.
Please contact:
Julie McCarronBenson, Canberra Skeptics, PO Box
555, Canberra 2608;
telephone
(062) 39 6403.
Closing date for expressions
interest: January 22, 1989.

YOU CAN'T AFFORD
TO MYTH THIS!

of
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News Report: Travels of an Aussie Skeptic
World traveller and adventurer Harry
Edwards (whose checkered career
includes being shipwrecked off
Flinders Island, threatened with
machetes in Mexico, raped by
Wahinis in Tahiti, and attacked by a
chicken in the Philippines) recently
visited Ecuador (his 74th country)
where he "spread the word" at the
behest of CSICOP and successfully
convened the first sceptics group in
South America.
On one of their annual jaunts
around the globe, Harry, wife Virgie,
and son Michael, set out for South
America via the Philippines, Hawaii
and the USA (the long detour being
deliberate and not the resu lt of using
a psychic compass) , visiting sceptics
in
Honolulu
and
CS ICOP
headquarters in Buffalo.
Our foreign correspondent
reports that his host in Buffalo,
executive director of CSICOP, Mark
Plummer,
who
took
up
his
appointment two years ago , in
addition to being a congenial host
and expert guide of the Niagara Falls
area, displays an enviable knowledge
of its history.
At
a
welcoming
dinner
presided over by Paul Kurtz, the
avuncular chairman of CSICOP, our
man was joined by Marian Laserton of
the South African Skeptics, and
representatives from the Toronto and
New York groups.
Following talks by Marian and
Harry on the activities of their
respective groups, there was some
eager
questioning,
the
most
intriguing put to our rep being on
"synchronicity". "Was it true", the
questioner asked , "That women who
lived together in groups for long
periods menstruated in unison?"
Wishing that he had a hirsute
camouflage to hide his blushes, and
keen not to display his lack of
knowledge of the possible . effects,
paranormal or otherwise, of such a
situation, he astutely speculated that
the probability of this likelihood was
on a par with the Harmonic
Convergence influencing the growth
of onions, and promised to refer the

matter to Ian Bryce, the Australian
Skeptics'
challenge
committee
chairman.
Flylng Down to Quito
Knowing that Harry was on his
way to South America, and anxious to
economise
on
postage ,
Mark
Plummer appointed him temporary,
acting, unpaid emissary to that
continent, and gave him a copy of the
Skeptical Inquirer to deliver to Dr
Peter Schenkel, a subscriber in
Quito, Ecuador, who had indicated an
interest in starting a sceptics group in
that country.
Head of CIESPAL (Centro
Internacional
de
Estudios
de
Comunicacion Para America Latina) , a
German communications organisation
in South America, Dr Schenkel has
expressed
his
concern
over
worldwide irrationality in a recently
published book, "The Search for
Extraterrestrial Intelligence".
Meetings were arranged with
Dr Schenkel and other interested
parties , namely Professors Aono and
Cerezo
(Central
and
Catholic
Universities in Quito, respectively) to
discuss the formation of a group
which, subject to receiving a little
encouragement from other sceptical
groups around the world, will shortly
be announced.
The task before them is
formidable , in a country where one
third of the population is Indian,
believing in spirits, talismen and faith
healing, and in which an all pervasive
religion
not
only
connotes
coincidence and unusual happenings with miracles, but perpetuates
and encourages belief in them.
Inside the church of Milagrosa
Virgen de Agua in Banos, for
example, named in honour of the
vision claimed by many to have been
seen in times of personal crisis , huge
· murals depict incidents which have
taken place locally over the past
hundred years or so and are deemed
miraculous. Adjacent is an annex
containing a shrine and a museum
whose walls are similarly festooned
with crutches , babies booties and

plaques of appreciation from donors
grateful for "miraculous" favours , one
of which even effused thanks for help
in obtaining a driver's licence.
While it is arguable that in
some cases faith will be perceived to
have
brought
about what is
commonly called a "miracle", it is
nevertheless disturbing for a rational
being to see, as the writer did, a
woman crouched in a corner of the
annex, holding a sick baby in her
arms, and praying to a stone wall - the
baby not old enough to talk let alone
have the faith necessary to effect a
psychological cure for what ails it.
The most popular souvenir
with visiting local tourists is a miniature
portrait of the Virgen, to which one
can pray for favours, ward off evil
spirits and, I suppose, protect one
from being abducted by a UFO.
There was no written guarantee,
however.
As an aside, Peter Schenkel
and his family run a small holiday
resort on the edge of the Amazon
jungle, about five hours drive from
Quito , where they offer jungle tours,
canoeing on the Napo river, gold
panning, a visit to Monkey Island,
great food and accommodation for
$10 a head per day ... but if you have
an aversion to spiders, forget it - the
Tarantulas wear size nine boots!
-HE

Subscription
renewals
As our subscriptions are
based on the calendar year,
It Is now time to renew your
subscription for 1989.
Included with this Issue
should be a renewal form.
If the form Is missing, you
may still subscribe simply
by sending $15 with your
name and address to:
Australian Skeptlcs
PO Box 575, Manly 2095
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News Report: Creation Week in Canberra
The second week of November was
Creation Week in Canberra.
On
Thursday, November 10, John
Mackay was in town, appearing at the
Canberra College of Advanced
Education at 12.30 and at the Woden
Valley Alliance Church at 7.30. Then,
on Saturday, there was an all-day
Creation Seminar in the Belconnen
Churches Centre. Canberra Skeptics
decided to look into it.
John Mackay, described as
"Director of the Creation Research
Centre" (no mention of the Creation
Science Foundation, of which he has
always been listed as a member up to
now), lectured for an hour at the
CCAE, but the organiser, Dr Graham
French, had booked a seminar room
for a further half-hour of discussion
afterward. The audience totalled 36,
about half of whom were known to us:
zoologists and geologists from both
the CCAE and ANU, as well as
members of Canberra Skeptics.
First, John Mackay talked about
how Christianity has always been the
religion to ask scientific questions,
and get the answers, both because
of the inherently scientific nature of
their beliefs and, apparently, because
of the power of prayer (Darwin was
probably correct about the Galapogas
finches changing, but they're still
"finches") and fossils (gaps in the
record are facts, not inferences; and
"how much evidence is the bones,
anyway?") .
Anyway, he declared, evolution is
impossible because such living
fossils as Lingula, coelacanths and
horsetails are evidence of the
extraordinary stability of DNA.
He was glib and superficial , and
eventually we could stand it no
longer, and started interrupting. By
the time the lecture hall had to be
vacated, we knew how the discussion
session in the seminar room - to
which about half the lecture room
audience went - was going to turn
out, and it did.
The glibness was no substitute for
science, and (as we later found out) at
least one of the creationists there
thought John Mackay had ended up

looking a bit of a fool. Example : he
put a photo of three australopithecine
skulls on the overhead projector,
saying "I can tell ape skulls when I see
them, and" - putting up an overhead
of three Homo sapiens
skulls
(Petralona 1, a Neanderthaler and one
other) - "I can distinguish them from
human skulls." "Where would you
put the intermediates: the habilines
and early erectus-phase?" asked
Colin Groves. "Oh, they're all just
fragments ...". "Nonsense, there are
many good skulls", "and even a
complete
skeleton"
added
Ian
McDougall.
Poor John Mackay's jaw dropped :
"Where from?", and he listended
flabbergasted as the world's leading
expert on potassium/argon dating
told him all about the West Turkana
Boy, and exactly how it and the whole
Turkana Basin sequence had been
dated. How did he view all this
evidence of the age of the earth, and
how and when life originated, he was
asked by Julie Mccarron-Benson :
"It's a matter of personal belief", he
replied!
John did not know his science;
how well did he know his Bible? Drew
Meek pointed out that in the book of
Job the sky is described as hard, the
earht is fixed and stable ; to which
John replied that Job is Hebrew
poetry, and so poetic licence must be
allowed for (a rather extraordinary
statement for someone who had just
been maintaining that the entire Bible
is the literal Word of God).
Colin Groves asked him to explain
the
well-known
inconsistency
between Genesis 1 (where the first
man is created last of all) and Genesis
2 (where Adam is created first ,
followed by the animals).
John
denied any such thing : the animals
were merely "brought before Adam",
he claimed. Several of us knew this
to be untrue, but as no Bible was
available we let it be.
Evening session
The evening session was in a
church , which of course inhibits,
even rules out, debate; in any case ,

Skeptics have long argued that this is
where creationism belongs. But we
wanted to see what he would say, so
again several of us rolled up.
The
audience,
or
perhaps
congregation, numbered about 100.
The
glibness
was
this
time
compounded: had the audience ever
considered the number three, the
sacred number of the Trinity? Look,
there are three dimensions of space ;
three normal states of matter (solid,
liquid, gas) ; three notes in a chord;
triplets in the genetic code. Gee
whiz! Anyone can play this game:
four Gospel writers, four actual states
of matter (don't forget plasma) , four
bases in the genetic code, four
corners of the earth ... a new parlour
game?
The talk (lecture? sermon?) went
on with slides, and got more and
more banal : baby dinosaurs were
very small and could easily have fitted .
on Noah's Ark, in fact much more of a
problem would have been what to do
with all the droppings after mealtimes ;
Aborigines in northern New South
Wales say they come from over the
seas, and they too believe in the
flood, but their ancestors "sold them
to the evil spirits"; there are footprints
in the Trilobite layers in the Grand
Canyon (they looked like simple oval
depressions to us); known rates of
stalactite formation and the recession
of Niagara Falls point to a young
earth. There were even bad jokes:
crocodiles feeding on American
tourists, children pulling the legs off
cockroaches . (There were plenty of
children in the audience , by the way.)
The talk was interrupted at
intervals by commercial breaks,
advertising
books,
magazines,
children's
readers,
ideas
for
Christmas presents. Throughout , he
insisted on talking of "creation" as if it
meant
"special
creation",
"Christianity" as if it inevitably meant
just his brand of creationism.
Afterwards,
Colin
Groves
approached John as he stood behind
the trestle table which groaned with
books. How about his statement this
morning about the second book of
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Genesis?
Here, the New English
Bible plainly says, "Then God formed
out of the ground all the wild animals
and birds, and brought them before
Adam". John couldn't care less; he
was much too busy selling books to
pay much attention.
"I never said anything else," he
claimed; and later, "They were a
different set of animals from those
created in Genesis 1", and when the
world "all" was pointed out, simply
He
"There's no inconsistency".
would not be budged from this
illogical position, nor would he admit
that he had lied about the Bible.
Colin, mildest of men, nearly lost
his cool, but decided instead to leave
John toiling in the fields of mammon,
and talk to some of the members of
the congregation, who in fact were
eager to enter into discussion, and
not invariably closed-minded nor
universally in praise of John Mackay.
But his way of thinking had,
insidiously, affected even the most
open-minded; at least one listener
had been snowed into assuming that
"creationism = Christianity", and put
to Colin the spurious "Why do so
many
scientists
believe
in
creationism" question.
Colin said
"Which scientists are these? I know
of none." "Then meet one" said the
creationist, propelling forward a newly
graduated theoretical physicist in his
mid-twenties. "Do you believe in a
young earth?" asked Colin. "Oh no,"
said the young man. It turned out, he
was a Christian (sensu the Pope, the
of
Canterbury,
the
Archbishop
Patriarch of Constantinople, et al, et
al). John Mackay had won one mind
at least: one person had been
snowed
into
assuming
that
creationism= Christianity.

Seminar
The Saturday all-day Creation
Seminar was advertised as "especially
for the layman ... but also for pastors,
scientists, teachers, etc". There were
to be five sessions, three films and
lectures by Carl Wieland of the
Creation Science Foundation, with
questions/discussion periods, from
9am until about 9pm, with breaks for
tea and meals. Four of us went to the
first four sessions; only two to the last

7
one.
The audience started off at 53, but
fell during the day; at the start of the
fourth session (4pm), only 32 remained; for the final session (beginning 7.30pm), there were 27.
Carl Wieland was a vastly different
experience from John Mackay - not
glib, not a phoney, but a thoughtful
and erudite man whose position is
nonetheless that the Bible must be
literally true, so that it is justified to
look for observations which are
consistent with it and use them as
evidence to bolster belief.
Why must the Bible be literally
true? Because it records the workingout of a theme: Adam and Eve's sin
brought death into the world, and
Christ's sacrifice conquered death. If
there were long ages before Adam
and Eve (during which countless
organisms lived and, of course, died)
or if the story was· only a parable to
start with, then Christ's sacrifice was
meaningless.
A member of the audience asked,
why did the days have to be just 24
hours? The reply - that Adam had
lived through the seventh day, which
could not therefore have been all that
long;
furthermore, if just one
statement in the Bible is recognised
to be not literally true, doubts about
the rest naturally follow and inevitably
lead to "interpretations" and the
acceptance only of selfish doctrines,
if not a complete shattering of faith.
We leave to theologians the
problems of the meaning of the
Christian message, but we cannot
avoid the implications for science.
Science does not start with any prior
assumptions, except for the reality of
the experience of the senses. It
builds hypotheses, and tests them.
Creationism, on the other hand, starts
with an assumption: namely, the literal
truth of the Bible.
It does not treat this as a
hypothesis to be tested and, if found
wanting, rejected or modified; it looks
only for observations consistent with
it, and if any are encountered which
• are not consistent then it is the
observations which are rejected ("It is
isotope ratios which are the facts, not
the ages calculated from them") or,
worse, modified until they play ball

("Mutations are only genetic losses or
other defects").
This makes creationism a pseudoscience, like astrology, reincarnation,
New Age beliefs and so on. It takes
as its starting point a paranormal belief
("forces unknown to science" - nonscientific, so untestable) and seeks
support'for it. Normal science does
not do this; its hypotheses, including
its major theories however robust
(such as the Theory of Evolution), are
all testable and so open to
falsification2.
Of course, creationists strongly
object to this conception of normal
science, claiming that it has at least an
unconsciously implicit form of atheism
as its central unfalsifiable doctrine.
They thus see the Theory of
Evolution as a mental tool which the
scientist can use to rationalise his/her
rejection of God, because it
contradicts the Bible.
Perhaps the most significant
feature of this counter-conception is
its ability to meet the need of
creationists to rationalise their own
intellectual bias, dishonesty and,
often, inadequacy, which must
become sources of deep guilt and
embarrassment
whenever
their
mistakes are exposed.
Carl Wieland was unusual among
creationists in several respects. Like
others, he took the literal truth of the
whole Bible as a given; unlike others,
he did not deny or run away from
apparently contrary facts.
Colin put it to him that in Leviticus
the hare and the hyrax ("coney") are
said to chew the cud, whereas they
do not; the camel is denied its cloven
hoof; and the bat is listed as a bird.
Carl said yes, there are many
problems to be sorted out; not an
especially satisfying answer in one
way, but the contrast with John
Mackay was noticeable.
More unusual was his admission
that, really, his message was for the
faithful; he realised that polystrate
trees and the downcutting of river
valleys, while convincing if you
believed in a worldwide flood, would
cut no ice with non-creationists, for
has
other
normal
science
explanations
for
them
(local
catastrophes).
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He admitted that there was no
definition of what was, and was not, a
"created kind", and he and Colin had
a discussion about horses, asses and
zebras - Carl being clearly unaware
that Colin wrote a book on just those
beasts in 1974 (now, alas, out of
print, not to mention somewhat out-ofdate!).
Finally, he would not accept
spurious "evidence": a member of
the audience complained "You
haven't yet mentioned my favourite
argument
for
creation,
the
insufficiency of helium in the
atmosphere", and Carl made it clear
that
this
argument
is
highly
problematic - accordingly he would
not use it3.
Above all, he did not attempt to
hijack the term "creation" to mean
only what he meant by it; and, just to
take the wind out of our sails
completely, he agreed, in public (in
the last session of the day) that he
would not be in favour of it being
taught in science classes!
Having said all that, he did suggest
that certain things were "problems for
evolutionists·4 , just as hyraxes and
bats and the like are problems for
creationists. Chief among these were
the Second Law of Thermodynamics
and the Speed of Lights.
On the first of these, Borek Puza
took him to task for his assertion that,
to go from a less to a more ordered
state in an open system, you need
some inbuilt program for order,
mentioning the formation of crystals ;
Carl
distinguished
between
a
"significant" degree of order as
opposed to a simple one, and put up
an overhead in which it was claimed
that saltwater to crystals involves
going towards a more probable state
whereas from chemicals to life
involves going towards a less
probable state.
Borek's remonstrations remained unanswered on
the grounds that it was time to break
for lunch: bad one, Carl, a bit of a fall
from grace there.
The films that accompanied Carl
Wieland's talks were uniformly
abysmal. In "The Genesis Solution",
we had Ken Ham lecturing to an
American audience, claiming the
moral high ground for his brand of

Christianity, and that all kinds of
dreadful things flow from "evolutionism", including, of all things,
racism (the massacre of the Tasmanian Aborigines because, he
claimed, they were regarded as
evolutionarily inferior; Wilberforce's
campaign to end slavery6). This is an
outrageous statement from someone
who in the same breath claimed that
Australian Aborigines and American
Indians were
"anti-God"
when
discovered!
Most notable throughout the film
was Ham's obsession with the idea
that the Creation vs- Evolution debate
is a matter of life and death for
Christianity. One particularly quaint
portrayal was the picture of two
warring castles named "Secular
Humanism" (built on a foundation
titled Evolution) and "Christianity" (on
a foundation
called
Creation) .
"Homosexuality", "Divorce" and the
like fluttered from the Humanist
castle, occasionally being knocked
down (but only temporarily) by
cannon-fire from the Christian castle.
The Humanist cannon, however, was
more shrewdly aimed at Creation, ie
the foundations of Christianity,
wreaking havoc on its whole
structure. No prizes for guessing the
moral of the story.
The second film was "The Origin
of Life", in which Professor WilderSmith on a Swiss hillside explains the
genetic code, and how the chance
against arriving at a code for a
functional protein is 1087, which is
more seconds than there have been
in 4.5 billion years.
(See, for a
demolition of this way of reasoning,
articles in the Skeptics' "Creationism:
An Australian Perspective".)
Afterwards, in conversation, Colin
·put it to Carl that this was the only one
of the six films in the "Origins" series
that was still in a sense viable, as it
had
not
been
subsequently
upstaged or shown to have made
incorrect statements (although the
discovery of "junk" DNA may alter
some of Wilder-Smith's arguments,
and some of his explanations of
cytogenetics, such as that ribosomes
sit on DNA, are less than accurate!) .
Carl did not agree - despite his own
later rubbishing of the helium

arguement, which features in one of
the other films.
The third film, "The World that
Perished", was about Noah's Ark. It
was banal, but as it makes no claims to
relevance outside a creationist,
religious context, we will not
comment further on it.7
The fifith and last session was a
day by day account of the creation
story (or stories) as related in Genesis
1, with a smattering of Genesis 2.
The "apparent" contradictions were
not discussed beyond a complacent
assertion that they had all been dealt
with before, many times and long
ago . For example, the objection that
plants, allegedly created on the third
day (Gen 1 :9-13) could not have
survivedwithout the sun, created on
the fourth day (Gen 1 :14-19) was no
cause for alarm because perhaps the
plants were created at the very end of
the third day and the sun at the very
beginning of the fourth .
With
the
standard of the .
presentation sinking to this level
(even Carl Wieland couldn't suppress
a smile as he voiced the above), it
seemed somewhat painful to keep
raising objections and much more
appropriate and rewarding to just sit
back and accept it for what it was - the
exposition of a myth, one of much
significance for the human condition
perhaps, but, like other such myths
(the myth of Oedipus or the myth of
Faust,
for
example)
a myth
nonetheless.

Flnal confrontation
The meeting was over; only Colin
and Borek had turned up for the final
session. At the end, we were asked
to help stack the chairs at the back of
the hall. As Colin did so, he was
accosted by a small, furious man in a
grey suit: "I'm a science teacher.
Where's your evidence for evolution?
Where's your evidence?".
"Alright, I'll tell you about human
evolution, my own speciality ... "
"Pah! What about the origin of all
the animals, eh?
Where's the
evidence?"
"There's an excellent transition
series from reptiles to mammals. If
you want a convenient source, a
book by Kemp ... "
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"Ten to the eighty-seventh! Do
you know how much that is? Ten with
eighty-seven noughts!"
And he
stormed off.
A couple of minutes later he
approached Colin again, and shook
his hand. "I'm sorry I led off like that.
But what's your evidence?
What
about Michael Denison, eh?"
"You mean Denton? 'Evolution, a
Theory in Crisis.a? A very superficial
book.
Take the way he treats

Archaeopteryx ... ".
"Yes ... that's a fake isn't it!" The
fury had gradually built up again.
"Certainly not. Charig and other
British Museum scientists investigated it and disproved that claim9".
"Pah! There's only one specimen
anyway, isn't there."
"No, there are six ... "
A bit more about mammal
evolution
followed,
interrupted
several
times
by
irrelevant
expostulations, ending, as jaw-bones
became ear-bones, with "Pah! I've
seen a bone grow from nothing!" followed by an incoherent story of his
aunt's mid-life recovery from a
teenage accident.
If anyone is still not convinced that
creationism, as soon as it emerges
from the church setting, is ripe for
investigation
by
Skeptics
and
deserves opposition from scientists,
here's one very good reason : the
cause suffers from bigots;
and,
somehow, we have managed to let
them loose on our children.
- Colin Groves, Julie McCarronBenson, Drew Meek and Borek Puza,
Canberra Skeptics
Notes
1. His choice of the Petralona skull was
interesting. It is one of those specimens
whose best classification is disputed: is it
better put in Homo erectuc or Homo
sapiens? (This of course is the sort of
argument that happens time and again,
because some fossils are going to be
transitional in an evolutionary sense!).
Creationist writers like Duane Gish and
Malcolm Bowden have argued that Homo
erectus consists of a melange of giant
monkey and giant gibbon · fossils ;
obviously, John Mackay disagrees.

2. One can think of numerous tests of the

9
Theory of Evolution which could result in
its falsification . A single mammal or bird in
the Cambrian, for example; in fact, any
mammal of modern aspect or any bird in
any Palaeozoic deposit whatever. On the
other hand, survival of a taxon thought to
be extinct would not; discovery of a
plesiosaur in Loch Ness or a sauropod in
the Congo Republic would be the find of
the century, but would not threaten the
Theory of Evolution.
3. One type of radioactive decay results
in the emission of alpha-particles, which
are helium nuclei; a formerly widely-used
creationist argument for a young earth
was, therefore, that "there is insufficient
helium in the atmosphere for 4.5 billion
years of radioactive decay". The answer
is, of course, that helium, the second
lightest of the elements, escapes into
space.
4. The term "evolutionist" is sometimes
found in the biologi~al literature, when it
means someone interested in, or
contributing to, evolutionary theory. It
does not mean "a believer in evolution",
which is how creationists tend to use the
word.
Contrary to some creationist
propaganda ("scientists are turning away
from evolution in droves"), the Theory of
Evolution is the dominant explanatory
paradigm in the biological sciences, and
almost all biologists accept it. It seems to
be the only major scientific theory singled
out in this way by creationists; thus, one
does not come across a believer in the
Theory of Gravitation being dubbed a
"gravitationist".
5. Arguments against Setterfield's theory
that the speed of light has been
decreasing, and that at the time of
creation (6000 years ago) it was equal to
infinity, are well set out in the Skeptics'
"Creationism" book mentioned above.
But let us assume that Setterfield's
selection
of
which
speed-of-light
determinations he will use, and which
reject, is justified; and that all is well with
his maths and his physics. Would his
results still justify his conclusions that ( 1)
the speed of light changes, is not
constant, and that (2) it was infinite 6000
years ago? No. (1) There are, among the
determinations which he used, a few
which were made very much longer ago
than the rest (most of which come from
the last hu,1dred years).
These
determinations would act as what
statisticians call "influential points": they
have an overwhelming effect on the final
result, by themselves determining the

slope of the line and reducing the
correlation coefficient. The importance of
influential
points
has been slow
indawning on statistics users. Only if the
points that form essentially a continuous
scatter yield a line that is significantly
different from horizontal can we start to
claim that the speed of light has varied in
the past. Then we can see, too, if the
position of the far-removed influential
e_oints is consistent with extrapolating the
line backward. (2) Beyond its termini, in
any case, extrapolation of a trend-line can
only be a working hypothesis. Even if the
result of the manipulation suggested
above does yield a non-horizontal slope,
it would still say nothing about how far
back the same trend extends, and never
can.
6.
The Tasmanian Aborigines were
massacred in a shameful manner after
European colonisation of the island: a
blot on human history. The "Black War"
of the 1820s, the incarceration of most of
the survivors on Flinders Island, these
events long preceded the "evolution era"
ushered in by Charles Darwin. Much of
what happened was consciously done in
the name of Christianity. Black slavery,
which Wilberforce strove against, had
been instituted and maintained by white
Christian society from the days of Drake
and Hawkins. Christians who thought
about it justified it in _one of two ways:
either Negroes were not human, :n which
case they could be treated ar·y way
without regard to morality; or else they
were human, and so with immortal souls,
which were in desperate need of being
saved (for example, by being dragged in
chains to a Christian country).
The
aspirations of some creationists to rewrite human history, as well as its
prehistory, must be shown up for the
shabby pretence they are.
7. Well, perhaps we will after all - if only
because Noah's Flood is such a major
plank of creationist belief, and one that is
easily dismissed/ridiculed. One howler
from the film was the claim that corals
would not have to be taken on the Ark,
but just how a complex reef ecosystem
survived in turbulent, silt-laden water was
not addressed.
8. Denton's peculiar decision to put on
public record his lack of comprehension
of palaeontology, embryology, taxonomy
(biology in general, in effect) has been
enthusiastically taken up by creationists,

(continued page 40)
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UFOs

The Mundrabilla "UFO"
October 17, 1988
KEITH BASTERFIELD
This is a report on an incident which occurred in
the following circumstances:
Date: Monday, October 17, 1988
Time:
About 0100 hours CST;
1215 hrs
Central WAT; 1530 hrs GMT October 16th 1988
Location:
Commenced 35km west of the
Mundrabilla road house, Western Australia
Duration: Uncertain, estimated 10 minutes.

driver's door) mirror. He estimated it was then
1km behind the coach and looked like a bright
white light. It seemed to follow them for about
8km, always on the road behind them.
5. He drove the coach round an S-shaped
bend at point 3, and after taking the initial right
hand bend lost sight of the object behind the
coach.

A Mr Peter Chapman, aged 40 of Ceduna,
South Australia, a driver for the Ansett Pioneer
Coach Company, was driving a coach at a
speed of about 100km/h between Ceduna,
South
Australia,
and
Madura,
Western
Australia. He had departed from Ceduna at
about 1830 hrs the night before with 25
passengers on board. He drove to Madura, had
a 10 hour break and then returned to Ceduna
the same day, during the daylight. He then
proceeded on 5 weeks holiday.

The event as related by a female coach
passenger:
Only one passenger, a woman, has come
forward to be interviewed. She stated that her
attention was drawn to a light in the driver's
mirror which she thought was a reflection of the
headlights of a transport (truck) behind the
coach. She said she didn't see the initial light
· in the sky or any other object close to the bus.
She didn't believe they were being "buzzed" by
a UFO, although she had heard of the January
1988 Mundrabilla incident.

The event as reported by Mr Chapman:
1. At point 1 on the map, he first noticed a bright
white light to the right hand side of the bus, ie in
the northern sky. It was "up-in the sky". He did
not alert passengers to the presence of this
object at this stage.
2. When he reached point 2, the same light
appeared to approach the coach, but only for a
short period estimated as 3 seconds. He stated
it seemed to "fly" or "drift" from the Northerly
position it occupied. It hovered in this "closest
approach" position for the 3 seconds.
3. At this "closest approach" position stage, he
estimated its distance as 150 metres, and that it
was 20 metres above the ground. Size was
estimated as 5 metres.
4. He woke passengers and had them look to
see if anyone had a camera to take a picture of
the object. He then noted that the same light
now appeared to be behind them on the road.
It was viewed through his rear vision (outside

Interview with Mr Chapman:
Additional points came out at interview with the
author on October 21.
1. There were no physical effects on the coach.
No effects on lights, engine, etc. It was not lifted
off the road. No unusual marks were found on
it.
2. The only effect on the people on board was
that they were "upset" and "frightened".
3.
The light at "closest approach" did not
illuminate the coach or the surrounding
countryside.
4. No structured object was seen; it was a
"bright white light" at all times.
5. Asked if he had noted two bright white lights
to his right, Mr Chapman replied "No, only one".
At no stage was the light ever visible through
the coach's windscreen.
6. There was no sound associated with the
object.
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7.
Although he had radioed on his CB to
vehicles in the area, no one else reported
seeing the UFO.
Weather and astronomical details:
Mr Chapman recalled that it was a clear
night. Meteorological records were checked by
Alan Brunt, ex-director of the Adelaide Weather
Bureau. The nearest weather station reported
that the night was mainly clear but with 1 to 2
octa of high altitude cirrus cloud. Alan said
there was a distinct temperature inversion
present and that "any light seen at a distance
would have looked unusual due to this
inversion".
The planet Mars was visible in the sky
high to the north-west at magnitude -2.3. It is a
bright orange colour. The planet Jupiter was
some 25-30 degrees above the horizon to the
north at magnitude -2.7. It would appear as a
bright white light to the right of the coach.
Despite it being a clear night, Mr
Chapman stated that due to the headlights of
the coach he was unable to see any stars from
his driver's seat.
Investigation:
This incident first came to light on
Wednesday October 19, 1988, when radio
·stations carried news items.
UFOR(SA)/
Australia
immediately
commenced
investigations. The author spoke to the Eucla
police station and obtained first hand details
from the report filed by the coach driver. He
found that Mr Chapman lived in Ceduna but
had an unlisted telephone number. However,
contact was made with a relative of Mr
Chapman who promised to relay a message.
They advised that he was no longer talking to
the media.
On Thursday October 20, 1988, Channel 7
contacted UFOR(SA) looking for comment on
the incident. An opportunity was afforded the
group to view Channel ?'s raw footage of
interviews with Mr Chapman and a female
coach passenger. This offer was taken up and
the author viewed the video and secured a copy
of the sound track of the footage .
Mr Chapman contacted the author on
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October 21 and an interview was conducted by
telephone.
Analysis:
The most likely cause of the event was
deduced from the first hand account of Mr
Chapman.
1. He first saw a bright, white light to the right
hand side of the coach, ie in the northern sky,
when he came to point 1 after a left hand bend.
Comment: The planet Jupiter was a bright,
white light in the sky to the north at about 25-30
degrees above the horizon.
Mr Chapman,
when asked, did not see two bright lights to his
north, ie a UFO and Jupiter. He saw only one
and this is suggestive that he in fact saw Jupiter
and not a UFO. The question can be raised as
to why didn't he see Jupiter before this point?
The possible answer lies in the fact that until
this left hand bend the road runs close to a
100m high range of hills. At this point it starts to
pull away from the range. It could also be
suggested that cloud may have obscured
Jupiter.
2. When he got to point 2 the light seemed to
approach the coach for 3 seconds. ·
Comment: We suggest that as he was driving
he could not have watched the light
approaching for any length of time, not even
perhaps have seen it in the one palce for as
long as 3 seconds.
We suggest that the
weather conditions, cirrus cloud, could have
cleared and caused Jupiter to shine more
brightly thus creating an illusion that it was an
object approaching him. That is, because he
saw the object become brighter, and thus
apparently larger to him, he interpreted it as
coming closer.
3. When it was at this "closest approach" he
estimated it was 150m away and 20m up in the
air. He thought it looked Sm in size.
Comment: It is impossible to determine either
the actual size of or the actual distance to an
object of unknown dimensions when you don't
know either parameter. A large object far away
and a small object close by can both cast the
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same size image on the retina of the eye.
4. He woke passengers, got them to look for a
camera, then he noted that the same object
now appeared to be behind the coach at an
estimated distance of 1km.
It appeared to
follow the coach for 8km.
Comment:
We suggest that there was no
continuous viewing of the object, ie there was a
break in observation. He saw it to his right,
looked away, then picked up what he thought
was the same thing behind him. He did not
stop the coach at any time to watch
continuously. We therefore suggest that he
was initially watching Jupiter, then transferred
his attention to the headlights of a following
vehicle. Mr Chapman said he spoke on the CB
to a vehicle behind him, but they did not confirm
seeing a UFO. The female passenger actually
said she thought it was headlights they were
watching.
5. He drove the coach round an S-bend at
point 3 and after taking a right hand turn the
light was gone.
Comment: If it was a vehicle's headlights, then
as they turned the corner the following lights

would have not been visible to the coach. Why
though would he not have ·seen the vehicle
after they completed the turn? Possibly he and
the passengers were too intent on getting to
Madura; he did accelerate the coach to get
away from the object. Perhaps the following
vehicle pulled to the side of the road. Perhaps
he and the passengers were too engrossed in
talking about the object to even look. There are
several possibilities.
Tentative conclusion:
Details provided are consistent with an
. interpetation that the driver initially viewed the
bright, white planet Jupiter. The fact that he did
not see Jupiter and a "UFO" seems to agree
with this conclusion. He then seems to have
transferred his attention to a vehicle's
headlights on the road behind his coach. He
advgised that there was discussion about the
fact that this spot was almost exactly where they
believed a car had been "attacked" by a UFO in
January 1988.
This knowledge could have
contributed to the misperceptions apparently
involved.
Keith Basterfield is senior researcher with UFO Research
Australia.
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UFOs

Things that Go Bump in the Night
Stealth Fighters, RPV s and

Sky Spies

GREGORY V. CZECHURA
Since mid-1947, when "flying saucers" first
burst into media prominence and public
awareness, a lot has been written in support of
the "existence" of UFOs as a "real"
phenomenon.
Nevertheless, incontrovertible
proof of their existence has yet to be brought
forward, despite allegations that a number of
flying saucers have crashed and been retrieved
by the military forces of several countries.
Saucer crashes, although pivotal to UFO
conspiracy theories, have not stood up well to
critical examination;
Philip Klass discusses
several such claims in a chapter entitled
"Crashed Saucers and Credulous Dementia
Syndrome" in his "UFOs: The Public Deceived"
(Prometheus, 1983). Nevertheless, I would like
to pursue a hypothesis that there may be some
degree of "truth" in these claims, ie some
observers may have found themselves
confronted with unknown/unfamiliar objects or
incidents.
UFO Crash/Retrieval:
Patterns in the Evidence
An examination of Leonard H. Stringfield's
"UFO Crash/Retrievals: Amassing the Evidence"
(published by the author, 1982) was made to
determine if broad, recurrent themes emerged
from the crashed saucer "evidence". Specific
details were not considered. This examination
concentrated on the twenty-seven first person
(category A) and intermediary (category B)
reports that are the core of Stringfield's
contention that flying saucers have crashed and
been retrieved. As a result of this examination,
eight significant characteristics were identified:
*
All reports are anecdotal.
*
Most reports are published for the first time,
but only five refer to ·incidents less than 10
years beforehand.
*
Crashed saucers or "alien" bodies attired in

flight-suits or spacesuits are present in almost
all cases.
*
Military or security service personnel are
present in all reports and specialist teams are
present at ten incidents.
*
Special equipment was reported in use by
recovery teams at six incidents.
*
Ten case histories cite the existence of
secret installations or high security areas at
existing military bases.
*
Twenty-three reports involve security
warnings, men-in-black, mysterious disappearances or interference with mail or personal
effects (including Stringfield's correspondence
with sources).
*
A number of these reports specifically refer
to Wright-Patterson Air force Base (AFB) in
Ohio, although Grey AFB in Texas, and facilities
at Big Springs, Texas, are mentioned in
addition to several museums, hospitals and
medical centres.
The first two points do little to inspire
confidence in Stringfield's reports for obvious
reasons. Nevertheless, if the reports are to
some degree "truthful", we are dealing with a
category of military activity that exhibits the
following features:
a) involvement with unusual or unconventional
"aircraft"
b) crashes (with loss of life in some instances)
of these
c) investigation by military and/or specialist
personnel
d) secret or high security support installations,
and
e) some form of punishment for security violations.
Is there some evidence that programs exist
which possess such characteristics?
Perhaps a clue lies in Stringfield's book
through his emphasis on Wright-Patterson AFB
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(Stringfield is an Ohio resident, so in one
respect such emphasis is not surprising).
However, among the various functions of WrightPatterson AFB is its role as an Air Force
Systems Command (AFSC) base.
AFSC is responsible for research and
development, including testing of aircraft,
avionics, spacecraft and missiles.
AFSC
facilities at Wright-Patterson include the Wright
Aeronautical Laboratories, Foreign Technology
Division and Aeronautical Systems Division
(source: B. Venne, "The History of The United
States Air Force", Bison Books, 1984 ). Two
other notable AFSC facilties are Tonopah
(Groom Lake) range, Nevada, and Edwards
AFB, California.
This suggests an intriguing possibility;
claims of crashed saucers may in fact be
misinterpretations or misrepresentations of
covert military operations - particularly those
associated with research and development.
It will be shown below that unconventional
aircraft have been indeed developed by the
military and that evidence exists, in the public
domain, of incidents involving such aircraft that
contain most or all of the attributes of saucer
crashes. Also certain covert military oprations
of a more conventional kind may also contain
significant features of the crashed saucer
"phenomenon".
Unconventional aircraft
Conventional aircraft may be perceived
under appropriate conditions (eg Chuck Yeager
and Leo Janos, "Yeager", Arrow, 1976: p.33).
The potential for misperception of unconventional aircraft, especially where radical
designs are involved, is much greater. Military
aviation
contains
many
examples
of
unconventional design and some examples are
outlined below. Development of those aircraft
may be a lengthy process, and it must be
always borne in mind that final operational
designs will have passed through many stages
and sometimes contain elements of "failed" past
projects.
For example, Lockheed's SR-71 Blackbird
went into service with the USAF in 1965 with
the 4200th Strategic Reconnaissance Wing, but
aspects of its development can be traced to the

curtailed CL-325 project of 1955.
The late 1940s, 1950s and 1960s saw
many major military aviation projects in
operation (note: all but five of Stringfield's case
histories come from this period).
Radical
designs, some of which were legacies of World
War II designs, were tested during this time and
the aircraft developed by a number of German
design bureaux are of particular note because
of their major innovations. Examples include:
1. "Flying wing" configurations - Gotha Go229
2. Delta configurations - Lippisch DM-1 research glider
3. Forward-swept wing configurations - Jun. kers Ju287
4. Tandem aircraft- Heinkel He111Z-1
5. "Push-pull" aircraft - Dornier Do335
6. "Crescent wing" layout -Arado Ar234-V16.
In addition, a number of fanciful and quite
absurd projects were also found to be under
"consideration" by the Germans - there are
possibly apocryphal stories of flying saucer
projects - while some of the projects
successfully tested by the Germans were under
consideration or early testing by the Allies (for
example, in the United States as early as 1940
. designers were attempting to develop a
strategic bomber using the "flying wing"
configuration).
The significance of the World War II
German projects can not be underestimated.
Early USAF investigations of UFOs certainly
examined the possibility that some of these
designs may have been successfully developed
by other powers, especially the Soviet Union.
Furthermore, the United States was pursuing
research of its own on both captured German
aircraft (including operational types and
prototypes) and war-time research: the first jetpowered delta-wing aircraft to fly (Convair XF92A) resulted from successful exploitation of
wartime German research projects.
It is not my intention to catalogue or
describe in detail the various prototypes tested
during this time. But I will outline several of the
more bizarre designs which should serve to
illustrate the diversity of aircraft types under
investigation.
McDonnell XF-85 (Goblin}.

This was
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an egg-shaped, back-swept wing fighter with an
unusual tail layout (Figure 1e). The Goblin was
intended to be carried by large strategic
bombers
for
self-defence.
Although
successfully flight tested, major problems were
experienced in docking with bomber's trapeze
on return and development was eventually
cancelled.
Chance
Vought
XFSU-1
(Flying
Pancake)
Fig 1g.
This naval fighter was
based on a roughly circular planform wing and
was developed from an earlier similar design,
the V-173 Flying Flapjack. Apparently only a
single prototype was built, but not flown.
Avro 707 series research deltas.
These aircraft were built to test the behaviour of
the delta configuration at various speeds and
altitudes. The low speed Avro 707 B had a
somewhat unusual air intake moulded on the
upper fuselage between the cockpit and vertical
stabiliser fin. The Boulton-Paul company was
also conducting extensive research into tailless
deltas in the UK at this time via its P.II1.
Leduc 021
Fig 1f.
This was an
extraordinary
French
test-bed
for
the
development of a ramjet-powered interceptor.
The cockpit was located in a bullet-like nose
fairing which extended from the engine tube.
Wings and the rather rocket-like three-piece
tailplane were located on the sides of the
engine tube which also served as the fuselage.
V/STOL projects.
Early projects such
as the Lockheed XFV-1 and Convair XFY-1
were intended to take-off from a vertical
position. The Convair design proved to be the
better of the two aircraft.
Contemporary aircraft design is likewise
not short on the bizarre.
The advent of
computer control (fly-by-wire) systems and
composite
materials
have
allowed
the
development of viable technologies previously
thought to be impractical.
For example,
computer control of highly unstable layouts is
now possible as evidenced by the Grumman X29A forward-swept wing demonstrator.
While
X-29A
remains
relatively
conventional in layout, the same can not be
said of some of the following design concepts:
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Figure 1. Unconventional aircraft designs of the 1940s and
1950s: (a) Junkers Ju287; (b) Gothe Go229; (c) Arado
Ar234•V16; (d) Focke-Wulf Ta283; (e) McDonnell XF-85
(Goblin); (f) Leduc 021; (g) Chance Vought XFSV-1 (Flying
Pancake). Illustrations not to scale.

* "X-wings" which combine aircraft and
helicopter characteristics
* "Transatmospheric craft", combining elements of high altitude aircraft and the Space
Shuttle
*
"Scissor-wings" which possess a rotating
wing which is extended at low speed but held
along the fuselage at high speed when the
aircraft relies on its lifting body fuselage
*
"Ring-wings" in which the wings are joined
above the fuselage to form a ring. The vertical
stabiliser is in turn extended to meet the ring to
complete the design.
In addition, various combined technology
concepts also may produce some rather
unusual aircraft, such as push-pull engine
systems with canard wing layouts. An important
review of many of these modern design
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Figure 2. Possible designs of the CSIRS (Lockheed F-19 or
RF-19). (a) A Soviet suggestion appearing In a 1984 Issue
of Avlsts/ys e Kosmonsut/ks. (b) A layout suggested In
several aviation magazines and books. (c) The layout
suggested by the Teator• model alrplane kit. Illustrations
not to scale.

concepts is to be found in "Aircraft 2000: The
Future
of
Aerospace
Technology"
(Bill
Sweetman, Golden Press, 1984).
Given that unconventional designs did
(and do) exist, let us examine the possibility that
such aircraft may be involved with "incidents"
that could be regarded as "saucer crashes", ie
result in the military activity features noted
above.
Case 1 : the Stealth Fighter

On July 11, 1986, "something" impacted
with a wooded hillside near Bakersfield,
California.
Military personnel were quick to
arrive in the area which was then cordoned off
to unauthorised persons: including local
landowners. Television news footage (shown
on Channel 9 in Brisbane) showed covered
trucks leaving the area under guard. (Features:
a,b,c,d)
There was no alien body to be retrieved
here. Instead, the USAF removed the mortal
remains of Major Ross E. Mulhare of the 4450th
Tactical Air (or Test) Group - a unit not officially
listed by the USAF - and the wreckage of his
aircraft. It is believed that Major Mulhare was at
the controls of one of the most secret aircraft in
the USAF's inventory: a Lockheed Covert
Survivable In-Weather Reconnaissance Strike
aircraft. The CSIRS is also referred to as the F19, RF-19, Stealth Fighter, Spectre, Ghost or
Ghostrider in various publications.

Much of what has been written about the
CSIRS is speculative but the following points
are generally agreed upon:
1. At least fifty CSIRS are operational
2. At least three crashes have occurred
3. The concept demonstrator aircraft (XST)
flew in 1977, and
4. The aircraft is "bat-like" and highly manoeuvrable.
The CSIRS is a subsonic aircraft which
incorporates low visibility, low infrared signature
and low radar signature features and relies
heavily on high-tech composite materials to
achieve many of these ends.
Wing and
fuselage are blended, air-intakes and exhausts
are "hidden" in the fuselage layout and vertical
surfaces are absent.
The role of the CSIRS is uncertain: fighter
and reconnaissance functions have been
ascribed to this aircraft, hence F- and RFdesignations. [An interesting (speculative) role
for the CSIRS is described in Tom Clancy's
novel "Red Storm Rising".]
Very little is known of the CSIRS's
external appearance, although several model
· kits are presently on the market, with the Testers
kit generally regarded as the most accurate.
The design philosophy for CSIRS is low
visibility - and so it is as far as the public is
concerned. CSIRS are crated at the production
facility, loaded at night into Military Aircraft
Command (MAC) transports and delivered to
test/operational locations (eg Nellis Air Force
Base, Nevada).
Similar secrecy surrounded
another Lockheed development, the SR-71
Blackbird. Indeed, by examining the history of
the Blackbird, we can at least gain an insight
into the CSIRS program.
The point to be made here is simply this:
many of the stages of development and
deployment of aircraft, such as the CSIRS and
SR-71, if fleetingly encountered, can be
interpreted as something extraordinary (which
in one sense they often are).
Case 2: Remotely piloted
vehicles (RPVs)

During the Vietnam War, at least one
photographer fromLife magazine found himself
at the point of an American gun under unusual

summer 88
circumstances. This photographer was granted
permission to take photographs of Da Nang
airbase, but while he was photographing a C130 Hercules at the north end of the airfield, he
suddenly found himself at gunpoint and having
some of his exposed film confiscated.
(Features: a,b,c,d,e)
The unfortunate photographer had not
stumbled on a saucer recovery, rather he had
photographed a highly secret Ryan Lightning
Bug drone being removed from the C-130.
These drones were being employed by the
USAF at the time to obtain reconnaissance
photographs of targets over North Vietnam. The
value of RPVs for this purpose, especially over
heavily targets, is obvious. Very little is known
of many of these programs. The Lockheed GTD21 drone, for example, is shrouded in mystery
and not a little speculation. These drones were
developed in association with the SR-71
Blackbird (and associated YF-12 variant)
program for launch either from Blackbirds or B52s: could these drones be responsible for
press reports during the late 1960s of Mach 3
intruders overflying the USSR?
Fortunately, there is a history of the Ryan
company's RPV projects available, William
Wagner's
"Lightning
Bugs
and
Other
Reconnaissance Drones".
Space does not
permit adequate review of this publication , but
needless to say it supplies significant details not
only on the RPVs themselves but also on
development
and
deployment
including
security. Wagner's book shows that RPVs have
been used in the following contexts:
as
research test-beds; reconnaissance;
to test
defences on land, sea and air;
weapons
delivery
platforms
(especially
defence
suppression); targets; and surface-to-surface
missiles.
This is ample evidence that most nations
are still involved with RPV projects - cruise
missiles being one of the most controversial
ones - and Israel has demonstrated their
effectiveness for real-time battle management in
Lebanon. Therefore, the point made at the
conclusion of the previous section applies
equally here.
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Case 3: Aerial espionage
On
August
4,
1976,
an
aircraft
mysteriously crashed off the coast of
Newfoundland. No distress transmissions were
emitted. The Canadian Defence Force sent
ships and aircraft to the region as did the Soviet
Union.
On September 22, the Soviets
recovered wreckage in what was a most costly
and risky operation. (Features: b,c,d)
This was neither a flying sauc_er or
unconventional aircraft that crashed, rather it
was a Soviet Tu-95 Bear long-range reconnaissance aircraft. The possibility of overflights
by Soviet Tu-95/142 Bears across northern
Australia has recently received media attention
(eg The Australian,
25/1/88, pp1-2).
The
existence of overflights by Soviet aircraft is not
really surprising in view of Australia's status as
an ally of the United States and the state of the
regional defences. Aerial espionage, despite
the existence of sophisticated space-based
intelligence gathering systems, remains an
integral part of the intelligence nets of the
superpowers.
Aerial espionage may involve use of RPVs
(see above) and/or manned aircraft. . Aerial
observation of the military exercises of the
"other side", surveillance of ocean tests or
electronic intelligence gathering (ELINT) along
respective borders are all currently employed.
For example, RAAF P-3c Orions have
photographed ocean recoveries of small-scale
prototypes of the Soviet Space Shuttle, while
an encounter of the closest kind between a
Norwegian Orion and one of the USSR's latest
operational fighters (Su-27 Flanker) has
obtained significant detail regarding the latter.
Such activity, although routine, may still
contribute to "incidents"; few are aware of the
actual air battles and shoot-downs that ocurred
during the height of the Cold War, although
some may still recall the name of Francis Gary
Powers. Encounters may still contribute (or
have the potential to do so) to unusual military
activity, especially if one of the opposition's
aircraft crashes or approaches too closely.
Indeed, such encounters may even
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contribute to claims of UFO activity as can be
seen in the following case. Soviet Bears often
approach Canadian air space and Canadian
fighters intercept them as a result.
These
interceptors are equipped with very bright
spotlights to identify and photograph the
intruding aircraft (and disrupt the Soviet crew's
night vision?).
Conclusion

I think that even this brief speculative
review
indicates
that
covert
military
development and operations may serve to
explain aspects of the crashed saucer myth. In
this regard, any "conspiracy" simply arises from
the need to prevent classified information
leaking into the public domain, and the need to
ensure that secrets are not compromised.
In the case of the Soviet Ru-95 that
crashed off Newfoundland, a spokesperson for
the Canadian Defence Ministry commented: "If
instead of the Soviets, someone else had found
the wreckage, then the equipment on board
would have been of great interest and
usefulness."
Absolute secrecy can not be guaranteed.
As yet no substantial evidence has come
forward for any crashed saucer, yet we do have
some details of the CSIRS and RPV programs,
even though they have been subject to very
high security. It has been acknowledged that
even the highly secret XST demonstrator
aircraft could occasionally be seen from public
roads in the vicinity of Tonopah, the test locality!
I have not felt it necessary to discuss the
existence of secret installations or secure areas
within existing military bases. It is self-evident
that such should exist both for covert projects
and general security reasons.
So, in conclusion, I would suggest that the
"crashed saucer'' myth is just that, a pot pourri
of hoax, distortion, embellishment and possibly
just enough misperception/misrepresentation of
covert military operations to provide a veneer of
"truth".
Gregory Czechura is a member of the Queensland
committee of Australian Skeptics and works at the
Queensland Museum.

Footnote: Subsequent to the completion of this
manuscript, a copy of "Modern Fighters and Attack Aircraft"
(Bill Gunston, Salamander, 1987) was obtained. This book
sheds new light onto Lockheed's CSIRS (or COSIRS) . It is
thought that a "three figure number'' of these aircraft are
now in service .
Apart from details of construction,
powerplant, etc, Gunston reports that experiments have
been conducted by which the canopy is replaced by a
"synthetic cockpit" in which TV and forward-looking
infrared sensors "see" the outside world. Sightings of
CSIRS have apparently been reported (October 1985
onwards) in Britain (including daytime sightings at RAF
Binbrook), Japan and Alaska. CSIRS are carried in C-5
transports for operational deployments, and ...to this end
have power folding outer wings (ie they may not be
. crated).
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CREATIONISM

A Survey of Beliefs
on Creation and Evolution
Or: Did Julius Caesar Really
MARTIN LYONS, ANDRYA
We identify a certain set of beliefs, fairly
widespread in our community, as Creationism;
but what do these people really believe; on
what is their belief based; and what is the
social and educational background to their
beliefs? How do they differ, in these respects,
from other members of the community?
To try to answer these questions, Martin
Lyons and Andrya Kovarch designed a
questionnaire; Colin Groves entered the project
at the analytic stage.
We did not intend
primarily to find out how prevalent creationist
beliefs are in Canberra, but more to get some
idea of what makes these people tick. To get
some idea of what sort of questions would be
suitable, and how best to ask them, we
interviewed three people.
First, a member of the "Assemblies of God"
(Pentecostalist) church.
He gave a literal
interpretation of both Old and New Testaments,
including complete acceptance of the Genesis
account of creation and the prophetic destiny of
the world.
According to his belief, human
beings and all land animals (including
dinosaurs) were created on the sixth day of
creation.
His intepretation of the earth's
chronology is: Adam - 2,000 years - Noah 2,000 years - Christ - 2,000 years - Second
Coming - 1,000 years - end of the world. It
would seem that, by structuring questions with
this in mind, the "creationist belief mode" could
be identified.
Secondly, a geophysicist with creationist
beliefs. His belief is that an "old" age for the
earth is acceptable, but there are problems with
methods of dating so that it would be a mistake
to use such data to support theories such as
evolution. He is convinced that the anomalies
which he believes exist in evolutionary theories
are because of the presence of a Designing

Exist?

KOV ARCH & COLIN GROVES
Power.
He urged us to include questions
whereby a creationist could still express some
scientific knowledge.
Finally,
we
consulted
an
eminent
geologist who, while a practising Christian,
regards creationism as abhorrent and is an
outspoken opponent of teaching it in school
curricula. He helped us to design questions
which would identify individuals who have
religious belief but reject creationism.
We had the help of David Happold in the
design
stage,
and
his
encouragement
throughout.
The project was done in
connection with a course, "Human Biology", at
the Australian National University.
Method

As this was a pilot project, ·we produced
only 100 questionnaires. Thirty-three of them
were placed in the foyer of the students' union
building at the Australian National University
during the lunch period; people were asked to
take a questionnaire away and bring it back,
completed, a short time later.
These
respondents were, of course, self-selected.
Thirty-three forms were taken to the
community hall of the "Assemblies of God" and
distributed.
Finally, people were approached in their
homes to fill in the rest of the forms.
In all, 83 responses were recovered. In
this phase of the project, we had the help of
Mandy Woodman.
Results

Of the respondents, 36 were evident
creationists (hereinafter called the C-group); 31
being from the Pentecostalist group, only five
"picked up" from the community at large. 43
were clearly not creationists, though not all
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could
confidently
be
described
as
"evolutionists"; some of them had circled both
"creationist" and "evolutionist", but it was clear
from their overall responses that they probably
thought that creationism means merely a belief
in God, and they were not genuinely
creationists. (For convenience though, we call
this second category the E-group.)
Four questionnaires were scrutinised
again and again to try to allocate them to one or
other category, without success; we call these
simply "doubtfuls".
Finally, there were two

TABLE OF RESULTS

responses which could only be described as
"mystical".
There were so few creationists outside the
Pentecostalist group that we decided to lump
them all in together. Casual scrutiny of their
responses did not disclose any potential
discrepancies.
So we are aware that our
creationist sample may be biased because of
who they are, but we have no evidence for it
and we are inclined to think that it is not.
The results are given in the Table; they
are in percentages, with probabilities as given
Which is historical: Adam
Jonah
Jesus
Julius Caesar

92
89
97

94

10
12
64
98

<.001
<.001
<.001
n.s.

Earth is 4.5 billion years old

15

100

<.001

Science test: correct
nearly
incorrect

0
11
87

20
20
61

<.01

Organisms due to: natural processes
designing power
combination

3

<.001

3

75
13
13

Unknown power rather than
Biblical God

3

47

<.001

Evolution is disputable

89

67

<.05

Creationism should be taught in school
Evolution should be taught in school

97
93

52
100

<.001
n.s.

In school, should creationism have:
equal time
less time
no time
more time
- compared to evolution

82
3
6
9

20
59
22
0

Creationists believe species can have
common ancestors

36

32

n.s.

Humans and dinosaurs coexisted

80

17

<.001

How long will life continue? < 100 years 52
1000years
indefinite

0
28
20

21<.001
79

Origin of life: micro-organisms
as in Genesis
other ways

3
91
6

79
0
21

<.001

Correct definition: Natural selection
Mutation

75
14

93
65

n.s.
<.001

Figures are in percentages

Groups
p

C

E

Occupation: White collar
Blue collar

53
32

57
29

n.s.

Precent Australian born

35

65

<.01

Private schooling

22

50

Finished secondary school

58

98

technical/economics/commerce

75

20

Class background: White collar
Blue collar

88
12

85
15

n.s.

Did parents influence views much?

34

55

n.s.

0
moderate
strong 92

36
8
14

50<.001

71

29

<.05

<.05
<.01

If tertiary qualifications: percent

Strength of religous belief: none

Practise religion

94

= .01

Literal belief in Old Testament

86

17

<.001

Attended Sunday School

67

60

n.s.

Believe in Supernatural

94

74

<.05

Believe in Astrology

6

20

n.s.

Believe in Divine Being

97

53

<.001

Has had mystical/spirrtual experience

87

36

<.001

Science & religion can be combined

80

66

n.s.

<.001
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by chi-squared tests. Not everybody answered
each question; we have simply ignored the
blanks.
The modal age of both C and E-groups
was in 20-24 range; the C-group were from 13
to 64 years old, the E-group from 17 to 54. The
confused "doubtfuls" were aged 18, 19, 43 and
50; the mystics, 30 and 61. nor was there any
difference in sex composition; nearly equal
numbers of male and female throughout.
The C-group had 21 people in identifiably
white-collar occupations, 3 in blue-collar; the Egroup, 39 and 7. (The numbers are more than
43 because a few people, part-time students [=
white-collar] with blue-collar jobs, were put into
both categories.) So, no difference there.
Nor was there any significant difference in
class background: whether parents had had
blue or white-collar occupations.
There was a significant difference, though,
in country of birth. 65% of E were Australianborn, compared to only 35% of C; a chisquared test found this to be highly significant
(p<.01 ). Creationists not born in Australia were
from East and Southeast Asia (9), the UK (4)
and elsewhere in Europe (4); non-creationists
not Australian born came from the UK, North
America and Africa (2 each) and one from New
Zealand.
Fewer of (adult) C had finished high
school, compared to E. This inevitably implies
that they will have had less exposure to
on
natural
science;
educated
opinions
probably, even, less exppsure to the actual
facts.
If they had, at some stage, been
subjected to the strong scientific evidence then
those who later became creationists might not
have been such easy prey for evangelists - it
might even be that those who had been born
into a creationist household might not have
been so willing to stick with their illogical
beliefs, although this may be asking too much of
the power of the human mind to resist family
pressures.
Fully half of E had gone through private
schooling rather than the public system, but
under a quarter of C;
highly significant
differences. Of these private schools, many
were religious: 9 E-group and 4 C-group had

21
attended Catholic schools, and 6 E and 1 C had
attended Anglican/Protestant schools.
A question was asked about tertiary
qualifications.
Most, in both groups, lacked
them (but remember that many of the E-group
were ANU students). Of those who had them,
the qualifications were more likely to be in
economics/commerce or technical fields in C,
but in academic fields in E.
Had people's parents influenced their
religious views? More E than C said they had,
but the chi-squared test does not reach
significance. How strong were the respondents'
religious beliefs? Very strong, said most of C,
but only 14% of E, though 50% of the latter said
their beliefs were "moderately strong" - a highly
significant difference.
Do they practise their religion, those that
have one? Yes, said 71 % of C, but only 29% of
E - a fairly significant difference. Apart from the
Pentecostalists, among creationists there were
two Presbyterians, and one each of Catholic,
Uniting Church and Seventh-Day Adventist; in
the E-group were 7 Anglicans, 6 Catholics, 3
Uniting Church, one Orthodox and one
Presbyterian, also three who were just
"Christian".
Two of the "doubtfuls" were
Anglican, the other two seemed -not to know
even that much;
one mystic was an
undifferentiated Christian, the other had no
religion.
Unexpectedly, something over a quarter of
the C-group did not think they practised their
religion, but nearly three-quarters of the Es.
Again unexpectedly, some of the Cs did
claim that they took the Old Testament in a
symbolic rather than fully literal sense; even
more curiously, some Es claimed to take it
literally!
The question, "Do you believe in
Supernatural Phenomena?" seems to be open
to some misinterpretation unsuspected by us,
as two creationists said they did not! There was
even one creationist who claimed not to believe
in a Divine Being;
is there some hidden
agenda in this question?
Most Cs and a surprising proportion of Es
had had a Mystical or Spiritual Experience; and
so, unsurprisingly, had both our two "mystics".
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(Unfortunately, we did not ask specifically
whether anyone had been "born again", but this
could well be what the mystical experience
related to in some cases.)
And Astrology - only two Cs believed in it,
one them (a Pentecostalist, unlike the other)
adding quite firmly, "But it is demonic". Eight Es
believed in it, an encouragingly low number, but
remember that a fair numbeer of the Es are at
ANU, among the "intellectual elite" of the
country if not the world, etc etc~,
Fair-minded to the
last, the
Cs
overwhelmingly believe that science and
religion can be combined; rather fewer Es do
(but the difference is not significant).
The
superficially fair-minded view, that both
Creationism and Evolution should be taught in
the classroom, was advocated by most Cs; a
little over half the Es thought creationism should
be taught, too - indicating how insidious this
appeal to "balance" can be. When it came to
whether the two should be given equal time,
however, most Es thought not;
Cs
overwhelmingly said, yes, equal time, though
three said creationism should be given less (or
even no) time, and three even thought it should
have more time.
Now comes a really testing item on the
questionnaire: "Which of the following is to be
taken in an historical sense? (Circle as many
as you like.) Adam; Jonah; Jesus; Julius
Caesar''. Cs mostly believe that all four were
historical; only two Es did.. The response we
would have thought most plausible, ie Jesus
and Julius Caesar only, was given by 21 Es; 14
Es thought only Julius Caesar was historical.
Then there were the bizarrely unpredictable
ones. One creationist thought only Jesus to be
historical; one opted for Caesar only; one for
Jesus and Caesar only; one for Jesus and
Adam only. An E said Caesar and Adam only;
another, Jesus and Adam only. Have we been
getting it wrong all this time?
Was Julius
Caesar just an idea in the mind of Suetonius or
Shakespeare? Or indeed, was the author of
"De Bello Gallico" simply a product of his own
imagination?
Four Cs said that the Earth is 4,500 million
years old, but most said it was young (6,000 to

summer 88
20,000 years, or occasionally one million). How
did life begin? With micro-organisms said most
Es (or some corrected this to mention DNA) but
only one C; nearly all Cs thought it happened
as described in Genesis, but no Es did. There
were a few other explanations, too, such as
"with distinct species of ancient creatures", but
this was not a highly subscribed view.
And how long will life continue? All Es
think at least 1,000 years, perhaps indefinitely;
many Cs think less than 100 years (a few
adding that it is in God's hands), which may be
surprising considering that the Bible says the
Second Coming will be followed by a thousand
years of the Kingdom of God on Earth.
A maverick creationist said the world was
due only to natural processes, but most
admitted the hand of a Designing Power. Most
did not, however, agree that there might be an
"unknown power", rather than a Biblical God,
playing a part in the design and destiny of the
world; but nearly half the Es did, and of course
both the "mystics".
"Evolution is disputable", most Cs said,
and two-thirds of the Es as well; do non. creationists really mean that, or is there some
philosophical depth that we haven't appreciated
in that question? And did four creationists really
mean that it is not disputable? - did they mean
"there's no dispute, it's untrue"?
Next, two tests of scientific knowledge.
One simply asks people to rank, in descending
order, the obligatory ranks of zoological
taxonomy: Kingdom, Phylum, Class, Order,
Family, Genus, Species and Subspecies. Not
something that your everyday Jack or Jill would
know, but most people with at least a basic
understanding of the natural world would have
a vague inkling. Not a single C got it right, but 4
got it nearly right (with just a single reversed
pair); 8 Es got it right, and 8 nearly so. The
difference was significant.
The second test was not so value-free: did
humans and dinosaurs inhabit the earth
together? It used to be an article of faith among
creationists that they did, though it has recently
taken a battering.
Most Cs, however, still
believe it; most Es do not - another highly
significant difference.
·
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As a final test of biological understanding,
we thought we would ask people if they could
state what they thought were meant by the
terms "Natural Selection" and "Mutation". Most
people got the first one right: some variant of
"Survival of the Fittest" seemed to be well
known to most respondents. Not so Mutation,
however: only four Cs got it correct, that it is
simply a change in the genetic material, but
nearly two-thirds of Es did. The most frequent
response of Cs was th?t it was some kind of
defect; but when we tested the significance of
this response between the two groups,
restricting the test to those who did not get the
answer right, it did not reach significance. Our
hearts went out to a 14-year-old C-group girl
who wrote lamely alongside Mutation: "Don't
understand". What chance have such children
got?
The question of what creationists actually
do believe seems not widely understood - even
by creationists. "Do Creationists believe that
two different kinds of animals could have a
common ancestor?" was the question; over a
third of Cs thought that, yes, they did so believe,
more than the number of Es.
Is authority
slipping in creationist circles?
Throughout the survey, we met with a
wonderful array of offbeat opinions. When will
the world end? "Tomorrow", said one; "It
already has, only we don't know it", said
another (neither of them creationists!). And the
last word was on the question of whether
creationists believe different species can have
common ancestors, which we headed: "What do
Creationists believe?".
One (non-creationist)
respondent, for whom we have much sympathy,
scrawled in large letters, "God knows!".
To round it all off, we addressed three
questions to Cs alone:
- "As a creationist, do you want to know more
about the development of life on earth than is
revealed in the Bible?". 28 did, but 5, rather
chillingly, did not. They were satisfied in their
own little cocoons, not for them the real world.
- "Could God have used evolution in creating
the world?". 15 admitted he could have done
("but he did not" said a few, and "only in a small
way" said two), but 17 said he could not.
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- "Could God have created the earth with the
appearance of 'age'?". 21 said yes, 9 said no.
Evidently Gosse's "Omphalos" model is ready
and waiting in the wings, just in case the
evidence that the earth is indeed very old
becomes
irresistable
even
to
creation
"science".
Discussion
The most useful function of a survey like
this may well be to identify and categorise the
typical creationist;
or more importantly the
potential creationist.
The survey shows that the standard
creationist comes from the public education
system, may well be foreign-born, comes into
the circle (ie was not much influenced by his/her
parents), lacks tertiary qualifications (or, at least,
academic ones), often did not even finish
secondary schooling, rejects astrology, has had
some kind of mystical/spiritual experience, and
of course believes in the literal truth of the
whole of the Bible.
With less academic experience, no great
intellectual confidence, no advantages in life,
perhaps even starting out as a stranger in a
strange land, what defences has such a person
against creationist evangelism?
He or she is convinced that creationism is
open-minded and fair: science and religion can
be combined readily, evolution is open to
dispute, creationism and evolution should be
given equal time in school classrooms.
But he or she is notably ignorant about
what science really shows: the earth is young,
dinosaurs lived alongside people, the niceties
of zoological taxonomy are a closed book, and
what biologists really mean by Mutation is
misunderstood.
They are even a little bit
confused about what they are actually
supposed to believe about the natural world.
The "fair-mindedness" is, therefore, held
from a position of ignorance; that they are
advocating equal time for nonsense is lost on
the average follower of creationism.
That is not to say that all is well with the
logical capacities and thought-processes of
what we think of as "normal" people (noncreationists, that is).
There is widespread
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Quack Attack
HARRY EDWARDS & TIM MENDHAM
First of
abilities
readers,
a
New
crystals"

a four part series in which the
of astrologers, psychics, tarot
a palmist and the proprietor of
Age
shop
selling
"healing
were put to the \test.

After long drawn out negotiations with People
magazine to include a sceptical column in the
publication in an effort to redress the gross
imbalance of paranormal reporting, the editor
finally agreed to do a series in which a reporter
would approach various well-known pseudoscientific and paranormal practitioners for
readings, etc, tape the proceedings and pass
on the transcripts to the Australian Skeptics for
critical analysis and comments.
What was to have been a series ended up
as a single article which appeared in the August
9, 1988 issue of People magazine under the
heading "Quack Attack", asking its readers to be
the judges;
hardly a fair expectation considering the evidence placed before them,
which completely omitted the very enlightening
analyses of the astrologers' efforts and the
omission of other important information which
would
have
allowed
for an
objective
assessment.
CREATIONISM SURVEY
(from previous page)

misunderstanding of natural science.
The
creationist threat is poorly understood: look how
many back up the creationist aspiration for
"equal time"!
Some don't know what
creationism actually is, and may even be under
the impression that they are themselves
creationists, when they are in fact religious
believers without any prejudices about science.
We think there is a long way to go before
we can be content that society has adequately
helped its disadvantaged members, and before
the general public stumbles upon the real
nature of creationism.

Despite good readership response, which
would indicate that there are at least some who
appreciate the other side of the story, the (new)
editor considers it a dead issue, cozy in the
knowledge that the majority of the magazine's
readers fall into the category of those people
"who can be fooled most of the time", with John
Plnkney's unsubstantiated and uncorroborated
stories of UFOs, ghosts and readers' fantasies.
While it could be said too that through this
journal we are preaching to the converted, we
at least present all the information necessary to
enable an objective evaluation.
Astrology
Two astrologers were approached by
People's
reporter and given the information
pertinent to drawing up a natal chart. In this
case, a female, Linda Unicomb, born in Sydney
. on April 15, 1953.
Their fee was the same - one hundred
dollars.
The first astrologer, Gordon Ballard of
Manly, is a member of the Federation of
Australian Astrologers and includes after his
name the initials Dip. Ast., A.C.A.Adv., and Dip.
Struct. Eng. B.I.E.T. While these qualifications
are quite irrelevant to the subject in hand, one
could be forgiven for concluding that Mr Ballard
was (as he no doubt wished his clients to
assume) well qualified.
However, when given the completed natal
horoscope, chart analysis and the tendencies of
direction up to 1990, I found the general
presentation most unprofessional ~ couched in
poor English, replete with spelling errors, bad
grammar,
nonsensical
phraseology
and
contradictory statements.
Mr Ballard also
included six photocopied pages of astrological
and numerological information extracted from
magazines
as
part
of
his
"personal"
assessment.
Notwithstanding that a natal chart · is
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supposed to be a record of the past, a mirror of
stylistically
written
and
it
is
longer.
the present, and a peep into the future, Mr
Unfortunately, when you start to read the
Ballard confessed "I do not actually know of her content, the distinction disappears, and it's all
problems or what is going on, so you will have
down hill from then on.
to read between the lines in the tendencies to
Many of the assertions about the subject
apply them, they are always spot on " [our
are similar to those of Mr Ballard, which would
emphasis].
seem to indicate that they are using the same
In other words, the client has to try and
books - Linda will have a relationship with a
make things fit, not difficult to do considering
Taurean, has some sort of singing ability, and
that the analysis - was couched in ambiguous
could have some writing ability.
Ms Joyce
and general terms that would fit almost anyone.
largely ignores the sexual and marriage
It was also noticed that the syntax used in the
aspects so popular with Mr Ballard, and
analysis was markedly diferent from that used in
concentrates
on
career
and
personal
Mr Ballard's covering latter and bore a
development. To do this she drags in some
remarkable resemblance to that commonly
very dubious New Age views, such as past
seen in standard astrological textbooks.
lives, healing powers, predestination and
The claim to be "spot on" is not borne out
psychic energies - all these areas are as
by a perusal of the following extracts from Mr unproven as astrology.
Ballard's chart analysis.
She also makes the astounding statement
"Generally of good health", "Talks . that "Aries people are invariably tall and slim".
languages", "Good at procreating"
You need only look around you to see how
And from "tendencies" up to 1990:
utterly stupid this statement is - note she says
"Good relationship", "Getting married
"invariably", not "most times" or even "some
maybe", "Recognition of success", "Overseas
times" but always. It's been said that astrology
travel", "Expectant mother'', "Rich living",
is a subtler form of bigotry than racism or
"Meeting some good connections", "Success
sexism, and this seems to prove it. Astrology
through speaking" and "a Taurus partnership".
pigeon holes people, and if you don't match the
Why are we so sure that Mr Ballard is not astrological standard, there must be something
spot on?
wrong with you.
Because nowhere in the chart, analysis or
We could stop there and conclude that
tendencies, is there any mention of illness,
astrology is no more a science and no more
disease or accident - in fact, just the opposite.
accurate than reading chickens' livers. Except
Our subject is alive and well, and enjoying a that Ms Joyce continues (at length) and makes
healthy, prosperous, eventful and successful
a major blunder which thoroughly puts the cap
life, and there is certainly no suggestion that the
on the astrology farce - she makes predictions.
subject of this natal horoscope would meet with
She says that the horoscope she has
a premature death at the age of eight months,
written is "your unique Natal Chart which
as did Linda Unicomb! (Headstone can be
becomes a blueprint of the life pattern before
seen in Mona Vale cemetery.)
you" - it applies only to the subject.
When confronted with this horrendous
She also makes many comments about
gaffe, Mr Ballard beat a hasty retreat refusing to
the subject's career and relations with her
comment, and his wife became extremely
family, such as "there appears to be an
abusive, yelling how deceitful we were!
emotional conflict between you and parents"
The pot calling the kettle black?
and "I see you've just experienced a year of
The second natal horoscope for Linda
promotion during 1987".
was prepared by astrologer/psychologist Joy
1987 was apparently a good year for
Joyce.
Linda; 1988 has been a year of change; new
The information prepared by her is vastly
commitments in 1990; and so it goes on until
superior to that of GordOn Ballard in terms of its
the real clincher, the line that proves beyond
presentation - it is better typed, it is more
doubt that astrology is just guesswork and not
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accurate science:
during
1991, "from
November 27 the mighty roll of Pluto suggests
that between now and September next you are
to reach the half-way milestone of this life
span". Remember, this is the "unique" chart for
Linda Unicomb who died eight months after
birth in 1953.
Yet Ms Joyce emphatically
describes Linda's "life" from birth to the half-way
point 39 years later.
If astrology is so accurate, how come it
couldn't see Linda's early death at eight
months, but rather gives her a life that is 118
times longer than it really was, complete with
career and romance!
Everything else - the
character assessment, the comments on career
and family, the judgement of someone's
appearance - are useless when it is realised
that as soon as astrology tries to have any
semblance of detail or accuracy, it fails.
Everything else is vague guesswork, most
of which can apply to anyone and is about as
useful as a square wheel!
Despite her better presentation and style,
Ms Joyce's natal chart is no more accurate than
Mr Ballard's, and that is what the customer is
paying one hundred dollars for.
When confronted with the Australian
Skeptics' analysis, Ms Joyce made the
following extraordinary admission (for an
astrologer) - that the celestial bodies cannot
pedict everything.
"Astrologers cannot predict death - do the
Skeptics expect the stars to stop?"
While there is little point in commenting on
the question, in respect of the statement, we
think the Skeptics and the public as a whole
would like to know why, if according to
astrologers, life is pre-ordained and the future
immutable to the extent where, to use Ms
Joyce's words, a natal chart is a "blueprint of the
life pattern before you", the exact time of a
person's death cannot also be predicted?
Part 2 of this series wlll be published In the next
Issue of "The Skeptlc". It wlll cover an
examination of clairvoyant Winifred Crause.
Harry Edwards and Tim Mendham are co-editors of this journal. Mr
Edwards is also now national secretary of the Australian Skeptics and Mr
Mendham is treasurer.
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World Round-Up
The Australian Skeptics national committee receives
newsletters, magazines and journals from sceptical groups
around the world , who are now active in 17 countries and
22 states in America.
Their publications vary from single page home produced newsletters to sophisticated journals approaching
the standard of The Skeptic.
Much of the information, and in particular the news
items, are of interest to sceptics wherever they may dwell,
but due to the volume it is not practical to pass it all on.
The purpose of this column will be to feature a
selection of those items and their source.
In the interests of conserving space, the full title of
· some groups are mentioned below, thereafter, only the
initials of the groups will be quoted: North Texas Skeptics
(NTS); Bay Area Skeptics Information Sheet (BASIS);
Kentucky Association of Science Education and Skeptics
(KASES File); Midwest Committee for Rational Inquiry
(MCRI); National Capital Area Skeptics (NCAS) .
Any that do not use abbreviation or should be selfevident (Sceptiques du Quebec, NZ Skeptics, Indian
Skeptics for example) will be quoted in full.

* A professor of anthropology at Washington State
University says he's had "more grief than you can imagine"
after his plans to hunt and kill Bigfoot were disclosed. The
professor said he felt that this was the only way to prove
the existence of the prodigiped , but he has received more
than 100 irate letters and 50 angry phone calls from people
who feel that this would constitute unnecessary cruelty.
* Dr Bengt Naslund, a Swedish anthropologist,
claims to have found the remains of Adam and Eve.
Evidence unearthed during a five year dig in the hills of
Turkey support the theory that Adam was a Neanderthal
and Eve was a beautiful space alien. Analysis of the bones
and organic matter around the site show that the man and
woman lived about 60,000 years ago and Naslund argues
that this explains the quantum leap in human intelligence
that took place around that time.
*Four overweight men, each scaling more than 300
pounds, tried jumping up and down at California's Venice
Beach in order to help make a prediction come true.
Nostradamus, a 16th century French "seer", had written
that there would be an earthquake in California in mid-May
and the four, having trained on pizza and hamburgers, felt
that they would give the seer a hand. During the week,
nervous Californians swamped earthquake information hot
lines, left the area or took other precautions in fear that the
prediction might come true .
*Mentalist Kreskin gathered 20 people around a
piano, asked them to join hands, played "Love Me
Tender", and claims to have raised the spirit of Elvis
Presley. "Elvis is applauding and saying, 'Well done,
Kreskin'," Kreskin said . Overcome by the 'presence', 12
people fell to the ground and were immobile for about ten
minutes.
(MCRI)
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STUDENT ESSAY

The Validity of the Paranormal
ADRIAN KELLY
The following article was awarded second prize
($200) In the 1988 Australian Skeptlcs Student
Essay competition. Thls--essay was commended
for Its grasp of theoretical and philosophical
concepts of the paranormal and belief systems.
The author Is twenty years old and, at time of
writing the essay, was a third year science
student at the University of Queensland.

The old distinction between the natural and the
supernatural has indeed become spurious.
Once the distinction rested upon a scientific
dogmatism, which supposed that everything in
the way of fundamental facts and basic matters
was known and that there was an obvious
distinction between what was possible and
what was not possible.
Today, parapsychologists and psychologists seek to explain in many ways strange
phenomena that appear to exist on the fringe of
present-day science.
There are four basic categories for the
existence of anomalistic phenomena.
Some
argue that anomalistic phenomena are a case
of ill-understood occurrences that, with time, will
be encompassed by the scientific method and
scientific understanding. Others would argue
that it is not necessary to look for future scientific
explanations;
it is possible to explain
"paranormal" phenomena in terms of known
naturalistic processes.
Still others would argue that it is possible
that it may be necessary to involve a new
principle of nature to explain anomalistic
phenomena and, in the process, revoke one or
more of the basic limiting principles of the
physical world. (The basic limiting principles I
refer to here are the irreducible scientific axioms
that govern the physical world.)
Another explanation
is
a spiritual
explanation. This explanation is repugnant to
the scientific community, but is nevertheless a
logical possibility. In stating the possibility of
the existence of a spiritual explanation for psi, I
risk being accused of nullifying the need for

scientific research into this area, since how can
one use the principles of science to study
something that does not obey the "laws" of
science?
I do not argue, however, that purely
naturalistic explanations (known or unknown)
are mutually exclusive to a spiritual explanation.
It is logically possible that both can co-exist,
according to the principle of parsimony, and I
will discuss this in greater depth later in this
paper.
So, of all these explanations for
anomalistic phenomena, which cnan be
classified as truly "paranormal"? As can be
seen, to define the paranormal as merely
referring to all behavioural and experimental
phenomena that have traditionally seemed to
c~ns~itute violations of the basic limiting
pnnc,ples of the physical world, needs
qualification.
I shall consider in greater depth What can
be regarded as truly paranormal. I shal! then
turn to the question of validity. Can we be sure
that we are measuring what is truly paranormal,
or are we merely measuring some naturalistic
process?
Are the four basic precedents
important for valid methodology in scientific
research, as outlined by Zusne and Jones
(1982), self-evident in research into the
paranormal? Certainly, most parapsychological
researchers do claim to use scientific
m~~h_odology.
However, they are harshly
cnt1c1sed by other scientists. On the basis of
these criticisms, how should we view ;'evidence"
for the existence of the paranormal?
In order to establish what is actually meant
by the term "paranormal", let us consider in
further depth the explanations outlined above.
Firstly, any anomalistic phenomena may
logically be attributed to the effects of basic
limiting principles existing in the physical world.
Thus, such things as the fallibility of human
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psychological perception, the fallibility of human
classical conditioning - are based on temporal
judgement and the psychology of experience
contiguity : on the repeated co-occurrence of two
may seem to serve to deceive the individual into
events.
believing that he or she has experienced a truly
When the time lapse between two events
scientifically-unexplainable event no matter
is short "learning" occurs automatically. If a
how genuine or sincere the motive.
person bangs on a desk and an instant later the
Let
us
consider
each
of
these
radio comes on, it is natural to "feel" that the
explanations in turn. Can we be sure that what
former caused the latter, although we "know"
we see and hear is reality? Our perception of
that it did not. Michotte (1946) found dramatic
the world is highly dependent upon our past
evidence for the existence of this effect.
experiences. We learn to perceive things in
Temporal contiguity resulting from the "chance"
certain ways which allow us to function
occurrence of two non-related events is
appropriately in the physical world around us.
probably responsible for more belief in
As a person walks away from us, the size of the · paranormal powers than is any other thing
retinal image shrinks, yet we do not see the
(Alcock, 1981 ).
"Coincidence" is not a
person diminish in size.
paranormal effect - in fact, it is not even an effect
However,
learned
aspects
of
our
in the true sense of the word. More will be said
perception can lead to anomalies of perception.
about the role of chance later.
Kaufman and Rock (1962) demonstrated in a
series of experiments that the "moon illusion" is
Biases of imaginability also result in faulty
in fact attributable to perceptual and cognitive
inferences of causality and may be an _
processes - nothing more.
explanation of "psychicalll phenomena. When
It is important to realise that we do not
one has no instances of a class of events in
perceive reality directly. What we perceive is
memory, one typically generates several
subject not only to distortion by the physical
instances and judges the probability by the
construction of the perephial system, but also · ease with which the generation occurred.
vulnerable to errors based upon the way we
Biases related to retrievability of instances can
"learn" to perceive the world.
also affect judgement. Recent instances are
Quite obviously, experiences that are
more likely to be related than those that
attributable at the fallibility of human
occurred some time ago.
physiological perception cannot be classed as
Tversky
and
Kahneman
(1973)
"paranormal" - they are in every way "normal",
demonstrated that, indeed, some instances are
since the basic limiting principles of the physical
easier to retrieve than others. Asymmetry in the
world as we know it are not contravened.
effects of positive and negative outcomes can
lead to
erroneous judgement
often
The fallibility of human judgement, associations which are built up on the basis of a
another possible naturalistic explanation of psi,
single or even several non-pairings. We tend to
often gives rise to three effects: faulty inferences
remember only those times when an
of causality, illusions of control and the illusion
emotionally salient event A was followed by
of validity. I shall consider each of these before
another appropriate emotionally salient event B
returning to the psychology of experience as an
and forget the times that A occurred without B.
explanation for the "paranormal".
These
explanations
are
natural
Faulty inferences of causality can occur
explanations which may or may not account for
because of the effects of temporal contiguity.
anomalistic phenomena. If they do, then the
The nervous system, human or animal, is
associated "effect" cannot be regarded as
constructed so that events occurring in quick
paranormal. As a result, these processes must
succession become associated with each other;
be ruled out of any experiment in which we aim
this is the essence of learning. The two baseic
to investigate truly paranormal phenomena.
kinds of learning - operant conditioning and
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Another
source
of
error
in
our
interpretations of causes of anomalistic events
lies in what has been referred to as the illusion
of control. Langer (1975) cited evidence that
the more similar a chance situation is to a
skilled situation, the greater the likelihood that
the individual will see hmself as having control
over what are, objectively, chance determined
events.
• The illusion of validity (Tversky and
Kahneman, 1984) may also explain a so-called
"paranormal" phenomenon.
The amount of
confidence people have in their predictions
typically depends upon the extent to which the
predicted outcome is representative of the
inputs.
All the above explanations are naturalistic
processes which often pivot upon the effects of
"chance"
where
supposedly
"amazing"
coincidences occur.
The above processes
emphasise how erroneous conclusions can be
drawn about events because the probability
model used to reach this decision is
inappropriate as a description of the situation.
If the "chance" model is inappropriate, the
statistical decisions based on it will be in error.
In the field of parapsychological research, or in
any field of research for that matter, any
statistical decisions one reached are based on
two important assumptions: (1) that the
appropriate "chance" model was employed in
the analysis, and (2) that no extraneous
variables have been in operation which would
impair a comparison of the observed data of
that model.
To assess the validity of the paranormal, it
is essential that these two assumptions are met,
otherwise we cannot be sure that we are
measuring real effects. It is important to note
that one is never certain that all extraneous
variables have been eliminated, or that the
experimenter will be able to specify the
important factors which may make his model
inappropriate.
Mystical experiences have come to . be
viewed as an altered state of consciousness,
brought about by decreased alertness or
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increased motor activity (Ludwig, 1966). An
altered state of consciousness may be brought
about in several wyas: (a) deautomatisation
(b) biochemical changes
(Deihman, 1976);
(Ludwig, 1966); (c) cognitive labelling (Creeley,
1974); (d) the relaxation response (Benson,
1966).
I will not explain these processes in any
depth, except to say that variations in
physiological state may be interpreted as
something beyond the realm of normal reality,
as something of a transcendental nature. Such
explanations
cannot
be
classed
as
"paranormal" since they are consistent with
what is currently known about the effects of
biological chnges and/or with the direction that
research is pointing (Ornstein, 1976).
The mature anomalies to the current
scientific paradigm which have been presented
over the years by parapsychologists may well
contradict the basic principles of contemporary
science, but many believe that the day is
coming when a new paradigm will replace the
current one, and then psi phenomena will
readily fit in.
According to this view, it is _possibl,9 then
that anomalistic phenomena that cannot be
accounted for by the above presently-known
naturalistic explanations may be accounted for
when a Kuhnian paradigm shift occurs
(Thouless, 1972).
In the Kuhnian sense, a paradigm serves
as
the
conceptual
and
methodological
framework for scientists working in a particular
field at a particular time. It not only determines
the character and direction of research but,
implicitly at least, even legislates as to what sort
of entities or phenomena may or may not be
said to exist.
Parasychology could be said to be in the
"pre-paradigm" phase of development, or
arguably in a state of "crisis", awaiting a
paradigm shift - the state that heralds a scientific
revolution. I may hasten to add that Rothman
(1978) states that the major difficulty with the
notion that parapsychology is going to produce
a paradigm revolution in physics is the fact that
most physicists are not unhappy with basic laws
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such as conservation of energy.
The
parapsychologists may be dissatisfied, but that
does not produce a revolution on physics.
If it is the case that a paradigm shift is
required, and that the current scientific world
view is inadequate, then it is possible that
paranormality in the true sense of the word,
does exist - that is to say that certain
phenomena that contravene the basic limiting
principles and current scientific world view do
exist. Of all the possible explanations for psi
given so far, this explanation may be regarded
as the first truly paranormal explanation since it
does not hold as necessary and sufficient the
basic limiting principles of the physical world.
I mentioned in the introduction that it is
logically possible that there may be a spiritual
explanation of psi phenomena, which may exist
together with the known
naturalistic
explanation of psychic phenomena, subject to
the law of parsimony.
The possibility is avoided by scientists,
and I can fully understand their reasons for
doing so, as it cannot be "scientifically" proven,
but neither disproven.
The possibility is
labelled by the sceptic as merely wishful
thinking and/or a fantasy ploy adopted by occult
leaders and adherents to energise a thriving
market. Others reject the notion as merely the
last remnants of a fanatical and magical
indoctrination from the power struggles of the
middle ages (as was the case with the $panish
Inquisition of the 14th Century).
However true these things are, the
explanation is possible regardless. A spiritual
explanation along with the case of an unknown
and better suited paradigm are the only two
truly paranormal explanations of anomalistic
phenomena, assuming that the phenomena
cannot otherwise be explained by naturalistic
processes.
In speculating, one could even suggest
that these two "explanations" are in fact one and
the same. However, I will not deal with this
philosophical problem in the course of this
paper.
In

contemplating

the

wide

range

of

possible
naturalistic
explanations
for
anomalistic phenomena, we have to ask
ourselves: is research into the area actually
measuring what it is supposed to measure?
When we conduct research into psi, are we
measuring a paranormal effect, or are we
merely measuring one of the natural processes
outlined above? This is the determinant of
scientific validity.
Consider an example: suppose personnel
officers within a large company are using
selection tests that are irrelevant to success in
the jobs being applied for. Then the selection
test being used is not measuring what it is
supposed to measure. To be a valid criterion
for hiring a job applicant, a selection test must
be shown to be a good predictor of job
performance. People who get high scores on
the test should receive better on-the-job
performance evaluations that those who get
lower test scores.
In psychical research, experimenters should be particularly careful that they are
measuring true paranornmal phenomena and
not just one or more of the above known
. psychological/perceptual/cognitive
processes
outlined in the above section. How can we be
sure that we are measuring what we are
supposed to be measuring? - by carefully
considering
the
logical, theoretical and
empirical
relationships
between
the
measurement operators employed and the
constructs that the investigator wishes to study.
Validity of research
Let us now consider the validity of
research into the paranormal. I shall do this by
examining firstly the four basic precedents
necessary for valid methodology, and then
actually comparing criticisms and rebuttals by
both believer and sceptic in the light of these
precedents.
What are the four basic precepts of
scientific methodology? Firstly, a claimant must
demonstrate that the phenomenon to be studied
is falsifiable.
Falsifiability means that the
negative results will be obtained if the
hypothesis is not true. The problem with many
paranormal claims is that they are stated in a

summer 88
language that no matter what the results of a
particular procedure that has been used to
demonstrate a phenomenon, these can be used
in support of the claim.
Secondly, the results must be replicable.
Different researchers should be able to obtain
the same results if they use the same
procedures under the same circumstances.
This has always been a problem in
parasychology, which investigates paranormal
claims using the experimental method. It is not
as fatal a problem as the physical scientists
have tried to show it to be, however, for the
behaviour of organisms, unlike the behaviour of
inanimate objects, is subject to so many
unknown and unmeasurable variables (as
highlighted in the above section on naturalistic
explanations) that replicability is not always
achieved even when ordinary, non-anomalous
behaviour is studied.
Parapsychologists
over
the
years
(McConnell, 1977a; Pratt, Rhine, Smith, Stuart
and Greenwood, 1940;
Rao, 1979) have
responded to this criticism by arguing whether
replicability in parasychology does exist,
although not in the sense of being able to
produce psi effects on demand (Rao, 1979) or
that parapsychology may be dealing with a
domain of nature where non-repeatability and
non-predictability are the rule (Pratt, 1974).
McConnell said in this context: "There has been
no revelation from God that all experimental
phenomena must be repeatable upon demand"
(1977a, p203).
Of course, critics are not
impressed with such attempts at rebuttal, as will
be discussed later.
Thirdly, the proponent of the paranormal
claim and the opponent of the paranormal
agree on a procedure for verifying the claim
(termed intersubjective verifiability). It is evident
that unless such an agreement is reached,
arguments concerning claims and canter-claims
will be, in principle, insoluble.
Fourthly, the principle of parsimony must
be adhered to. The principle of parsimony is a
principle in science that states that of two
explanations, the one consistent with the fewest
assumptions is to take precedence. It does not
necessarily mean that the explanation will be
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the simplest one, although often it is. Some
expanations, although simple in their final form,
are derived from exceedingly complicated
reasoning and calculations. What the principle
does state is that an explanation that requires
many unverified assumptions is not as good as
one that requires fewer such assumptions.
Replicability

Let us now consider in greater depth the
problem of replicability. The late S.S. Stevens
(1967) argued that even if ESP (extra-sensory
perception) is real, the signal-to-noise ratio is
just too low at the moment to be of interest.
There are many extraneous variables involved
as is outlined above which have to be carefully
controlled if we are to establish the existence of
such phenomena.
If there is a single problem that is the bane
of parapsychologists, it is that of the remarkable
lack of replicability of experiments and
demonstrations.
Ackroyd (1977) and Pratt (1981 ), active
supporters of the existence of psi phenomena,
reply to this criticism by stating that there is
evidence that this requirement, along with the
other requirements of scientific methodology,
inhibits psi functions, and surely it should be a
part of the business of science to design
methods of investigation that are flexible,
unbiased by preconceptions as to what is
possible
and
even
hospitable to the
phenomena
under
investigation,
without
compromising scientific standards. Critics have
responded to this as they have to McConnell's
argument for non-repeatability.
Other parapsychologists reply to the
problem of replicability from a different angle:
parapsychology has repeatability in a more
general sense, and that scientific repeatability
will come when we accumulate enough
knowledge about phenomena so as, so to
speak, fit the pieces of the jigsaw together.
Parker (1978) in reply states that there is no
sign that this is happening, and that, in his
opinion, a high degree of replicability is
essential to both the progress and the
recognition of parapsychology. Parker goes on
to state that "there appear to be few, if any,
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findings which are independent of the
experimenter" (1978, p.2).
All experimental sciences have long
viewed replicability as a foundation stone in the
edifice of their methodology. It is not enough for
a researcher to report his observations with
regard to a phenomenon: he could be mistaken,
or even dishonest (the existence of fraud will be
discussed later). But if other people using his
methodology can independently produce the
same results, it is much more likely that error
and dishonesty are not responsible for them.
Unreliability does limit validity. In a sense,
the problem of developing a valid methodology
hinges on the reliability or repeatability of
measurement. Put simply, a measure that is
unreliable cannot be a valid measure of
anything (Evans, 1985). High reliability does
not guarantee valid measurement, but it does
make
valid
measurement
possible
by
minimising the amount of random error in data.
While
high
reliability
reduces
the
influences of random measurement error,
thereby permitting valid measurement, enough
systematic error may still exist to invalidate the
measurement procedure. A serious problem
exists for assessing the validity of the
paranormal, if repeatability factors are as bad
as stated.
Possibility of fraud
Without the assurance that independent
replication can be achieved, the possi_bility of
fraud becomes a strong temptation (Price,
1955). Is the validity of the paranormal immune
to the high presence of fraud in research and
account of personal epxeriences?
Believers typically respond with the
response that while the medium may have
resorted to cheating on occasion , most of the
One
time he used paranormal powers.
parapsychologist
of
considerable
repute
declared: "Does not the fact that the Creery
sisters sometimes cheated when they had the
opportunity reduce the evidential value of those
experiments in which they had no chance of
cheating?" (Thouless, 1963, p.25). The answer
is, of course, "Yes, it does!".
Validity is affected by fraud. In return, it is
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argued that fraud is not only evident in studies
on extraordinary sciences (eg Klass, 1974;
Randi, 1979), but it is also evident in science.
There are suggestions that even the most
eminent of scientists (eg Newton and Mendel)
may have "fudged" some of their data (Gould,
1978). If cheating also occurs in conventional
science, how can instances of fraud be used as
an argument against the unusual conclusions of
the extraordinary sciences?
In conventional science, the tendency
seems to be towards manipulation of data in the
direction of self-evident conclusions that are
consistent with other evidence as opposed to
counter-intuitive conclusions. The difference is
that such conclusions can often be supported
by genuine research, although perhaps not as
clearly as the scientist who judges would prefer.
Cheating in extraordinary science is most
often directed towards supporting ideas at
variance with conventional theory and, thus, in
the absence of other forms of supportive ·
evidence, whether or not fraud has occurred
becomes the central issue. Similarly, legitimate
science remains so even with some finagling in
· its midst, because its basic findings are
replicable.
Falsifiability
Another characteristic of genuine science
is the concept of falsifiability, which refers to the
requirement that theoriesbe stated in such a
way that they can be proved wrong. A theory
that contains circular reasoning or what
amounts to excuses for those observations that
fail to support it is not a very useful or
explanatory theory.
Advocates
of
parapsychology,
for
example, argue that if a "psychic" is caught
cheating or using conjurer's tricks, it does not
mean that he or she is not genuine on other
occasions, or that the presence of disbelievers
spoil the atmosphere and therefore the
psychic's abilities are impaired.
The problem with these assumptions,
often included in positive presentations of
parapsychology, is that they make it impossible
to test the theory that ESP does not exist. For
example, if a test is conducted and it produces
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positive results (which will occur occasionally
even if ESP does not exist, because of chance
variation), advocates will claim that an
extrasensory process is at work, whereas if the
test fails to produce positive results, the
advocate may invoke one of the previously
described ideas and thereby continue to claim
the reality of ESP.
To test the validity of the paranormal, we
must have a working hypothesis that is
falsifiable. However, all hypotheses put forth
about psi are non-falsifiable: there is no way for
parapsychologists to learn that psi does not
exist (if it does not) since all failures to produce
evidence for psi can be explained away
(Alcock, 1981 ).
Verification

Valid methodology also demands that the
proponent of the paranormal claim and the
opponent must agree on a procedure for
verifying the claim. Related to this concept is
the characteristic of science referred to as
publicness. Scientists are expected to make
their research public - to allow methods,
findings and conclusions to be carefully
examined by other researchers for flaws and
inconsistencies.
Now, the great sensitives and psychics
never seem to be able to demonstrate their
powers under properly controlled conditions
(conditions approved not only by proponents of
the paranormal, but also by the sceptics - Zusne
& jones, 1982).
A continuing problem in the area of
parapsychology, for example, is the inability of
the researchers sceptical of the extrasensory
hypothesis to find results supportive of ESP. A
condition of testing the validity of competing
hypotheses is intersubjective verifiability. This
appears to be a problem for assessing the
validity of the paranormal.
Parsimony

Lastly, I shall consider the principle of
parsimony in scientific theories: other things
being equal, the simplest explanation of a
phenomenon
is
preferred
over
more
sophisticated accounts.
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The simplest explanations are those
involving the smallest number of concepts. In
fact,
the
chief
criterion
of
scientific
understanding is being able to explain a
complicated body of data by means of a single
principle.
Many pseudoscientific ideas are not in
themselves impossible, and yet they include
such a complex and often convoluted set of
assumptions that · other simpler explanations
become much more reasonable and therefore
probable.
For example, it is simpler to conclude that
extrachance performance at ESP tasks is due to
some combination of expected probabilities,
fraud, poor controls, conjuring, and so on, than
it is to assume that a mysterious, unknown and
undesirable force exists that invalidates many of
the central principles of several areas of
science.
When we consider the vast range of
phenomena,
we
note
a
characteristic
disorderliness. There is no general agreement
on what constitutes core knowledge, or even on
how to define basic constructs. There are no
articulated theories and, after a century of
research, no clearly demonstrable phenomena
(Alcock, 1981 ).
The existence of the paranormal is by no
means decided upon by such problems, but
these difficulties should be taken into account
when judging its validity. It appears that the
validity of the paranormal reels under the blows
of criticisms made on the basis of these four
principles of science and scientific method.
The predictive validity of the findings of
research into the paranormal is important, since
one of the aims of the scientist is to predict.
Accurate prediction can have practical value, as
when weather or success in a course of training
is predicted, and prediction affords a test of
understanding.
That is, when accurate
predictions of outcomes can be logically
deduced from explanatory principles, the
validity of those principles is supported.
Validity of predictions is checked by followup. How do follow-up psi experiments correlate
with previous ones? This question is of course
related to the previous discussion on
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replicability. Alcock (1984) categorically states
that it is still impossible to predict when ESP
should or will occur.

Conclusion
In conclusion then, obviously not all
anomalous experiences can be regarded as
"paranormal".
Normal perceptual, memory,
learning and cognitive processes should be
expected to produce occasional "anomalous"
experiences, and should be controlled for when
investigating psi.
Parapsychologists
seem
singularly
disinterested in normal mental functioning. The
demonstrated human disinclination to accept
coincidence as an explanation predisposes
people to see covariation and impute causality
where neither exists. People have a very strong
propensity to ignore negative instances. Logic
and rationality are not innate, but learned, and
magical or superstitious beliefs and practices
develop in both the individual and society in
response to the need for reduction of anxiety or
fear. Consequently, the same degree of critical
scrutiny is often not applied.
All such naturalistic processes need to be
accounted for in psychical research if we are to
be sure we are measuring what we are
supposed to be measuring (the principle
question of validity).
Those who wish to believe in the
existence of a spiritual realm as an explanation
for truly paranormal events (assuming they
exist) will hear no argument from me, but those
who claim to have scientific evidence for psi can
expect to be faced with the wrath of
methodological criticism.
Validity of research was discussed in
terms of four important preconditions for valid
experimentation: replicability, falsifiability, the
principle of parsimony and intersubjective
verifiability. Major criticisms of research into the
paranormal were found to exist on the basis of
these four important preconditions.
There appears to be no experiment or
demonstration which can be replicated by, or in
the presence of, a competent, though sceptical,
scientist. It was also pointed out that all failures
to produce evidence for psi can be explained
away - psi phenomena are non-falsifiable.

There has been no increase in theoretical
clarity, and these has always existed a
characteristic disorderliness to the phenomena.
Also, psychics have never seemed to be able to
demonstrate their powers under conditions
approved not only by the proponents of the
paranormal, but also by sceptics.
These problems, of course, do not
eliminate the possibility of the existence of truly
paranormal phenomena. However, there is no
evidence that would lead the cautious observer
to
believe
that
parapsychologists
and
paraphysicists are on the track of a real
. phenomenon, a real energy or power that has
so far escaped the attention of those engaged
in "normal" science.
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Australia's Credulity

Rating: Bad or Worse?

WILLIAM GREY
The Saulwick poll which surveyed the level of
belief in paranormal phenomena in a number of
categories in Australia, reported in The Skeptic
(Vol 8, No 3, p5) provides an interesting
contrast with the results of the National Social
Science Survey conducted by the Australian
National University.
Both surveys are based on a reasonably
significant sample size, with each having over
1000 respondents across Australia.
Yet
Saulwick found a 32% level of belief in
astrology, in comparison to the NSSS finding of
16% - exactly half the Saulwick figure . Who (if
anyone) is right?
We probably need more work from our
social scientists to sort this out. I suspect that
determining a respondent's real
level of
commitment to occult or paranormal beliefs is a
complex and difficult task. I repeat the hope,
expressed in my paper ("Paranormal Belief in
Australia", The Skeptic, Vol 8 No 2, pp18-22),
that the NSSS will address these issues in
future surveys.
There were two astrology questions
included in the NSSS, viz "The stars and
planets affect our lives in ways not known by
science" and "I believe in astrology". Both these
questions
gave
closely
similar
results.
however, for convenience, I chose the second
and simpler question ("I believe in astrology")
when writing up the result of the survey.
It is extremely interesting to note that the
respondents to the Saulwick poll, which
provided the results so conspicuously at
variance with NSSS, were asked, inter alia, a
question ("Could you tell me whether you
believe in it [astrology] or not") which is almost
identical to my second question - the one on
which my write-up of the NSSS was based.
References (from opposite page)
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There is nevetheless the following major
differences. NSSS provided their respondents
with a five category response. I reduced it to
three by combining the "strongly agree" with the
"agree" and the ''strongly disagree" with the
"disagree" categories. The crucial difference,
however, was that the NSSS included a "don't
know" category and the Saulwick poll did not.
In this respect, Saulwick was less searching
than NSSS. It was a "quick and dirty" survey.
My own hunch is that the 16% reached by
NSSS is a firm figure for "serious" support for
astrology
in
the
Australian
community.
However, if you attempt to polarise the results
by trying to force the "don't knows" to come
down on one side or the other, I suspect that
you would probably get something close to the
Saulwick figures. (Though perhaps not quite
close enough: it works well for the male figures;
however to get the Saulwick figure of 40% of
support for astrology among women, you have
to split the NSSS "don't knows" 4:1 in favour of
astrology. This does not seem very ·plausiblo.)
Both surveys agree that women are nearly
twice as likely as men to believe in astrology.
If I am right that the Saulwick poll
exaggerates the extent of belief in astrology, it is
reasonable to suppose that the same holds true
for the other categories (telepathy, life after
death, UFOs, faith healing, reincarnation, palm
reading and tarot cards) and that support for
these categories of belief is similarly overstated.
There are alternative hypotheses, for
example that national credulity underwent a
sudden and dramatic increase between 1987
and 1988. I hope that that is not the case.
Nevertheless, the Saulwick data certainly
make me much more hesitant about accepting
(without a much more careful evaluation) the
international comparisons which I advanced.
Before accepting the US levels of belief in
astrology, for example, we would need to know
some more detail about exactly what questions
were asked, and what categories of response
were available.
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Reasons to Believe
Dear Sir,
I have been receiving "The Skeptic"
for a while, and read it with interest,
though I am not always in agreement
with all the articles I read.
Before you think that I am going to
spring to the defence of astrology,
numerology, and all the other
"ologies", let me assure you that I am
not. What worries me however is this :
science has "proved" over and over
that these beliefs and pseudosciences are nonsense. Their
languages are pure gobbledegook,
their "successes" are statistically
meaningless. Yet "The Skeptic"
continues to spend (waste?) page
after page debunking the debunked.
Well, so it gives us a warm glow to
read what we know anyway; to
preach to ourselves, the converted?
Do we have to?
We know that it's all bunkum. and yet,
the hocus-pocus industry is thriving .
There is more money in horoscopy
than in microscopy; more money in
crystall-gazing than in crystallography;
and charlatans still grow rich on
biorhythm computers. Why? Would
our efforts not be better applied to
finding out what it is that drives many
otherwise rational people (including
reputable scientists) to the diviners of
the past, present and future?
What's more, are you sure we are
doing people, who desperately want .
to believe in the stars or the power of
pyramids, a favour by ridiculing their
belief system and "proving" to them
(can we?) that it is hollow?
Recently, two earnest people, one
young, the other one much older,
knocked on my door to sell me a dose
of Jehovah's witnessing. I listened
(fascinatedly) to them going through
their spiel. When they had finished I
asked them: "Tell me, are you happy
in your faith?" Of course we are, they
chanted. "Well," I said, "You see, I
don't believe in a god, and I am very
happy, too. I don't doubt your
sincerity, though I may not
understand your faith and know you
to be wrong. So please allow me the
privilege to be happy my way ,even
though you know me to be wrong."

Letters
We parted, with them shaking their
heads (in total confusion, no doubt).
People seem to have an intrinsic
need to look beyond the knowable,
particularly to fathom the future (even
though one of the most horrifying
stories I ever read was about a man
who would see a black cross on the
forehead of a person who would die
within a day. As he saw healthy
people in the street with black
crosses he did not know what to do until he saw a black cross on his own
forehead when passing a mirror).
Should we not investigate this need?
If irrationality satisfies this need,
should we skeptics not seek some
rational explanation for this need for
irrationality, and perhaps look for
rational means of satisfying it instead.
It seems that the laws of probability,
no matter how well packaged, will not
satisfy the frantic quest for the answer
to "Why am I here?". My father was
satisfied with the answer: "Because
God willed it". I consider it a
meaningless questio·n. "Miracle
cures" are a fact if you believe in
miracles. If you believe in "mind over
matter" self-healing, or in
"spontaneous remissions", you have
three equally good (and equally
unprovable) answers.
So please, let's stop "proving" that
tarot reqdings are garbage; but by all
means let's look on the destructive
effects these readings can have on
people (note the consequences of a
Scientology 'assessment' on the
mind of the Queen Street gunman,
as mentioned in the coronial inquiry),
and above all what it is that makes
people go for these practices and
what emotionally satisfying
alternatives we skeptics can offer
them.
- Heinz Harant
Editor's comment We would
welcome articles on the theme Mr
Harant suggests, but we should point
out at the same time that there are still
many people who are not as aware as
Mr Harant that pseudosciences are,
indeed, "nonsense".

Acupuncture
Dear Sir,
I was disappointed with Nik Bogduk's
fascile review of acupuncture (The
Skeptic, Vol 8, No 2), because he
merely said what acupuncture is not.
In pain control he stated acupuncture
is equal to 10mg morphine but not
100mg. He goes over old ground
about Yin and Yang being mystical; I
mean, as if therapy consumers were
so artless to believe those ideas and
other philosophical speculations as
absolute. Consumers are profoundly
aware of vitalism and subjective
idealism in health care practices.
His opening remark was that needling
works via the nerves. What a
revelation! He says there are no trials
of vlaue and quotes some silly
statement about non-regenerative
conditions (paralysis) being treated
with acupuncture, but has nothing
helpful or worthwhile to say from his
view of this, except from his
knowledge of neurology and
anaesthesia he reminds us major
operations can be done as well with
acupuncture as with minimal drugs
(his misnomer anaesthesia should
have read analgesia). Again as if we
didn't know.
Then he blames certain GPs for their
brief and distanced consultation
which repulse patients out into the
psycho-tactile care charlatans. I didn't
find that enlightening either.
I am disturbed to see Dr Bogduk is
appointed by the NHMRC to review
acupuncture when he presents so
little in-depth knowledge.
I learned nothing from his article.
-Owen Shaw

Contributions
Letters to the editor and
articles are always welcome
from readers.
Contributions should be
addressed to:
Australian Skeptlcs
PO Box 575, Manly 2095
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Elephants Unknown
to Science
Dear Sir,
Our glorious President, Barry
Williams, always seems to be running
up against one obstacle in his
investigations into things paranormal:
the famous "Energies Unknown to
Science" (EUTS).
I feel that Barry's mind could be put to
rest by studing this irrefutable piece
of logic from the well-known British
researchers, Minnie Bannister and
Henry Crun.
Crun: Get on baiting those
elephant traps.
Min:
I don't see the point of them,
you know. We've never caught one.
Crun: That doesn't mean we must
stop trying, Min of mine. Think of the
dangers. Supposing you came down
one morning for a greens-strainer and
found an elephant in the larder, eh?
Min:
Well, I've never seen an
elephant in the larder.
Crun: That is because they're
hiding, Min of mine.
Min:
Where do elephants hide?
Tell me that -where do elephants
hide, buddy?
Crun: Well, I don't know,
saxophone Min, but it's clear to me
that they must hide somewhere. How
else could they get away with it for so
long?
(Goon Show "Queen Anne's Ride",
Spike Milligan)
- Kent Blackmore

Gish/Plimer Debate
Dear Sir,
Along with many Skeptics and not a
few true believers, I attended the
debate between arch-creationist
Duane Gish and our own Ian
(Scourge of the Infidel) Plimer at the
University of New South Wales in
March.
In many ways it was a disappoi"nting
contest, as scientific issues were not
addressed and there was little time for
questions. Trying to think like a
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dispassionate observer, I would have
to say that Gish won the debate, with
his manner rather like a benign
Colonel Sanders rather than the
combative Plimer.
Gish, of course, also had the
advantage in that he felt no need to
restrict himself to the truth, and was
able to redefine the terms of the
debate: he felt he had a victory by
defining both creationism and
evolutionism as "pseudo-sciences".
The opening shot of the case for
Gish's Kentucky Fried Science was
the faulty syllogism: Religion is a view
of the Universe; Evolution is a view of
the Universe; therefore Evolution is a
Religion. From that point we had a
rehash of the standard creationist
spiel - misquotes, thermodynamics,
improbability, and transitional fossils. I
have tried to arrange the initials to
produce a suitable acronym, like
BULL, but with no success.
Without having the literature at your
fingertips, it is difficult to counter the
misquotes and distortions of the
sayings of evolutionists or any
scientist who is open to it. At least, I
do not recall Gish quoting Einstein's
famous utterance "God does not play
dice with the universe" to prove that
the great physicist was anti-evolution,
or even a Christian: of course,
Einstein was Jewish by descent, an
agnostic humanist by conviction, was
talking about quantum mechanics
and not evolution, and was wrong
anyway.
The thermodynamic argument was
nonsense, even with Gish paying lipservice to the notion of closed
systems. Unfortunately, very few
people in the audience would be in a
position to refute this, I being one of
them because I have taught this
subject to university students. Again
we have the problem that ones does
not have to know a subject to lie
about it, but one does have to know it
to detect the lies.
The improbability argument was
probably the strongest creationist
· point, even though it actually boiled
down to the admission: "We can't see
how this happened, and so it didn't
happen, no matter what evidence
there is to the contrary". Once more,

hard science and facts are placed at
the same level as myth, superstition,
hearsay and ill-informed opinion. At
least some people use the problem
of improbability to affirm the existence
of God as the guiding hand behind
evolution, but Gish and much of his
audience were as opposed to theistic
evolution as any other variety. I talked
to some of these people afterwards;
not only was there agreement that
God wouldn't waste his time with
evolution, but also that a rival
charismatic sect, the Pentecostalists,
were dangerous left-wingers or even
possessed by the Evil One (I'm not
kidding).
The discussion of transitional fossils
was to me the most interesting
because I could never understand
how there could be such
disagreement on such a basic point.
After all, a fossil has a physical
existence, and is not merely
theoretical like the subjects of the two
previous arguments.
The argument is straigthforward:
Premise 1 : Transitional fossils
do not exist.
Premise 2: Evolution predicts
that they should.
Conclusion : Evolution didn't
happen.
This is almost valid - if the premises
are correct, then the conclusion loks
pretty strong. It is not watertight
because in principle someone could
have gone around destroying all
transition fossils, but no evolutionist
would put this up as a defence. The
debate seems to rage over the first
premise, that transitional fossils do
not exist, but I would contend that the
real problem lies with premise 2,
because of the ways that creationists
define transitional fossils.
Transitional fossils and animals are
defined by creationists in two main
ways. The first one might be
illustrated by the following diagram:
elephant
elaffe

Commo n
A ncestor

·
ha n t
g,rep

g 1r affe

The animals have been chosen from
a creationist comic book on the
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subject; the point they wish to make
being that we don't find animals such
as the elaffe or the girephant, which
are transitional betwen the elephant
and the giraffe. One cannot disagree
with that (premise 1), but when they
claim that such animals are predicted
by evolution (premise 2), they are
wrong. In fact, from evolutionary
theory, it is unlikely that a single
species should diverge into more
than two species at exactly the same
time. I do not recall Gish using this
definition; perhaps he was
embarrassed by it, but I doubt it.
The second creationist definition of a
transitional form (which applies only to
fossils) is the one used by Gish in the
debate. He produced a (perfectly
valid) cladistic diagram showing the
supposed relationships between
various fossils in the lineage of the
modern elephant. The diagram
looked like this:

I have not attempted to reproduce
the names of the fossil species, but
have simply labelled them. The thick
lines represent fossil species which
are known, and the thin lines
represent inferred evolutionary
relationships between them. These
inferences are made from
morphological similarities,
geographical congruence and
relative stratigraphical ordering.
Gish draws attention to the thin lines
connecting known species in the
fossil record (he calls them "gaps").
According to his interpretation of the
record, this is where the "transitional
fossils" should be found, and there
are none. This is because he has
defined transitional fossils in a way in
which it is logically impossible that
they can ever be found. For
example, suppose that a new fossil is
discovered and placed in the cladistic
diagram between fossil species G and

I

·8

'~

Now, is X a transitional fossil from
Gish's point of view? Of course not.
We have just turned one gap into
two! From his point of view, there is
no way in which "transitional fossils"
can be found unless we eliminate all
gaps and replace the diagram with a
continuous branching tree: this
would require an infinite number of
fossils. The current versions of
evolutionary theory do not predict
that such trees can be derived from
the fossil record (in fact, they cannot),
as the differences between fossil
species are small but finite.
If, instead of looking at the gaps, we
look at the fossils themselves, then
we immediately see a plethora of
transitional fossils . In the last diagram,
for example, B is transitional between
A and E and between A and F, C is
transitional between A and G and
between A and H, G is a transitional
fossil between C and X, and X is
transitional between G and I.
Thus the complaint about the lack of
transitional fossils disproving
evolution is as baseless as the rest of
the creationist fantasies. If they use
their definition of transitional fossils,
they certainly don't exist, but then
evolution does not predict that they
should; if they use the evolutionist
definition, then they do exist. This
confusion over the definition has
served the creationists well, both in
debate and in their distortions and
misquotes of paleontologists.
As an e~ample of this, Gish quoted
Stephen Jay Gould(!) as saying that
transitional fossils don't exist. Of
course, the context is in explaining
the need for his mechanism of
punctuated equilibrium so that fossil
species are discontinuous rather than
showing smooth transitions (here, of
course , Gould was using the term in
the creationist sense of smooth
transitions). By the time Gish was
finished with him , Gould appeared to
be against evolution.
Question time was regrettably short,
and I did not have the opportunity to
plant a few barbs concerning
thermodynamics and transitional
fossils . I also wanted to ask Gish if he
stood by the contents of a book
which he had written and which was
on sale in the lobby about dinosaurs,

in which he claimed that human
footprints had been found alongside
dinosaur ones by the Paluxy River.
His avoidance of similar questions did
not impress me, and I wondered how
anyone could be fooled by so
obvious a charlatan. His entire
armoury could be easily summed up:
If he staes a fact, it's wrong.
If he makes an argument, it's
fallacious .
If he has an opinion, it's illinformed.
In conclusion, the debate will not
have won anyone to our side and
probably strengthened the faith of
the True Believers. If there were any
fence-sitters in the audience, they
would not have heard any defence of
evolution but only an attack on
creationism, and may be led to doubt
the former even if they don't accept
the latter.
I know that some Skeptics may
disagree with me, but I feel that this
approach is counter-productive, and
that in future we should concentrate
on science - the strong point of
evolution - and leave the ad hominem
attacks to the creationists, however ·
richly they deserve them.
The subject is too important to be left
to the politics of the warm inner glow.
- Andrew Parle

Skeptics &
Religion IV
Dear Sir,
The other night I went to bed with
The Skeptic (Vol 8, No 1) and read
Mike Alder's letter on "Skeptics and
Religion". I thought, ''what a great
letter- nice ideas". Then I fell asleep.
Over the morning cuppa I tried to get
my own thoughts together on the
subject. A few things occurred to me
that I could write about - so here
goes.
It seems to me that when we talk
about science and religion, we are
really talking about facets of
humanity. People seem to forget this
and often weigh one against the
other as if they were something
tangible. There is no "Science" (with
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a capital S) out there in space-that we
are groping for_ There is no
"Religion" (with a capital R) out there
either (unless you are a believer) _
They both spring from the human
mind - our ideas and perceptions of
our reality. Without humans there is
no science, no religion.
So if you are going to talk about what
is really important - values, ideals and
the like (whose values and ideals, by
the way? - mine might be dttferent to
yours) , I can't see that a religious
point of view has a monopoly on them
any more than a scientttic point of
view.
You see, when you get down to it, it is
actually people who hold points of
view. I, for example, am not especially
scientific and not very religious (I
used to be religious, but I saw the
light and became a born again
heathen). I'm just your average,
complicated mosaic of ideas and
motivations. And I happen to care
very much about what I think is
important (Alder's "religion") as well as
caring what the world is actually like
(Alder's "science"). Scientists like
David Suzuki and Carl Sagan have a
lot to say about many things that are
critically important for the future wellbeing of humanity. Peter Mason
preached that we could do much to
improve the human condition with
good science, wisely used.
Also I fail to see why we should
admire religious organisations for
their "respect for truth" when so
much of religious belief is probably
not true. And what is so good about
"superstitious awe"? Many of us are
awed quite nicely, thank you very
much, by the wonders of the natural
world or by contemplation of the
cosmos.
We should be careful not to get into
the trap of worrying about a false
dichotomy between "religion and
science". As I said , both have sprung
from the minds of humans along with
all the other zillions of ideas that ever
were.
Neither religion nor science have
their "proper domain" as Mike
suggests . Reality has a habit of being
awfully complicated. You can't
achieve much by filing some aspects
of humanity under "S" for science
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while keeping others in the "R" for
religion drawer. There is a whole
alphabet to the store of human
knowledge and striving.
As an example, consider the currently
widely publicised ideas of Paul Davies
of the "Cosmic Blueprint" - the idea
that the universe unfolds as if there is
a grand plan and that there are selforganising principles at work in the
universe that have led to greater
order and complexity, and to us.
Label these ideas however you like science, religion - it doesn't matter
much, it doesn't change the idea.
So there you are. I don't know that
anything I've said has much to do with
Skeptics and religion. Just thought
I'd put in my two bob's worth, that's all.
- Ross Bridges

Saulwick Poll
Dear Sir,
Dear me, non-believers who believe!
(Saulwick poll on belief in the
paranormal, The Skeptic Vol 8 No 3,
p5) Let us put it in another way.
People who took a survey and did not
do their homework.
When the group mentioned in the
survey stated that they had no
religion, they really meant "I don't
participate or belong to a specific or
certain church or group". That way of
putting it is common under borderline
believers.
When you ask them questions, they
sometimes say no when it should be
yes, and vice versa. You have to get
used to their way of expressing
themselves. The answer they give
depends on how and why and who
the question is put.
The survey should have taken their
state of mind into consideration. As it
- stands in the survey, it sounds funny,
but it has no value and throws doubt
on the total survey.
- H. Kurpershoek

Science & Truth
Dear Sir,
Mel Dickson's interesting article in the
1987 Spring edition of The Skeptic
("The Meaning of Truth") prompts me
to make the following observations:
1) We'll never be able to understand
the exact nature of the physical world
as we are by definition part of it. The
'ultimate truth' will forever escape us.
Can the eye see itself? Can the mind
understand itself?
2) Neither can mathematics reveal
the 'truth'. Mathematics is merely a
man-made device using symbols to
describe numbers and sizes of things
that can be measured in order to give
us an idea of their complex
relationships. In mathematics 1 + 1 =
2; but it is always a little more or a little
less than two. No two seemingly
identical particles of matter, for
example, can be equal in all respects.
They appeared at different times and
under different circumstances . We
cannot measure the exact weight of a
bit of matter as we can never devise a
scale that can do it with exact
accuracy. Neither can we foresee the
subtle fluctuations in gravity.
3) Is it possible to imagine what the
universe would have been like after
the big bang, had all the first
hydrogen atoms been exactly
identical? Could it have produced the
various discrete aggregations of
atoms that formed the first collections
of dust in the universe? It is easier to
assume that the first hydrogen atoms
were all unequal and that this caused
their mutual attraction.
4) No particular substance remains
the same from moment to moment - it
is forever changing. These changes
may be so small as to be overlooked
by us in our measurements. The
ageing process, for example, is so
insidious that we fail to notice it until it
becomes all too obvious. A man or a
building, for that matter, is not the
same man or building from moment to
moment. One cannot know both the
velocity and position of a particle at
the same time.
Our measurements can therefore
never be more than approximate.
The universe is changing all the time
and so is the measurer. It is also
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unchangeable. There is nothing we
can do to change it. We cannot add
or take away a single atom. And no
element is 100% pure.
5) Time is merely an imaginary
concept. It does not exist in the
universe. There is no such thing as a
point in time, otherwise the world
would have to stand still at a particular
point in order to move on to the next.
No two events can happen
simultaneously. There is therefore
no present; and as the past becomes
apparent to us only in the future,
there can only be a future. Time
measurements, like the rotation of
the earth, the swing of a pendulum,
the period of radiation of some atoms,
the half-life of radioactive decay, are
never absolutely true as they are
merely the average results of billions
of interactions.
6) The idea that an event must have a
beginning and an end is entirely a
human notion. It's like pondering
where a circle starts or stops. We
cannot start or stop anything.
7) Space defines the interval
between atoms or collections of
atoms as the universe expands,
otherwise it has no existence. A
Torricellian vacuum, for example, can
be created out of nothing.
8) At one stage people thought that
the world was flat because they
couldn't see beyond the horizon.
Similarly, a surface may look smooth
because one cannot see or feel the
irregularities on it. When we make a
flat surface using a spirit level, and
extend it far enough, it will stretch
around the world. A perfectly flat
surface would extend into space . A
geometric circle will not only have a
slight bend in it but will also be a bit
foreshortened by the speed of the
earth through space .
Things in the universe and
consequently on earth are never
what they seem to be. Our sense of
reality is entirely anthropic. There is
no such thing as scientific truth.
Truth as we know it is merely the
antithesis of a lie or a falsehood.
Scientific observations are never
factual. They can either be disproved
or modified by more sophisticated
investigations and measurements.
Philosophy is no help either as it must

of necessity follow scientific
discoveries. No person is born with
original ideas - they stem from
nurture. No Einstein could have
conceived the Theory of Relativity in
isolation. Our perceptions are so
clouded by our cultural inheritance
and sentiments that we'll have to
develop an entirely new scientific
language devoid of all ambiguities.
John Haldane said "The Universe is
not only queerer than we suppose
but queerer than we can suppose." It
is therefore essential that we exercise
logical thought and a healthy sense
of scepticism in all our scientific
endeavours and resign ourselves to
the fact that the truth will forever
evade us.
Science is man, and man is science.
- Dr J. Henson

Overworked
astrologer
Dear Sir
I found this advertisement in the Daily
Mirror (Sydney) of November 21,
1988.
'r.
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Just a small point, but if all the
horoscopes are (i) "personalised" and
(ii) predictions by Athena herself,
then if they're "updated every
morning, afternoon and evening",
doesn't this present problems?
For example, 365 separate
horoscopes, updated three times a
day, gives 1095 separate predictions

per day!
If we assume each lasts only one
minute (unlikely on inphophone)
then she must spend 1095 minutes
per day(= 18h 15min!!) everyday
at this!! [Note the hi-tech
computer only talks ... it's her
predictions that are used!!!]
- David Wheeler
Update
On another famous lady of the
paranonnal world, we have
discovered what the "Z"
stands for In JZ Knight - it's
"zebra"! Personally we prefer
"zorll".
CREATION WEEK

(from page 9)
as might have been expected. Denton, .
in his book, denies he is a creationist
("the agnostic Denton", Carl Wieland
called him).
On p.166 of his book
"Evolution: a Theory in Crisis" he calls
Archaeopteryx "definitely a bird", and
compares rts skeleton not with those of
closely similar theropod dinosaurs like
Compsognathus
,
but wrth more
generalised
archosaurs
such
as
thecodonts - apparently based on a
cursory reading of the 3rd edition
1966!) of Romer's
(published in
"Vertebrate Paleontology", which is cited
throughout , to the near-exclusion of
more recent texts and to the total
exclusion of the primary literature.
9. The half-baked claim by Hoyle and
Wickramasinghe to have demonstrated
that [the British Museum specimen of]
Archaeopteryx , the "earliest bird", is a
fake, has been enthusiastically endorsed
by some creationists . The claim is that
impressions of feathers have been
carved onto a matrix block in which the
skeleton of a small theropod dinosaur is
embedded, making it appear that said
dinosaur had feathers.
Now, in his
influential "Evolution: the Fossils say
No!", Duane Gish argued essentially that
the reptilian characteristics of the
skeleton of Archaeopteryx were illusory,
or in other ways didn't count. If Hoyle and
Wickramasinghe are right, therefore , Gish
is made to look an incompetent fool · who
mistakes a reptile skeleton for a bird one.
To save Gish 's reputation, all creationists
had better hope that Archaeopteryx is
not a fake!
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Book Review
"Extraordinary Popular Delusions
and the Madness of Crowds"
by Charles Mackay, LLD
(Published by Farrar, Strauss & Giroux,
undated - pbk reprint of 1932 edition?)
This fascinating book would make a welcome addition to
any Skeptic's library. Originally published in 1841, the
author in his preface says that his object "has been to
collect the most remarkable instances of those moral
epidemics which have been excited, sometimes by one
cause and sometimes by another, and to show how easily
the masses have been led astray." The book, he says ,
"may be considered more a miscellany than a history. Interspersed are sketches of some lighter matters - amusing
instances of the imitativeness and wrongheadedness of
the people, rather than examples of folly and delusion."
He variously covers such scams as the South Sea Bubble,
the Mississippi Scheme of John Law, a craze for tulips, and
historical relics (religious or otherwise). He also covers
such classics of paranormal scepticism as alchemy,
apocalyptic prophecy, fortune telling (astrology and
divination), Mesmer and the "magnetisers", haunted
houses and more.
On fortune telling, he says "An undue opinion of our own
importance in the scale of creation is at the bottom of all our
unwarrantable notions in this respect. How flattering to the
pride of man to think that the stars in their courses watch
over him ... ".
On the magnetisers , he begins with "The wonderful
influence of imagination in the cure of diseases is well
known. A motion of the hand, or a glance of the eye, will
throw a weak and credulous patient into a fit; and a pill
made of bread, if taken with sufficient faith, will operate a
cure better than all the drugs in the pharmacopoeia."
Do not be put off by the date of original publication - the
style is not heavy Victorian or overly moralising. Rather
Mackay retells in a fairly straigthforward if slightly mannered
way the curious histories of a wide range of delusions,
passing briefly over Nostradamus, Cagliostro, Paracelsus
and many other lesser known but equally fascinating
identities as he traces the movement of popular fantasies.
His 19th century vantage point gives an interesting comparison with our own, for it is amusing to see what took
people in many years ago, and depressing to realise that
many of these practices are still with us today.
However, as long as we can read the thoughts of sceptics
of the past like Charles Mackay, we can learn from them.
As he says about ghosts and haunted houses, "If they are
not yet altogether exploded, it is the fault, not so much of
the ignorant people , as of the law and the government that
have neglected to enlighten them.
A limited number of copies of this book is available direct
from the Melbourne University Bookroom, PO Box 278,
Carlton South 3053, exact price to be determined.

Have you got
YOUR
Skeptics
T-Shirt?
Featuring the two sides of
the bent spoon story
(front and back)
The ' ~

.\ustralian
Skcrtics

We'd like
to get

a few things
straight.

Available in any colour
you want (as long as
it's white)
Sizes: S, M, L, and Huge
Cost: ONLY $11
inc postage
ORDER YOURS NOW!
Make sure you specify your name,
address and size
Pe rsonall y dest2ne<i hy Juli a Fo r be~ as fea turtd In Po rtfo ll o maca zlr.e
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PREDICTION

Balls!
HARRY EDWARDS
Where would we be without balls?
Homer reported back in ancient Greece
that his contemporaries valued their balls
highly, and that playing with them was
appealling. In his Odyssey, Princess Nausicaa
and her maidens were unable to resist their
attraction, and the early Egyptians venerated
them in their monuments.
Throughout history, man's balls have
played a major part in the development of his
culture, amusement and leisure, and no matter
how they are handled or by whom , they never
cease to arouse the passions of all concerned .
Rarely, however, has excitement reached
the point where one's imagination is enticed
beyond the constraints of mundane existence to
perceiving oneself enjoying a life of oppulent
indolence as it did on October 31, when seven
little numbered balls dropped from a cage to
change the lives and destinies of a lucky few.
The first division of the NSW Lotto draw on
that night was worth $8,000,000 , and prior to
the draw, advice on how to _pick the lucky balls
flowed as freely as wine at a Roman· orgy among them , "the experts". The one below, by
numerologist Victor Voets, appeared in the
Daily Mirror on October 28, and should, in view
of the results, dispel! once and for all any
preconception of the correlation between
prospective winning numbers and planets,
physics, significant dates and probability.

EXPERTS' SIX PRIZE TIPS

A NUMEROLOGIST today picked six numbers for
Dally Mirror readers which he bell.,,es wlll halp
them dlnch Monday night's ~ mllllon draw.
Victor Voets, of londl Junction, tipped 31,

22, 11, 2, 7 and 11 • s tha lucky numbers for
tha cash prlH bec• Ul • I
• 31 .Is the date of the draw and Is also the
IHst drawn number In Lotto history
• 22 Is a numbar closely associated with the
most f• r•llung planat In tha solar system
• 2 Is significant to tha Moon being placed In
the cancer region and Cancer Is ruled by the
Moon.
• 7 la associated with Neptune which Is In•.

lluencad by the Moon on the 31 st
• 11 Is related to speed of thought, energy,
the unexpected and media coverage.

Out of the six numbers tipped to win, one
eventuated,
and
even
that
was
the
supplementary and wouldn't have qualified for
. first prize! The winning numbers were 1, 19, 20,
34, 35, 37 and the supplementary 22.
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1 : o~: ot: l B 2s 2r:: 39
2 : 05 10 1i" 20 29 32
3 : 01 16 19 34 37 38
4 : 12 F 22 :;:~: ;t ? 31

Above is my own entry which won a third
division prize (game three) - four out of six!
As any clairvoyant versed in the use of
hindsight technique could have told you, the
winning numbers would have to be:
01 The cubic capacity in centimetres of Sir Jim
R. Wallaby's cerebral cortex.
19 Had a 40:1 chance of being a winning
number.
20 The length of Pinocchio's proboscus.
34 Is exactly half of the same figure doubled.
35 The size of the first footprint on the moon.
37 Being the average IQ of believers in
numerology.

Books Available
"Scientists Confront Creationism"
edited by Laurie R. Godfrey
$1 O (inc post and packaging)
"Gellerism Revealed"
by Ben Harris
$1 O (inc post and packaging)
Order from Aust Skeptics
PO Box 575, Manly 2095

