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Is "Free Will" a Myth? 

NO ISSUE has occupied the attention of 
philosophers and scientists more over the 
ages than whether or not Man has free will. 
For all the effort that has been expended, 
however, there has been little illumination. 
While the consensus of "experts" seems to 
be that free will is nothing but a conven
ient myth, the evidence and arguments usu
ally advanced to support the claim leave 
much to be desired. 

Inquirers who espouse the view that 
Man is not truly free usually charge their 
opponents with being simplistic. The issue, 
they claim, is much more complicated than 
free-will advocates imagine, and should be 
decided on the basis of logic and evidence, 
not emotion. Unfortunately, many inquirers 
who take this basically correct position 
create much of the complication through 
their own obfuscation. 

There is a third school of thought that 
maintains that the issue of free will is 
not important. According to this view, 
people ought to just go about their busi
ness and not worry about whether or not 
they are free. After all, they say, what 
counts is what people do, not what they 
think or believe. 

What this view ignores is that people 
act ON THE BASIS of what they think and be
lieve. Human motivation and action that 
are predicated on the premise that the will 
is free will be drastically different than 
if they are based on determinism. And this 
difference will manifest itself in a cor
responding discrepancy in the extent of 
individual creativity, as well as in the 
nature and progress of human society. 

Much of the confusion about the issue 
of free will stems from a misunderstanding 
of the concept of "freedom", on which a 
resolution of the issue depends. The prob
lem is that most inquirers are not rigorous 
enough in defining the concept; thus, they 
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arrive at a view of free will that is inap
propriate, inconsistent, or both. 

The most prevalent concept -- held by 
many philosophers and laymen alike -- de
fines freedom as: 1'0 BE WITHOUT LIMIU:ru~~ 
OR RESTRIC'U<If. To understand why this 
concept is erroneous and even dangerous 
consider its logical implications and 
consequences. 

Existentially, for example, Man is 
"limited" by. the nature of reality. Not 
only must he function in accordance with 
human capabilities, but he must deal with 
the other entities in the universe on the . 
basis of what their respective natures 
permit. Although reality allows for an 
incredibly wide. range of possibilities, 
Man cannot literally be or do whatever he 
imagines or wishes. Thus, according to 
the without-limitation concept of freedom, 
Man is not a free being. To be free, he 
must transcend humanity -- which means he 
must escape reality! 

Few people would explicitly endorse or 
consciously try to realize the consequences 
of such a concept of freedom. But, then, 
few people would be able to explicitly 
identify and analyze those consequences in 
the first place. What usually happens is 
that a person subliminally "absorbs" his 
most fundamental beliefs about Man and the 
universe in a piecemeal fashion. The logic 
of those beliefs then works itself out in
cognito in the person's interests and 
actions. So if you want examples of people 
who are alienated from humanity and are 
seeking a way out of reality, I ask you to 
consider: The fundamentalist Christian who 
anxiously awaits the cataclysmic end of 
the world; the Yogi who systematically 
shuts down his bodily processes to facili
tate his merger with the one, indescribable 
nothingness; and the "psychic" who trains 
himself to receive "impressions" of events 
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that haven't happened ye t. 
Man cannot escape his nature or the 

facts of reality. A concept of freedom 
that holds such escape as an ideal to be 
strived for is both ludicrous and dangerous. 

When applied to the social realm, the 
without-limitation concept of freedom fares 
no better than before. Whereas it appears 
to allow for the widest possible range of 
social action, it actually embodies a con
tradiction. To wit: If a person acts lit
erally without restriction in a social situ
ation, he will inevitably forcibly prevent 
others from acting in the same way -- and 
will eventually incur the forcible restric
tions of others. Thus, the "freer" he acts, 
the less free he becomes. The result will 
not be freedom for all or even freedom for 
some; it will be conflict for all -- which 
is precisely what attempts to practice 
this idea of social freedom have created 
with increasing intensity over the past 
twenty years. 

This consequence of inevitable conflict 
is a major reason why social controllers 
almost always espouse the without-limita
tion concept of freedom. For if freedom, 
in the strict sense of the term, literally 
cannot be achieved socially -- and if at
tempts to achieve it inevitably produce 
conflict -- then the managers of society 
are justified in continually intervening 
in people's lives in an effort to find the 
proper "balance" between freedom and order. 
Naturally, such efforts require further 
acts of force which create new conflicts, 
but these are considered to be necessary 
evils for the greater good of "society" 
(whoever THAT is). 

A logically consistent concept of social 
freedom would restrict actions to those 
which are mutually compatible -- which 
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means that no actions would be 
that FORCIBLY prevented the act~erm1s 

If h " 10ns f others. t 1S loglcally-cons iste 0 

cept seems to leave little room f nt or 
ment, so much the worse for governm , 

People who see the futility of en~. 
to practice the without-limitatl' trylng on Co 
cept of freedom existentially or soc,n-
often try to apply it to their per lally 
lives. But that won't work eithersonal 
sider: The pursuit of particular • Con_ 
or relationships necessarily limits 
time and energy that can be spent 
matters. The more attention a 
fers on preferred matters, the 
restricts his overall scope of 
But -- according to the wi thou 
concept of freedom -- the 
his scope of action, the Ie 
Thus, the way for a person 
personal freedom is to 
challenging work, and 

If you don't bel 
for such 
to think 

when 
realm of the 
to be psycho 
tally flexible 
to adapt one's 
fashions of the day -
no fixed standards or me 
ating the ideas and practic 
adapted to. Not only does 
modus operandi preclude a pe 
ducting true inquiry; it also 
susceptible to the thought 
society's illuminati. 

The quasi-hippie who defends 
out belief or practice with "dOll 
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it if you haven't tried it" -- and the theo
r e tical physicist who ma i ntains that logic 
must not be allowed to stand in the way of 
efforts to explain quantum reality -- are 
just two examples of the consequences of 
the without-limitation concept of psycho
logica l freedom. Of course, the quasi
hippie does not explain the BASIS for his 
conclusion that trying something is a pre
r equisite for judging it; nor does the 
physicist tell us how he KNOWS that logic 
can be dispensed with. To provide either of 
these explanations would be an admission 
that every assertion implies comprehension; 
and that every comprehension is ultimately 
based on fixed standards of evaluation. 
But such an admission would not be fashion
able. 

The without-limitation concept of free
dom sees the ideal person as being essent
ially independent of constraints and influ
ences. Acco r ding to this view, free will is 
the capacity for autonomy. Framed in this 
manner, free will is easy to refute. All 
someone has to do is to show how particular 
events and situations constrain and influ
ence human thought and action to prove 
that the capacity for autonomy has no 
basis in reality. 

But, as has been shown, the without
l i mitation concept of freedom does not make 
sense, no matter where or how it is applied. 
Thus, the capacity-for-autonomy view of 
free will falls with it. To understand 
what free will really involves, a rational 
v iew of freedom is required. 

The r eason why the without-limi tation 
concept of fre edom fails is that it con
f uses ends with means. To wit: Freedom 
i s not what a person HAS; it is what he 
DOES. Freedom is not a goal to be achieved; 
i t i s t he quality of action required to set 
and mee t a ll goals. Freedom i s not in 
ex isting i n a without-limitation situation; 
it i s in CHOOSING among limitations. 

To be free existentially is to recognize 
that vo lition i s Man's primary function, 
and to LIVE accordingly. To be free soci
a lly is t o recognize that coercion restricts 
vo l i t ion, and ACT accordingly. To be free 
per s onally is t o recognize that choices have 

and to COMMIT YOURSELF accord-cons equences, 
i ngl y . To be free psychologically is to 
recogn i z e that effective choices are based 
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on a clear, direct contact with reality, 
and to THINK accordingly. 

If freedom is expressed in the act of 
choosing, free will is the CAPACITY ~ 
MAKING CHOICES. Thus, what is at stake
in the free-will controversy is whether 
or not Man can really function volitionally. 
In other words: Are Man's choices deter
mined BY him or FOR hu.? 

For true inquirers, the issue is espec
ially crucial. Consider: If free will is 
a myth, Man cannot really choose his 
thoughts and judgments; which means that 
he cannot adjust his thinking according 
to the merits of the matter under consi
deration. But without the capabity for 
mental adjustment, there is no MEANS for 
distinguishing fact from fantasy. If there 
are no facts, there is no knowledge. And 
without knowledge, inquiry is an exercise 
in futility. 

The issue of free will cuts at the 
heart of Man's understanding of himself, 
his life, and his place in the cogmic 
scheme of things. Truth or illusion: 
THAT is the question. . 

Although most people believe that they 
possess the power of free will, most author
ities in the relevant fields are convinced 
that free will is a myth. The theological 
position is an interesting case in point. 
Theologians or preachers will rarely state 
flatly that they do not believe in free 
will and, in fact, they often are convtnced 
that their beliefs require free will. They 
point out that the bible represents god as 
creating Man with the power (free will) to 
choose between good and evil. (Presumably 
this will can be used to choose among 
other possibilities as well.) Unfortunately, 
they also maintain that god is omniscient -
to the point that he knew the outcome of his 
creation before he created it -- which re
quires that he know each person's choices 
before the person is born. But since 
there is no BASIS FOR GAINING such KNOW
LEDGE, the NECESSITY for making particular 
choices must be BUILT-INTO the constitu
tions of the people making them. Thus, 
the theological view necessarily implies 
that Man's choices are determined FOR 
him, not BY him -- which means that his 
will is not free. 

Some apologists try to escape the con-
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tradiction in the theological position by 
resorting to faith. We must trust scripture 
in such matters, they argue, because the 
mind of Man cannot comprehend the ways of 
god. Question: Why should the minds of 
theologians or preachers be trusted to 
define the limits of Man's mind? Need-
less to say, faith does not resolve the 
contradiction in the theological position. 

The scientif ic position is much more 
formidable. Although no claim is made that 
the scientific case against free will can 
be proved, most philosophers and scientists 
agree that the scientific worldview leaves 
no room for genuine volition. They argue 
that Man is a physical being who cannot 
escape the determinism implicit in his 
physical constituents; that he is basic
ally an incredibly complex robot whose 
thoughts and actions are nothing but built
in responses, however subtle, to environ
mental forces; and thdt intimations of free 
will are only programmed illusions by which 
the human organism seeks to perpetuate 
itself • 

Many advocates of free will try to re
fute this view by resorting to "spiritism". 
Man is more than a physical being, they 
contend. He has a "soul" that is the real 
source of free will. Putting aside the 
fact that no such separate spirit has ever 
been detected, such arguments never come 
to grips with the main issue. To wit: 
Either spirits exist or they do not. If 
they exist, they must be made of someth 
(else they would be nothing) -- and that 
something must have specific properties 
that characterize its interactions with 
other existents. Thus, even spirits -
~owever rarified -- would still be physical 
In . the strict sense of the term and would 
still be subject to physical laws. So even 
the demonstratable existence of spirits 
would not, by itself, prove that Man has 
free will. 

tha~ ~or; modern.version of spiritism holds 
. an s body is fully determined b 

phYSical forces but his . d . Y 
this view th'h min is not. In 
tute an e~her~~gd ts, . dreams, etc., consti-
is not sub' oma1n of existence that 

Ject to the usual 
The Source of thO constraints. 
freedom with wh.

1
h
s ~iew is the apparent 

. 1C ideas ca b 
manipulated. But th . n e created and 

e View neglects the fact 
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that the mind is not an independent 
tent. It. functions only as one as eltil. 
a total, 1ntegrated, physical .peet Of . . entity 
that entl.ty 1S fully determined • If 
no basis for ascribing free wili there ia 
part of it. to one 

A third approach to refuting d 
via spiritism shifts the emphasis e~~llaini ... 
human tho~ght to human motivation. 0lIl 
ing to th1s argument, Man acts 0 AcC:~d. 
of intangible values such as lov

n 
the balta 

. e,~~ 
and propn.ety: This must surely mean :~I 
argument cont1nues. that matter i • ~ 

11 f 
s at the 

beck and C4 0 something-tq~t is . 
terial. u.a. 

I am amazed at how many othenns d' 
criminating people fall for this e a-
Values are not independent existents. 
are concepts that refer to coneret~ 
that are deemed 
take them. For 
a mental and/or ntlv~ll(~'~ 
people -- an 
by a mutual co~~:~a~.~ 
affection. 

spirit 
physicis 
claim that 
in principle. 
of the atomic 
sent specific brain 
the laws of physics 
the prediction of 
And since thought is 
the brain at any gi 
diction would be tan 
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the thinking being done. Even though such 
complete knowledge is nowhere near being 
possible, advocates of this view claim that 
their prediction theory, if valid, would 
sound the death knell for free will. 

The theory may be valid, but it hardly 
disproves free will. Even if brain states 
could be described completely and states 
of mind predicted accordingly, the predic
tions could only anticipate WHAT choices 
would be made, not prove HOW they were made 
-- which is the real issue. To illustrate: 
If a being from another world was intellec
tually powerful enough .to know the exact 
contents and processes of thought that 
"existed" just prior to a person's decision, 
he could predict the outcome. But the in
formation on which his prediction would be 
based would already incorporate the person's 
mental modus operandi. Thus, the alien pre
dictor would be anticipating the results 
of free-will thinking (assuming that the 
person was functioning freely), not proving 
that free will is impossible. 

Predictability is a phony issue. For 
human thought to be unpredictable in prin
ciple, it would have to be random -- which 
means that it would have to be UNintentional 

which is the antithesis of free will. 
Attempts to escape scientific determinism 

by resorting to spiritism will not work. If 
Man has free will, that capacity must be 
inherent in his nature AS A PHYSICAL BEING. 
Thus, there is no alternative but to meet 
the scientist on his own ground. To wit: 
Does what is known about physical reality 
make free will an impossibility? Let's 
look at the evidence. 

PSYCHOLOGY: The most direct and strong
est evidence for free will comes from intro
spection. All normal, healthy people are 
conscious of searching for and finding 
memories, focusing attention on specific 
ideas and issues, deciding among options, 
and directing their thought and action 
t oward predetermined goals. Each of these 
functions appears to involve the INITIA
TION of some action, which is the essence 
of volition. 

But according to psychologists, this 
power of volition is an illusion. Con
sciousness, they say, is a passive, not an 
active process. As important as it seems 
to be, it is really nothing but a tiny 
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bubble of identity riding on a fathomless 
"sea" of unconscious "forces". While Man 
deludes himself that his conscious will 
is in control of human thought and action, 
that will is really controlled by the un
conscious in a way that escapes direct 
detection. 

This view is typical of the "truths" 
of psychology: They are always in conflict 
with, and sometimes in direct opposition 
to, the most obvious experiences. They 
are also almost always false, and the 
"truth" about free will is no exception. 
Consider: If the forces that rule Man's 
thought and action are really UNconscious, 
how do psycho10gis~s know that they exist 
in the first p1ace'l "Aha", they reply, 
"that's where we've got you. We know 
about the forces of the unconscious because 
we can bring them to consciousness during 
therapy sessions and, thereby, help the 
'patient' to avoid being dominated by 
them." But such a response defeats the 
case it is designed to prove. For if the 
forces of the unconscious can be brought 
to consciousness and dealt with, then 
those forces are demonstratably not NECES
SARY DETERMINATES of human thought and 
action! 

Again, the concept of free will does 
not require that there be no lbniting 
influences on Man's thought and action; 
only that whatever influences there are 
do not necessarily dictate what he thinks 
and does in a specific ·situation. To il
lustrate: If a person has a psychologi~a1 
"complex" due to a "trawnatic" experience 
in childhood, that complex might d1stort 
how he thinks and condition how he behaV~B. 
But he is not 
the complex. Not only does the person 
have the power of choice outside of ~he 
constraints of the complex, but he ~8n 
choose to pursue, identify, and under
stand his problem so as to remove the 
constraints. Thus, the person has the 
capacity for genuine volition, whether 
not he exercises it fully. 

There are other, more complicated ver
sions of psychological determinism. For 
example, radical behaviorism pictures 
human "thought" and action as mere cond
itioned responses to environmental 
stimuli. Logical behaviorism sees all 
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tal states as predetermined programs that 
control thought and action. But these and 
similar versions of determinism merely 
draw on and combine more fundamental 
arguments from sociology, genetics, and 
physics. If these other arguments are not 
valid in themselves, no combination of 
them can be valid. 

SOCIOLOGY: Like the psychological argu
ment, the sociological argument against 
free will employs the erroneous without
limitation concept of freedom. Man cannot 
really think and act freely, sociologists 
say, because individuals are constantly 
being influenced, impeded, and conditioned 
by others. A person who chooses to be a 
lawyer, for example, really had no free 
choice in the matter. He was conditioned 
by society to pursue a career, encouraged 
by hi~ lawyer-father to take up law, and 
hooked by the monetary and social values 
that were inculcated in him by his family 
and society. 

No one can deny that people can be influ
enced or even conditioned to a point of view~ 
But this truth misses the point at issue. 
To wit: Does a person's family, friends, 
and/or society literally FORCE him to adopt 
certain values and pursue certain ends? 
Was our hypothetical student literally 
without the power to reject a career, de
cide on some other profession, or think his 
way to other, alternate values? Of course 
not. His values and actions merely reflec
ted the fact that he either chose the 
values and the course involved, or he failed 
to initiate a process of genuine choice in 
the first place -- in which case he would 
have absorbed and accepted the choices of 
others. But even this latter possibility 
does not prove that he did not have the 
capacity to choose; only that he did not 
use the capacity he had. 

The sociologist will counter this argu
ment by claiming that even when people 
appear to be genuinely choOSing their own 
courses, they are really only responding to 
less-obvious social conditioners. TPe 
student who rejects his lawyer-f~ther " s ad
vice and takes up medicine or jo·ins a rock 
band, for example, is probably beihg promp
ted by a professor of medicine, friends, 
o r even the views presented in the books 
he reads and the films he sees. The person 
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-
is no less a "puppet" because h . 
II 11 d" b e 18 being pu e y different "strings". 

Forgetting for the moment that this 
counter argument, once again mistak 
influencing of choice for th' d es the 
of choice, the question musteb ete~ination 
conditions the conditioners? elfashed: Who 
d t • hoi . t e stu-en s c ce to pursue law i Ii 
dictated by his father's lien s terally 
h couragement" 

ow was the father's encouragement d t ' 
mined? By HIS father? By SOCiety? Th:n er
who or what dictated that the father's 
father or soc~ety wouLd dictate that the 
father would di:ctate the Choice of 1 f 
the sonU .~c~'~:t.~~dj'l.'.r:&; ;",oc aw or '-: ia1 determin-
iem,,', r'es1ukk··llm of 

body 
1igence", 
But now ther 
being given to 
basic behavior pat 
Thus, what used to 
determined BY Man may, 
mined FOR hUD by his genes. 

There are many issues to 
First, there is no doubt that 
specie is determined by the genet 
for humanity. But this is just ano 
way of saying that Man is a being of 
specific sort. Atoms, rocks, trees 
everything has a characteristic way of 
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BEING that is determined by its properties. 
Atoms possess spin; rocks possess hardness. 
trees possess the capacity for transformin~ 
light into chemical compounds. The ques
tion is: Does Man possess free will? In 
other words, the fact that Man's basic 
nature is fixed does not preclude free will 
from being the essential characteristic 
of that nature. 

Even if human behavior patterns are 
eventually found 'to be genetically 
limited, this would not contradict the 
requirements of free will. The question 
is not "Does Man have an unlimited behavior 
potential?"; but rather, "Does he have the 
power to determine what behavior, among 
the various patterns that are possible, is 
most appropriate in a given situation?" 
The fact that Man must act AS MAN does not 
mean he cannot act freely. 

The activity that escapes genetic de
terminism is precisely the activity that 
makes free will possible: Thought! There 
is no such thing as a gene for Platonism 
or socialism. Two people with identical 
genetic endowments (i.e., identical twins) 
can have entirely different points of view 
or philosophies; and, conversely, people 
with basically the same points of view or 
philosophies can have radically different 
genetic endowments. Thought is the most 
subtle and decisive characteristic of -
but is not strictly determined by -- Man's 
genetic constitution. 

PHYSICS: Thus far, the case against free 
will has been more than weak; it has actu
ally been favorable to the view it was de
signed to refute. In examining the deter
minist argument provided by physics, how
ever, we get to the heart of the matter. 
For physics is both the most fundamental 
and strongest ground for denying free will. 
If this ground is found wanting, the entire 
determinist viewpoint falls. 

The reason why the physics argument 
against free will is considered to be so 
strong is that it is based on one of the 
primary truths of science: The law of 
causation. According to this law, hap
penings do not occur autonomously or spon
t aneously (i.e., magically); they are pro
duced by specific causes. Thus, every 
event , si tuation, or condition is a part 
of a chain of causation in which what 
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comes after in the chain :!s prodUced by 
and dependent on, what C.oDteS before. ~ 
determinist argues that since no event can 
escape causation, no even~ can escape the 
force, that bring it into being -- which 
means that thought and action Cannot be 
free in the strict ~ense of the term. 
Choices appeu to tie f):'ee, 'be mairitains, 
because their actual causes are too many 
and too subtle ~ sort out .. But t!bat 
choices are truly catteed musr be true, else 
strict causation does not bold -- in which 
case the foundation ctf DOdern science is 
in jeopardy. 

Although this is the form that: the 
d~terminist's argument usually takes, it 
m1sstates the primary issue involved. 
Free will does not contradict causation. 
The issue is not whether choices are 
caused or uncaused; but whether choices 
are caused BY MAN (free will) or by forces 
beyond Man's control (determinism). What 
the determinist is claiming is that Man's 
choices (thoughts, values, judgments, etc.) 
are determined for him by a complicated 
network of genetic-environmental causes 
in a way that creates the illusion of 
volition. This determinism goes beyond 
psycho-social influences; it is supposedly 
built into the cause-and-effect relation
ships imbedded in the structure of matter. 

The determinist's argument appears to 
be rigorous, but it is based upon a false 
conception of causation. To understand 
the misconception, consider the example of 
how the Aurora Borealis is produced. When 
you look at the multi-colored, dancing 
lights in the sky, the display appears to 
be autonomous and spontaneous. But a 
closer look reveals unseen entities and 
subtle forces that combine to create the 
luminous effect. To wit: Charged particles 
emitted from the sun become ·trapped in the 
earth's geomagnetic field. As the parti
cles move along the north-south magnetic 
field lines, they penetrate deeper and 
deeper into the earth's atmospher~. Even
tually, the particles encounter a1r den
sities at the north or south poles that 
are sufficient to create a visible inter
action. Each particle crashes into air 
molecules giving up a certain portion of 
its ener~ in the process. The combined 
effect of countless charged parti~les 
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. ' . gy to the air is transferring the~r ener 1 The 
what produces the luminous :~sPl:;'iS 
intensity and color of ~he ~s~he particles 
determined by the enefrghes °lecules they and the structures 0 t e mo 
encounter. 1 PHYSICAL ENTITIES The point is that on Y 
can be agents of causation, and they can 
do their work only by way of a DIRECT 
interaction. But there is nothing ~ven 
remotely similar to this situation ~n 
examples of human action. To ~llus~rate, 
imagine an everyday situation ~n wh1ch a 
man is driving to work in the morning. As 
he proceeds, the· sky clouds over and a 
hard rain begins to fall. The man -- re
membering that he had left a piece of 
partially-assembled electronic equipment 
outside -- turns his car around, and 
speeds home as rapidly as possible to 
save the equipment. Question: What 
CAUSED the man to turn his car around and 
go home? 

The determinist would probably say that 
the rain caused the man to change his 
course. But causation can only work 
through direct, physical interaction. Thus, 
rain can cause "wetness", "oxidation", 
"erosion", etc., but it cannot, by itself, 
cause a man to change his course. 

What the determinist insists on ignoring 
in such cases is that Man acts on the 
basis of COMPREHENSION. To wit: The man 
remembered that he had left the equipment 
outside, knew that a heavy rain would make 
it worthless, and concluded that the equip
ment was valuable enough to try to save. 
The memory, knowledge, values, and judgment 
that made his action possible were occas
ioned by the rain, but they were not caused by the rain. 

The determinist would undoubtedly change 
his mind at this point, declaring that "the 
situation", not the rain , caused the man's 
action. But only physical entities can be 
:he agent s of causation, and "the situation" 
~~ ~o: a phy s ic a l enti ty. To the contrary, 
~t ~s an abstract i on that refers to 

countless phy s i ca l ent ities , none of which 
has.a determinate effec t on the man's 
ac t~on . Only by comprehend i ng the situ
ation i n the light of h i s value s and pur
poses is t~e. man able t o decide what to do. 

Faced w~th t he collapse of the deter-
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minist argument, many a~VOC&te8 
minism take the last, most l)r.ac~tr.i.f. 
step: The man's action is st 
predetermined, they declare, 
comprehension on whi ch it i s 
cated is predetermi ned. The 
is nothing but an electro-c:n~D1c~a~~G 
puter programmed with data ea[lE~~~~ 
"values", and "purposes". 
sion and subsequent action, 
are nothing but predete:~:ln~~ ,Jfou~ 
triggered by situational 

This final, desperate 
several flaws. But the 
one is the basic p 
comprehension. To wit: 
to be predetermined, DhIYBfc~~ 
every significant element 
would have to be selected 
processed AUTOMATICALLY 
ally) ! But this is manitelBtJ~l 
happens. Put a person W]_~rl "~~ 
in a given situation and 
matically produce 
CHOOSE to activate his 
way (i.e., thinking) that 
prehension possible. 

Of course, the dete~~~~ill~. 
that the choice to think 
predetermined -- by the va 
that society has programmed 
But in resorting to this post 
determinist leaves the strict 
determinism he thought physics 
for him, and enters the realm 
influences. As has already 
such influences leave ample 
"room" for free will. 

The evidence against free 
supports free will. And logic 
that result. Consider: If Man' 
not free, his every thought 
is detennined for him, not by 
means (as was shown before) that 
in the strict sense of the term, 
sible. But if knowledge is tropos 
how does the determinist KNOW that 
will is not free? HIS thoughts 
clusions are also predetermined .
means that he, too, is unable to de 
the issue otherwise; unable to fr 
conclude on the basis of facts and 
And this inability means that HIS 
sian that free will is impossible 
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merely his pa::ticular p::ogrammed response 
to physio-soc1al determ1~a~es. By his own 
hesis, then, the determ1n1st Cannot know 

t . . I 
that his thes1s 1S correc~. 

This is more than a tr1te exercise in 
logic. To the contrary, it reveals that 
determinism is not a scientific point of 
view at all. To claim the credibility of 
science, a theory must be testable. But 
there is no way to test determinism. To 
conduct such a test, facts would have to 
be identified and analyzed, and alternate 
explanations would have to be evaluated. 
But every step in this process requires 
thought (discrimination, conceptualiza
tion, and judgment) which, to be effective, 
MUST BE FREE~ Thus, any attempt to deny or 
test free will requires the reality of free 
will -- which means that determinism is 
an act of faith, not a truth or theory. 

Unlike any other known form of exis
tence, Man acts purposefully, no matter 
how limited or grand the purpose may be. 
But purpose is predicated on values and 
goals which, in turn, are determined by 
thought. And thought requires a will that 
is free to initiate and direct it. 

PETEBKOB 

The Men Who Made the Saucers 
(Portions of this article were published 
in the November 1973 FORUM and the Sep
tember 1974 FLYING SAUCERS.) 

WHAT MAKES the saucer saga so interesting 
and significant is that it is a genuine 
psycho-social movement that has been born 
and fully developed in our own time. As a 
result, it can be participated in and 
studied "up close", thereby illuminating 
the structure and dynamics of similar 
movements in the past and, perhaps, the 
future. 

Regardless of what stimuli triggered 
the early saucer reports, the "phenomena" 
and mys t ery that eventually took form were 
the produc t s of thought. To'wit: The ini
tia l "s ightings" generated an iIl't:enS-e. ex
pectation; the expectation, together with 
the delay i n its reqlization, fostered 
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avid speculation; and the speculation re
sulted in a closed system of belief that 
served to explain the "phenomena" and 
rationalize its elusiveness. The beliefs 
eventually fed back on the ''phenomena'', 
fashioning it in such a way as to perpe
tuate the mystery and advance the move
ment that the mystery was fostering. 

The basic concepts that make up the 
saucer belief system were created by three 
men: Ray Palmer, Donald Keyhoe, and George 
Adamski. Each of these men introduced a 

. r mutually-supporting line of thought 
maJo , d hi h t-b t flying saucers, aroun w c coun 
a ou chers and enthusiasts clustered. less resear 
Eliminate the efforts of these three men 
from the saucer saga, and the mystery that 
heir ideas generated van~shes. 

t Ra Palmer was a publisher of ~ooks and 
~ that dealt in science f1ction magaz1neS 
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d h It As the first editor of the an t e occu • 
first national magazine devoted t~ strange 
and mystical happenings (FATE, wh1ch was 
born in 1948), he was the f~rst to promote 
the early saucer reports. H1s FLYING 
SAUCERS magazine, published from the late 
1950s to the mid-1970s, was by far the best 
source of IDEAS about flying saucers and 
related subjects of its time. Many of 
today's well-known saucer "experts" have 
only recently embraced points of view that 
were pioneered in Palmer's magazines 15 to 
20 years ago. . 

When the first strange saucer happen1ngs 
were publicized, Palmer -- steeped in what 
can only be called "critical mysticism" -
interpreted the phenomena as evidence of 
unseen forces. Through his many publica
tions, he channeled information about and 
expounded upon all aspects of the subject. 
He was the first to popularize the experi
ences of Richard Shaver, Kenneth Arnold, 
and others -- always intimating that there 
was more to the saucer happenings than met 
the casual eye. 

Behind the barrage of saucer publicity 
Palmer generated was a sharp, inquiring 
mind. However, the effect of his method 
was the advancement of the saucer cause at 
almost any cost. He publicized everything 
having to do with the subject, without 
clearly distinguishing between what he 
knew or thought to be fact from what he 
knew or thought to be farce. Palmer died 
in 1977. 

Donald Keyhoe is a retired marine major 
and pilot. When Ken Arnold and others 
reported strange objects in the sky in 1947, 
Keyhoe "recognizedll them as advanced air
craft. So while Palmer was innoculating 
science fiction fans and mystics with ideas 
about Deros and hidden worlds, Keyhoe was 
explaining to the straight man on the 
street that the earth was being visited by 
highly-intelligent beings from another 
planet. Keyhoe's efforts spawned a genera
tion of "scientific" saucer lIinvestigatorsll. 
Whereas Palmer came across to many as a 
wide-eyed viSionary, Keyhoe projected the 
image of a sober, hard-headed fact-finder. 

Keyhoe's early writings (especially 
The Flying Saucers Are Real, Fawcett, 
19?O) se t the stage for a momentus turning 
p01nt. As the saUCer fervor reached a cre-
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scendo, a Keyhoe-type space ship 
in the California desert. An 
been "contacted". His name 
Adamski. Adamski's claim that 
from other planets were here to eave 
from nuclear holocaust triggered ~ 
ades of face-to-face, telepathic 
tronic "contact" with space ~ 

Adamski posed quite a di 
researchers. They had been cond 
believe in physical craft from 
world, and they fully expected 
the ships would eventually L~DG ;~~ 
haps, even make contact. 
finally occurred, it came 
place and involved an obscl~r.! .. ~ 
who ran a small shop on 
California, and dabbled 
various occult mysteries. 

The Adamski affair split 
saucer researchers into two 
Those who believed or ser 
Adamski's claims, and 
the claims outright, belL~'~IT,v . r 

fide space men would be 
to go through the "proper" 
provide the "proper" proof"s. 
in 1965. 

Whatever 
tive, Ray Palmer, Donald Keyhoe, 
Adamski accepted the same basic 
saucer belief. Of the three, 
hoe played the most decisive 
that system established in the 
researchers and the public at 

There were four major re,aSC)nEI;j 
success~ First, Keyhoe was the 
popularize flying saucers in the 
Second, being a retired major in 
Corps, his pronouncements had the 
"official authority". Third, he 
no-nonsense, middle-of-the-road 
to the subject. While endorsing 
reality of the saucers, he lambas 
"kooks". This posture enabled 
of self-respecting people to t 
believe in an off-beat subject 
thinking that they were "nuts". 
Keyhoe's saucer explanation -- that d 
saucers were intelligently-controlle 

machines from another world -- was ve~on 
much in tune with the popular expectS y 
of the time that men would soon journe 

to the moon and planets. 
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The effect of Keyhoe's success has 
nsiderable. He was the principal be~n ~~ and educator of the first genera

t~l~g of saucer researchers. The premises 
t10

. perspective of the saucer situation 
of h1S part and parcel of most subsequent bec8flle . ucer inqu1ry. 
sa pREMISE 1 -- The saucers !!:!t flying 

h · es Terms such as "craft", "vehicle" rnac 1n . ,, ' , ~h1' P" "device, etc., are used through-"alrs , 
Keyhoe's works to convey the conception out h that the saucers are mec anical conveyances. 

The argument used to support the "flying 
machine" premise is :hat observers have 
eported flying mach~nes. Such reports, ~awever, are not conclusive. Machines are 

physical. No matter how advanced, machines 
malfunction: Materials break down, controls 
go awry, and operators make errors. The 
result of a malfunctioning flying machine 
is a forced landing or a wreckage. Yet, 
there has not been a single substantiated 
forced landing or wreckage in over 30 years 
of "sightings" and contacts". 

Consider the odds against such a situ
ation: How many missions of American air
craft, for example, would have to be con
ducted over and on a land of primitive 
people before one of them failed, resulting 
in the crash or capture of the craft? 
Fifty? One hundred? One thousand? Now 
consider the tremendous additional complex
i t y of such craft navigating ~hrough space 
to the earth, maneuvering close to the 
ground, and even landing now and then. How 
many years could such an intense, compli
cated ac tivity go on without a demonstra
tabl e accident? Five years? Ten? Would you 
believe 30 or even thousands of years (de-
pend ing on t he par t icular bel ief)? . 

Some resear chers will argue that there 
HAVE been crashe s o f flying saucers, but 
that government authorities have always 
managed to sp i rit-away the remains and dis
credit the r e sult i ng r umors. But this argu
ment misses the main point. To wit: No gov
ernment monitoring p r ogram could keep track 
of all the sauc e r flights or landings in all the . 

var~ous parts of the country or 
world t ha t are i mplied by the thousands of sauc er h . 0 w report s per y e ar . Thus, t ere ~s n 

ay tha t s uch a p r o gr am could prevent the trut h f rom becoming known through any 
number of avenues __ such as a landing or 
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before the nature of the terrestrial en
vironment would be known to the aliens? 
How much human history would the aliens 
have to observe and how many psychological 
profiles would they have to make to carry 
out their purpose? 

In 1950, when Keyhoe wrote The Flying 
Saucers Are Real, everything seemed so 
simple. The saucers were thought to be a 
recent phenomenon. They were doing all 
the things that one would expect an ad
vance interplanetary guard to do. In 
just a short time, researchers thought, 
the saucers would land, make contact, and 
reveal their purpose. 

The showdown never came. The evidence 
and logic of the situation are such that 
it is easier to believe that the saucers 
are not interplanetary reconnaissance 
vehicles than it is to believe that the 
reconnaissance is taking so long to 
complete. 

The reconnaissance concept is central 
to Keyhoe's understanding of the saucer 
mystery, and explains why Keyhoe has a 
blind spot where the more exotic saucer 
cases are concerned. Consider his posi
tion: He believes that the saucers are 
advanced craft from another planet on an 
expedition to survey the earth. He fully 
expects that the space visitors will even
tually contact earthlings. Yet, he stead
fastly rejects all reports indicating that 
such landings and contacts have already 
taken place. Why? His reply is that all 
claims of contact can be attributed to 
hoaxes and hysteria; that there is no 
proof that aliens have made contact with 
earthlings. 

Keyhoe is correct that there is no 
proof of contacts. But there is no proof 
that the saucers are reconnaissance craft 
from another planet, either. Why does he 
believe in space ships and nnt believe in 
space contacts? Why does he {gnore the 
lack of decisive evidence in the first 
case, and u~e that lack as an excuse not 
to believe in the second case? 

The Betty and Barney Hill episode pro
vides an excellent case in point. The 
Hill's saucer-abduction story sounds 
authentic to Keyhoe. He believes that 
its essentials have not been shaken and 
is i mp r essed that experts with the proper 
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credentials take the episode seriOUsly 
Still, Keyhoe cannot bring himself to 
accept the more bizarre aspects of the 
story. Consequently, he accepts that 
Hills had a close-encounter experience 
but rejects the portion of the story , 
telling of the Hills boarding the craft 
and being examined. Keyhoe's Unjustified 
severing of this saucer tale into accept_ 
able and unacceptable parts poses a prahl 
which he expresses this way: em 

'~at caused the subconscious minds 
these two people to create these pic 
(of boarding the craft and being 
from their imaginations has never 
fully explained" (p. 245). 

If the same degree of conf~~ma~1IBn 
the Hills' case exhibits was n~'Oaa~~ 
case of a pilot chasing a UFO, 
have no reservations about acc 
case as true. What accounts for 
"split personality" vis-a-vis the 
evidence? 

Keyhoe's reconnaissance concept 
the answer. In the typical concept 
reconnaissance mission, the aU~U'U~L~LCi~,,~ 
the surveying force supervise the 
and, eventually, make contact with 
authorities of the culture being 
Thus, Keyhoe's concept of a contac 
take-me-to-your-leader stereotype, 
means that Keyhoe expects the aliens 
through the proper channels! None of 
contactees (or abductees) qualify as 
"proper" authorities, therefore -- ac 
ing to what appears to be Keyhoe's logic 
they must be lying or mistaken. 

Another purpose is served by arbitr 
rejecting the more incredible saucer 
Belief in sightings of presumed spac~ 
in the absence of proof is easier than 
belief in contacts with space men in the 
absence of proof. Thus, Keyhoe opts 
keep the saucers at long range where 
absence of decisive evidence is more 
lectually tolerable. 

PREMISE 3 -- The government II concealin...& 
the extraterrestrial nature of the saucers. 

, Supposedly, the government h;; ~ered up 
the truth about flying saucers so as to 
avoid public panic. Originally, Keyhoe 
agreed with such a coverup. Consider thiS 
quote from The Flying Saucers Are Real 
(p. 14): 
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"I believe (the air force denials are) 
rt of an elaborate program to prepare the 

pa 'can people for a dramatic disclosure 
Amen 11 t f h ••• 1 by seeing a par sot is intricate 
O~ Y re can you begin to gl impse the reas 

1C tU I h'dd ons p his stubborn Y 1 en secret. The 
for t 'b fficial explanatlon may e imminent. When 
a , fl'nally revealed, I believe the 
' t 1S , 
1 b rate preparat10n -- even the wide 
elao "11 b 't involved -- W1 e fully justi-
dece1 'f " tied in the m~nds 0 the Amer 1can peop le." 

Keyhoe was wrong. ~ere was no official 
lanation. He expla1ns the lack of an 

exp , f lanation 1n terms 0 a struggle going 
eXp I "I Th" in officia C1rc es: e good guys" 
on I d " want the truth revea e , the bad guys" 
don'to Thus far, the bad-guys' fear of 
ublic panic has won the day. To wit (from 

rliens IrQ!!! Space): " ••• high officials, 
caught in a serious dilemma, are con-
vinced it is best to delay admitting that 
UFOs are real" (p. 3). 

There are several reasons why the 
Keyhoe cover-up thes is is untenab Ie. One 
reason is that Americans are no longer 
naive about outer space. They have been 
bombarded by constant accompl ishments, 
theories, and claims over the years. The 
revelation that extraterrestrials have 
been surveying the earth would hardly set 
off a panic. "UFO" is a household term. 
Polls have shown that a major ity of 
Americans believe that flying saucers 
are real and that there is life on other 
planets. For government officials to 
think that an announcement about extra
terrestrial visitation would create mass 
hysteria is ludicrous. And for Keyhoe 
and other researchers to believe that 
government officials would hold such a 
view is equally rid iculous. 

Another reason why the government cov-
erup idea d ' th oe sn t hold logical water is 

at by Ke 1 I t " Y 10e s 0WTI admission efforts 
a conceal th ' th e truth have been inept in 
e ext rem I " Vari e. n page after page of h1s 

Us hOUS bOoks and articles, Keyhoe tells 
ow the ' , " plan' censors 1ssued r1d1culous ex-

bung~~~O~S and deni~ls, a~d otherwis~ 
and t' he saucer 1nvest1gation. T1me 

lme ag , 
Web of dec ~1n, we are told, the entire 

But en was on the verge of collapse. 
the c saucer overup never collapses. The 
secret ' 1S never revealed. Why? 
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tizing what others were only thinking and 
writing about. If Donald Keyhoe was the 
most authoritative spokesman "for the saucer 
movement and Ray Palmer was its most imagi
native publicist, George Adamski was its 
most proficient actor. The question i s: 
Were any or all of these men prompted or 
guided toward ends that went beyond their 
own purposes7 

Anyone who has known these men can tes
tify to their sincerity. So I am not sug
gesting that they consciously participated 
in a pro-saucer conspiracy. The issue is 
whether or not their efforts were triggered 
remotely and/or encouraged covertly. 

Ray Palmer was the least subject to co
vert manipulation. He was a fiercely in
dependent thinker and fought government 
intervention with a passion. But he was 
indiscriminate in what he published. In 
his zeal to give everybody and every point 
of view a fair hearing, he could have be
come a channel for reports and views that 
performed a function beyond his ken. Also, 
Palmer was suspicious almost to the point 
of paranoia. Every detrimental event in 
his life was looked upon as evidence that 
sinister forces were trying to thwart his 
efforts to get the "truth" out about the 
powers behind the saucers. This mind-set 
could easily have been manipulated. Mys
terious incidents -- anonymous threats, 
secret informants, etc. -- would send 
Palmer to his typewriter with a vengence. 
The resultant articles would add "sub
stance" to the claims that there was a 
saucer secret that "someone" was trying 
to cover up at all costs. Were some of 
these incidents staged for Palmer's benefit? 

Donald Keyhoe was the most subject to 
remote thought control. His respect for 
authority and his knowledge of how mili
tary channels operated convinced h i m that 
he was performing a desirable function by 
publicizing supposed confidential saucer 
reports and views. Early in the saga, he 
thought of himself as a -" p.Q:!,.nt man" who 
was helping government authorities to 
break a pro found t ruth to the publ~c. He 
had no way of knowing who ultimatet y may 
have been r esponsible for using him to 
"inform" the public about flying saucers ·' 

and why. 
Hi s national organization (NICAP), 
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organized in the mid-1950s, galvanized 
saucer enthusiasts into action at a t i me 
when the movement was in its .infancy. 
Its principal" objectives were to "educate" 
the public about flying saucer s and f orce 
a revelation of the saucer secr et through 
congressional investigations. Yet, many 
officers of the organization were retired 
military and intelligence officials who 
were deeply imbedded in the very es~ablish
ment Keyhoe was supposed to be opppsing! 

George Adamski may have been just an 
lated zealot who got so "turned on" 
saucer situation that he felt 
act it out, knowingly or otherwi 
is some evidence that he used the 
belief system to further his own 
Many of his own views about life 
planets and how Man should live on 
for example, were later espoused by 
his Venusian "contact". 

Yet, even Adamski's situation is 
and-dried. Before his "contact", 
was known from published articles as 
amateur astronomer who photographed 
saucers. Later, he counseled people 
how to contact the "space brothers", 
personally coordinated the efforts of 
eral eventual contactees. In his herd~ 
he was surrounded by people wherever he 
went. Some of these people were almost 
constant companions -- and at least one 
them had ties to a U.S. intelligence 

Adamski's contact could have been 
outright; or Adamski might have been 
through a series of experiences that con
vinced him that he was in contact with 
space people; or he might have been con
vinced by someone that a contact-hoax 
would serve some overriding "national 
interest". Of course, the psycho-social 
"mood" of the country has changed greatly 
since the days of George Adamski; and the 
nature, purpose, and modus operandi of the 
aliens has changed accordingly. 

The men who made the saucers were inter
estin!L 3!..~ iIEPor"~ant characters in their 
own right. But were they also pawns "ia,.a 
game that was beyond their sight? 

PETERKOR 
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Objectivity: Necessity or Impossibility? 

ept of objectivity has been one of 
The conc f " ltd' cornerstones 0 lnqulry. . lctates 
the erson must approach hlS quest dis-
that . a ~telY if he wants to identify. and 
PasSion D . . 

rehend realit~. esplte ltS apparent 
camp . ty this Vlew has come under 
erta in , 

c , us attack in recent years. Today, 
VigO

ro d" h' k b' "sophisticate t ln ers ell.eve that 
many . 1 . , tivity lS mere Y a plece of modern 
obJec 

thology rather than a necessity for 
my " 
uccessful lnqulry. 

s The new view is expressed in many ways. 
Some reporters and investigators, for ex
ample, claim that objectivity is impos
sible . The claim is based on the assump
tion that every point of view is necessar
ily biased and, therefore, unreliable. 
Thus, a person should not even try to 
determine the "objective facts", they con
tend, but should concentrate on advocating 
prefer r ed ideas and beliefs .• 

This view may be intellectually fashion
able these days, but it is still false. 
The root error involved is that the view 
depends on the very concept of objectivity 
it supposedly refutes. Consider: The con
tention that every point of view is neces
sarily biased and unreliable is, itself, a 
point of view -- which means that it, too, 
must be unreliable! What advocates of 
this argument are really claiming is that 
T~Y can be objective to the point of 
det ermining that objectivity is impossible 
-- which is nonsense. 

If objec t i vity is impossible, ALL views 
are unreliable. If even one view is re
liable , objectivity is possible. 

Some avant- garde scientists arrive at 
the same conclus ion about objectivity by 
a dif fe r ent route . An observer (Le., the 
sub' ) h Je ct i s no t truly separate from what 
R
e 

obs er ve s ( Le ., the object), they argue. 
ather , t he two ex i s t in an a lmost mystical 

Cohmmun ion in wh ic h t he ac t of obser'vation 
C ange s h ' th w a t is obse rved - - which means 

at sub ' . . 
t' Jec tlve creativity replaces obJec-

l Ye d i 
de t e ,s:overy a s the modus operandi for. 

Trmln lng rea l ity. 

SUbt~ e Contrad iction i n this view is more 
To ,e than before, but still devastating. 

wlt: If . 
sepa sllbJect and object are not 

r ate, there is no sure r eference for 
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thought. Wi thout b 
ledge i s 1mposSibl·

uC 
a ~efeTence~ know

"knowledge" t hat : . - .- i ncluding tlie 
not separate! 0 Ject and subject are 

Of those t hinke 
still beli eve thatrsband researc~8 w~ 
and desirable mao °djee~iVity i s ppBsible 
objectivity e~tail! 0o::t under_find what 
is that b • mi sconpept jon 
In thi 0 jecti vity require. neu~.lity. 
tive .; :iew'fuan inqu~er i s betng ob j ec-

1 e re ses t o choose between _ 
posing views or pos i tions. A rel atedOP 
misconcepti on is that object ivitx involves 
equ~1ity of treatmeilt. Here, t~uirer 
str1ves to give all views and posi tions 
an equal hearing .;Ln terms of time, space, 
~d/or concern. 

Actually, objectiv.ity is not geared to 
neutrality or equality, but to the facts 
of reality. It is based on the self
evident, irrefutable truth that subject 
(the person conducting the inquiry) and 
object (the matter being inquired into) 
ARE separate and distinct. Thus, when 
seeking to understand a particular matter, 
an inquirer· s thinking and judging. should 
be guided solely by the characteristics 
of the matter. ThiB does not mean that 
the inquirer must rid himself of all 
beliefs and preferences; only that his 
beliefs and preferences must be kept 
separate from, and subservient to, the 
matter under consideration. 

So if the facts and logic of a parti
cular matter support one view over all 
others an inquirer is NOT being objective 
by fei~ning neutrality or treating all 
views equally. Objectivity demands that 
the best view be identified an~ supported. 

N t all attacks on objectiv~ty are 
o. e Some psuedo-inquirers 

based on 19noranc • 
ted ideological interest in con-

hav~ a V~:ir audience. By undermining the 
fuslng t . articular views, the 
basis for testlng P ' er time getting 

. . r has an eas~ 
psuedo-lnqulre d d accepted. Other, 

IS OWN views hear an . H d _inquirers reject 
less sinister psue 0 . e "free reign" 

. 't so as to g~v 
objectlVl Y . ' They do not realize 
to their cre~tlv~~~hout objectivity does 
that an inqulry w~. . it merely detaches 
not enhance creatlvlt~, 
the inquiry from reallty. 
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"Scientific" Saucer Explanation Strains the Imagination 

Some scientists are just as embarrassing in 
their zeal ' to explain flying saucers as 
most ufologists are in promoting them. And 
embarrassment is precisely what any think
ing person would have felt when watching 
ABC's presentation of a new saucer theory 
on the February 12th edition of 20/20. 

The theory is the res'ult of a joint ef
fort between French ,and Canadian scientists. 
A French seismologist noted a correlation 
between reports of unidentified luminous 
objects and seismic activity. Many of the 
reports seemed to cluster around fault 
lines; some sightings were reported before 
or soon after earth tremors or quakes. 

These findings seemed to support the 
work of a Canadian theoretical . physicist 
whose experiments show that the stresses 
accompanying large-scale geological move
ments can create luminous displays. The 
moving balls and beams of light that result 
are apparently emitted from outcroppings 
of quartz that are found in many seismic
ally-active regions, and might be misinter
preted as flying saucers. 

Such luminous displays could "account for 
some reports involving transient lights in 
the night sky. But how about the more 
dramatic reports of saucer-shaped discs 
that perform unusual maneuvers? Undis
mayed, the physicist explained that a 
given luminous display might persist for 
several seconds and, if it was globular in 
shape and rotating, could look like a 
hovering or maneuvering disc. That a 
seismically-generated luminous display 

could become autonomous 
enough to account for the 
the "best" saucer-sighting l"iI!.ft..,.,...+~.iiI 
very likely. But no one 
fiably complained if the 
have restricted his expl~~I~'~~ ' 
kinds of cases. 
to quit while he was ahead, 
convince listeners that his 
account for the Travis Walton 
encounter claim. 

At dusk one day in Nov. 
Walton and several other woodeulti 
claimed that they saw a saucer 
object, 20-25 feet wide and 8 
hovering 15 feet above the 
their Arizona work site. A 
shot out from the object and 
The others fled, but Walton 
Missing for several days, Wal 
to claim that he had been 
saucer and examined by alien 

According to the physic 
could have been an unus:u~Ll]Ly··81Eal)~ 
no us display that zapped Wal 
electrical discharge, trigger 
cinations about alien beings~ 
this supposedly took place itli)jl~2~ 

yards of several witnesses, wi~nDu~""~ 

realizing what was really happening. 
'That's a remarkable luminous display, 
wouldn't you say? If a hoax was not 
most likely solution in this case, 
physicist's seismic theory wbuld 
to make the alien-visitation exp~m~a.~~ 
look good. 
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