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THE FUTURE IS ALWAYS IN MOTION

Look around you.  Check the supermarket tabloids for psychic related stories.  Consider the general focus of other print media sources when they discuss psychics.  Watch a variety of stories dealing with psychics on TV news programs.  

What’s the most common theme in all the coverage?  Predicting the future, of course.  Think about how you might ask questions of psychics; aren’t you most interested in knowing about your future?  This theme is so common to human interest that whenever I am witness to a psychic being asked about her abilities, it almost always seems to revolve around how well they can predict future events.

Yet it’s clear that this is the wrong question to ask.  With all the psychics over the years that have made predictions of events, both great and small, and often touting their accuracy rates as well above 80 or 90 percent, why is it so many predictions have missed completely?  

Parapsychologists have a great deal of laboratory evidence that precognition, an awareness of future events without the use of logical inference, exists.  Research, both in the lab and in life, indicates that people can predict some future events, but this is hardly a reliable talent.  Sometimes precognition works well, and more often it doesn’t.

What about the premonitions of the average person?  People report dreams and visions and feeling of both positive and negative events that have come true for them.  But the skeptics keep pointing a finger, saying that if you take into account all the premonitions people have that have not come true, it’ll all boil down to coincidence.

One major issue is the amount of detail available in a precognitive experience, or perhaps I should say the lack of detail.  All too often there may be a general sense of something about to happen, perhaps an accident or natural disaster, but that message from the future comes without vital details, such as when the event will happen.  In precognitive dreaming, the details may be lost in the symbols and metaphors of the dream state.  There are a number of incidents on record where a prediction was received by a researcher, the press, or even a government agency that later could be applied to an event that did in fact occur.  But there were vital details missing that would have allowed anyone to recognize the coming event until after it actually happened.

One of the central themes of remote viewing research and remote viewing methods surrounds receiving and noting details.  Psychic information is not terribly detail-oriented, and with precognitive abilities this means that whatever information is received is often useless. This is like trying to identify what a jigsaw puzzle’s picture is with a variety of crucial pieces missing. 

Recent research at research centers such as the one at the Institute of Noetic Sciences (www.ions.org) in northern California has been looking at presentience, or how the body feels something positive or negative is about to happen.  Think of the “gut feelings” men often report or how “woman’s intuition” comes through.  

Experiments in presentience typically involve hooking the subject up to physiological monitors that will keep track of various unconscious reactions.  The subject is shown photos or video clips that can be considered emotionally evocative or arousing along with others that are pretty much neutral. We know that when people are shown images that cause reactions of an emotional nature, the body responds accordingly.  However, the presentience experiments are showing that the unconscious body processes actually may respond second before the arousing image is seen.

Skeptics might note that expectation of such images can cause the reactions.  This is why parapsychologists follow strict controlled conditions, including control images that do not evoke the same reactions.  It seems the body only reacts before the evocative images, not the controls.

In reports of precognitive or clairvoyant experience, it’s not uncommon for people to say that they felt something bad was happening or was about to happen to a loved one at another location.  To look at this, a further step has been taken in presentience research by seeing if individuals might unconsciously respond to evocative images shown to someone else.  Again, there is indication that the subjects react before the evocative image is displayed, even though the image is shown to another individual, a “sender” in the experiment.

Unfortunately, it’s difficult to translate such unconsciously derived feelings into information we can make sense of or even utilize.  The same problems with psychic information in general – the lack of details available – are perhaps even more exaggerated with precognition.

The skeptics say precognition doesn’t exist, that no one can predict the future.  But the experiences of many individuals, “psychic” and “normal”, coupled with the research findings and the theories (however far out) of some physicists say it can and does exist.

Perhaps that’s the wrong question to ask.  In fact, it’s possible the skeptics may have hit on the right idea.  How is it possible to receive information from the Future?  Does the Future even exist?

This brings us to the issue of the nature of Time itself.  There’s not enough room (enough time?) to get into that in this column, but let me say a few things.

First of all, we do understand some things about Time, even though some physicists are popping up with challenges to even that understanding.  Einstein told us Time is Relative, on a couple of levels.  Our perception of Time is clearly relative.  A boring speaker or situation makes five minutes seem like hours.  An interesting event or situation or experience seems to make five hours fly by like minutes.  And everyone may perceive the passage of Time differently.

Time is also physically relative.  Time passes differently in the Universe. Both velocity (speed) and gravity have been shown to affect the passage of Time.   The faster one goes, the slower the passage of Time relative to those not moving with the same speed.  In other words, the watch worn by someone in a spacecraft moving thousands of miles per hour would be off by a small amount on that person’s return to Earth; Time would have passed slower. 

Remember that even when we sit still, we’re still moving.  The Earth rapidly revolves and is moving speedily through space.  An individual on another planet with a different speed of rotation around its axis and around the sun would not be able to keep a watch synchronized to ours.  Time would pass differently for him, although he would perceive it much like we do.  Time is what’s being affected, not his clocks or watches.

Physicists are not clear on the existence of Past, Present and Future, since these are labels based on human perception of the passage of Time.  Some believe Time is a straight line, the Past flowing into the Present flowing into the Future.  Others believe there is no Past or Future, only the Now.  Others believe the Past is destroyed as we move into the Present, and the Future is only our mental projections, since we live in the Present.  Still others believe in Future possibilities or probabilities, which all may come into being as parallel universes. Then there’s the idea that all points in Time exist now, and it’s only our perceptions and awareness that move from point to point, creating the model of Past, Present and Future.  

Among non-physicists, religion and culture often direct belief on the nature of Time.  Most say that the Present is where we’ve been, that Time moves us from the Present (which then becomes the Past) into the Future, and that the Future exists as a set path.  Or not.

Does your head hurt yet?  Understanding of the Nature of Time involves both physical and philosophical discussion and speculation.  And naturally, the existence of precognition depends on the existence of the Future, by definition.

Or does it?

In dealing with precognitive information, in utilizing it, an intervention paradox may apply.  If I predict an event, then act to stop the event from happening (and succeed in stopping it), where did the information come from?  How could I predict something that didn't happen?  

Let's say I'm driving along and I have a premonition of being in an accident when I enter the next intersection.  I jam on the brakes before I go through the green light and suddenly a truck drives straight through his red light, and right through where my car would have been.  I don't have the accident because I obeyed the precognitive warning, so therefore my prediction is untrue.

In this situation, I intervened on the basis of precognitive information of a future event that ends up not happening.  If the Future is already laid out (fated to happen), then nothing I did should have caused my precognition to be wrong. 

Some have postulated that the Future is a series of probabilities and that what precognition may do is get information from the most likely future to occur, enabling us to make a decision that either brings it into being, or stops it from happening.  Many parapsychologists believe that precognitive information can be wrong, simply because we have the capacity to act on that information and either hasten or prevent the predicted event.

Oops, looks like I’m out of Time (and Space) for now.  In my next column, I’ll further explore how precognition might work within ideas about the Future and even parallel universes.  More importantly, I’ll look at the issue of intervention: You can affect the Future (and even change it).  As that great Jedi philosopher Yoda said in THE EMPIRE STRIKES BACK, “Always in motion is the Future.”  

Finally, I’ll look a bit more closely at the crux of the accuracy issue, and why psychics should never refer to their predictions with any percentages.  After all, if a prediction is made about my life, and I do something or make a decision based on that prediction, it’s possible (and often probable) that I have just changed my path through life enough to make the prediction inaccurate.  But if the information I got allowed me to make that change in the first place, was it a bad prediction?

