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This essay does not attempt to establish who creates crop circles, nor to treat them 
primarily as evidence of extraterrestrial activity. Instead, it examines them as 
ambiguous geometric artifacts whose cultural power lies in their capacity to mediate: 
geometrically, symbolically, and socially, exposing the limits of our categories of art, 
evidence, meaning, authorship, and intelligence. My game Wiltshire translates that 
ambiguity into an experience of play. 

Crop circles occupy an unusual position in contemporary culture. Physical, visible, 
and often breathtakingly beautiful, they appear in fields and vanish at harvest. They 
can be photographed, visited, measured, and geometrically reconstructed. Yet despite 
this material presence, they are generally dismissed as jokes, hoaxes, or the products 
of an eccentric fringe. 

That dismissal interests me as much as the formations themselves. 

My purpose is not to claim that every crop circle has an extraterrestrial origin, nor 
that every extraordinary interpretation is warranted by the evidence. I want to 
consider what the phenomenon reveals about us: our assumptions about reality, our 
relationship to the miraculous, our discomfort with ambiguity, and our tendency to 
dismiss what lies at the edge of our accepted worldview. 

At minimum, crop circles constitute an unofficial, collective landscape-art project 
that has continued for decades, largely without attribution or monetization. That fact 
alone deserves more attention than it receives. 

But crop circles also present something harder to categorize: physical objects whose 
significance resists physical description alone. Their geometry invites mathematical 
analysis, artistic appreciation, symbolic interpretation, spiritual reflection, and 
speculation about non-human intelligence. They are temporary artifacts that perform 
a durable bridging function, drawing otherwise separated domains into relation. 

This connects the crop-circle phenomenon to the framework I developed in The 
Keystone, where three paths of knowing form an arch. Aristotle represents the a 
posteriori path, knowledge gained from experience in the empirical world, symbolized 
by the left pillar. Plato represents the a spiritus path, knowledge from the invisible 



interior domain of meaning, value, and felt truth, symbolized by the right pillar. 
Euclid represents the a priori path, knowledge grounded in universal form; the 
intelligible domain he mapped mediates between them as the keystone. Sappho 
represents the person who inhabits the space the arch creates, weaving fact, form, and 
feeling into a lived synthesis: the a viviori. 

The crop circle is an artifact that can function as a metaphorical bridge. The Bridge-
Being is the human observer who mentally inhabits the opening the artifact creates. 

A Personal Encounter with the Phenomenon 

I first became aware of crop circles in the late 1990s. In 2005, I published Crop Circle 
Coloring Book, and as an architect I spent years drawing crop circles in AutoCAD in 
my spare time for the geometric challenges they represent. 

This direct engagement with their geometry let me recognize qualities beyond simple 
visual novelty: proportion, symmetry, nested relationships, symbolic structure, and a 
felt order that resonated with the concept of sacred geometry. 

My architectural training also shaped how I looked at the world. I began to see 
patterns of unexplained order in art, architecture, urban design, and the cosmos. This 
did not prompt me to suspend critical judgment, but it made me less willing to 
dismiss unexplained phenomena simply because they resisted prevailing categories. 

That distinction matters. To take something seriously is not to accept its most 
outrageous explanation, nor to leap toward the conspiratorial. It is to resist 
premature closure of the mind. 

Crop circles demand exactly this resistance, because they occupy several categories at 
once: agricultural disturbances, landscape artworks, geometric constructions, 
potential symbols, cultural events, objects of speculation. Each captures something 
real; none is sufficient alone. 

Four Broad Possibilities 

Crop circles are commonly explained through four broad categories: natural 
phenomena, human activity, paranormal or otherwise unexplained forces, and 
extraterrestrial activity. 

Natural explanations may have seemed plausible when crop circles consisted 
primarily of simple flattened circles. But the intricate formations that emerged later, 



often involving elaborate geometries with dozens of elements and multiple layers of 
organization, are clearly not caused by wind vortices, animal behavior, or magnetic 
variations alone. 

Human activity is the most obvious and immediately plausible explanation for many 
formations. Crop-circle makers have demonstrated how ropes, planks, boards, and 
other tools can be used to flatten crops. The famous 1991 confession of Doug Bower 
and Dave Chorley ("Doug and Dave") significantly changed public perception and 
established that at least some formations were deliberately made by people.i 

But the human-hoax explanation can be stretched too far. It is one thing to 
demonstrate that people can make crop circles. It is another to demonstrate that all 
crop circles are made this way, that all designs originate in ordinary human intention, 
or that the phenomenon is thereby fully explained. 

Questions persist about anonymity, motivation, timing, symbolism, the geometric 
sophistication of the designs, and the sheer continuity of the activity. Doug and Dave 
are long deceased. Why would people repeatedly create large-scale landscape artworks 
without claiming credit, building a following, or monetizing their work? Anonymous 
authorship is hardly impossible online, but unclaimed authorship of work this 
accomplished in the real world is something else: the near-universal temptation to 
convert remarkable creative work into personal identity, influence, or income is 
repeatedly, deliberately refused.  

Crop circles, by contrast, disappear when harvested with their makers unknown. 

The paranormal and extraterrestrial explanations are more difficult to establish, but 
they should not be conflated with irrationality simply because they resist testing. The 
appropriate stance is neither automatic belief nor automatic dismissal. It is 
disciplined openness: distinguishing what is documented from what is inferred, while 
allowing unresolved questions to remain unresolved. 

An Anonymous Art Project 

I think of crop circles, in one respect, as a kind of public art project. They are created 
in the landscape rather than in galleries, and encountered by whoever happens to 
discover them while driving on roads or through the work of those who photograph 
and document those discoveries from helicopters or drones. Their scale makes them 
inherently collective experiences: a few visit the fields on foot, while the vast majority 



are shared through aerial photography and online media, and interpreted by 
communities of viewers around the world. 

The comparison to Gothic cathedrals is instructive. Many of the architects, builders, 
craftspeople, and artists who created medieval cathedrals are unknown to us. Their 
work was not typically motivated by individual fame or fortune as many are today. It 
emerged from a cultural and spiritual context in which building something beautiful 
to honor the divine could be an offering to a shared reality larger than the individual 
ego. 

Crop circles may represent a strange modern counterpart. The work is temporary, 
exposed to the elements, sometimes trampled by visitors, and impossible to possess. It 
cannot be placed in a museum or sold to a collector. It is made in a field, sometimes 
witnessed, sometimes overlooked, and ultimately harvested and plowed under. 

One might expect farmers and communities to recognize the cultural and economic 
potential of this phenomenon. Crop-circle festivals, guided visits, maker events, and 
landscape-art programs could, in principle, generate income for the affected farmers. 
Yet farmers and police have generally treated unauthorized formations as vandalism 
rather than art, and the broader culture has not embraced crop circles as a serious 
artistic tradition. 

This response stands in interesting contrast to how graffiti has been reinterpreted. 
Graffiti, too, emerged outside official art institutions and was initially treated as 
vandalism: unauthorized marks on private property, associated with disorder and 
urban decline. Over time, especially when reframed as street art, it was increasingly 
recognized for its visual invention and cultural significance. Some practitioners 
became celebrated artists, and work that was once criminalized entered galleries, 
museums, auction houses, and commercial culture. 

Crop circles have not undergone an equivalent rehabilitation. In some ways, they are 
even more resistant to institutional recognition than graffiti. Graffiti leaves a 
relatively durable mark that can be photographed, preserved, removed with property 
owner permission, collected, or transferred to a gallery. A crop circle is made in a 
living and economically productive landscape. It alters someone else's property, exists 
only temporarily, and is typically destroyed by harvest or deliberate clearing prior to 
harvest to discourage visitation. Its material impermanence makes it impossible to 
preserve, while its agricultural medium makes legitimization difficult. 

In this respect, crop circles share an affinity with Tibetan Buddhist sand mandalas. 
Monks may spend many hours, or days, carefully constructing intricate designs from 



colored sand, using disciplined attention and extraordinary patience to produce 
something of great symbolic and visual complexity. The mandala is then displayed 
and witnessed before being intentionally swept away. Its destruction is not a failure 
but part of the work's meaning: a physical enactment of impermanence, non-
attachment, and the transitory nature of all forms. 

Crop circles are not ritual sand mandalas, and their disappearance is usually caused 
by harvest, weather, or deliberate clearing rather than enacted as formal religious 
practice. Yet the parallel is revealing. In both cases, considerable energy is invested in 
creating a temporary geometry meant to be seen, contemplated, and then 
relinquished. The value of the work does not depend on its preservation. It resides in 
the act of making, the experience of witnessing, and the transformation that takes 
place in the observer. Like a sand mandala, a crop circle challenges the assumption 
that art must be permanent or commodified in order to matter. 

There is also a meaningful difference in how authorship functions. Graffiti is typically 
associated with identifiable tags, crews, stylistic signatures, and recurring artists. 
Even when a particular work is not immediately attributable, its authorship may 
eventually be traced, creating a possible path from unauthorized street intervention 
to cultural recognition and commercial circulation. Crop circles often resist this 
transition. They are frequently attributed to no artist or community, and the 
formations disappear before a stable relationship between artist, artwork, and 
institution can be established. 

This is partly because crop circles introduce a peculiar difficulty. Graffiti announces 
human presence through its marks, styles, names, and political or social references. 
Crop circles, by contrast, conceal authorship behind geometry, and geometry does 
not belong to any individual, culture, or species. Its relationships of proportion, 
symmetry, number, and form are available, in principle, to every intelligence capable 
of recognizing pattern. A geometric figure can be understood across languages and 
historical periods; it can be rediscovered independently; and its underlying 
relationships would remain valid and intelligible whether perceived by a human 
being, another terrestrial species, or an intelligence from beyond Earth. 

This universality makes geometry an especially ambiguous transpersonal medium. It 
can signal human craftsmanship while refusing to identify a particular maker. A 
formation may be made by people, but it does not read as a signature. It appears 
instead as an anonymous intervention whose meaning is uncertain and whose maker 
offers no explanation, leaving open questions about unconscious creation, collective 
symbolism, non-human intelligence, or communication from an unknown source. 



The comparison also exposes a cultural inconsistency. Both graffiti and crop circles 
disrupt private property and challenge established ideas about who is permitted to 
make art, where art may appear, and how an audience encounters it. Both can be 
dismissed as vandalism before their aesthetic or cultural dimensions are considered. 
Yet graffiti has been granted an increasingly clear path from illegality to legitimacy, 
while crop circles remain largely confined to the category of prank, hoax, or nuisance. 

They are, in this respect, trickster artworks: public but unauthorized, ephemeral but 
memorable, anonymous but culturally provocative. They occupy the threshold 
between vandalism and art, private property and public experience, human 
authorship and unexplained appearance. Their very refusal to settle into a recognized 
category may be part of their cultural power. 

Crop Circles as Possible Non-Human Communication 

The possibility of non-human communication deserves consideration, provided it is 
clearly distinguished from belief. This does not mean that every crop circle is spiritual 
or extraterrestrial, that every formation is a message, or that extraordinary 
interpretations are supported by sufficient evidence. It means asking whether some 
formations might have been produced by an intelligence other than our own, or by an 
intelligence operating through human agents, inspiration, or influence. 

Human construction, non-human inspiration, and non-human authorship are 
different hypotheses. Evidence for one would not automatically establish either of the 
others. 

If some crop circles were forms of non-human communication, they might not 
function like messages in the ordinary linguistic sense. They might not say "We are 
here" or transmit a proposition that could be translated into words. Their first 
purpose might be demonstrative: to display intelligence, precision, geometric ability, 
or the capacity to intervene in the physical environment. The formation would be less 
a statement than an encounter, communicating through the fact of its own existence. 

Geometry would be a plausible medium for such communication because it is not 
bound to a particular language, nation, or historical period. Relationships involving 
number, proportion, symmetry, recursion, and form can be recognized across cultural 
and biological boundaries. Human beings have repeatedly chosen these same elements 
when attempting to communicate with unknown intelligences. From Lincos and the 
Pioneer plaque to the Arecibo message and the Voyager Golden Record, our own 



interstellar messages have relied on mathematics, spatial relationships, and pictorial 
form rather than ordinary language. 

This creates a revealing irony. We are willing to imagine that geometry might bridge 
the distance between human beings and an intelligence elsewhere in the cosmos, yet 
we often dismiss geometric patterns appearing in our own fields before considering 
whether they might be using the very medium we have proposed for communication 
with the unknown. The Chilbolton formations make this comparison especially 
striking: a large fractal pattern possibly resembling an advanced telescope appeared in 
the field beside the Chilbolton radio telescope in 2000, and the following summer 
brought two more: a halftone "face" and a binary-coded formation whose structure 
closely recalled the message composed by Frank Drake, Carl Sagan, and colleagues, 
and transmitted from the Arecibo Observatory in 1974 into interstellar space. 
Whether this was an intentional reply, a human imitation, or a coincidence remains 
unresolved. The correspondence is suggestive, but it is not proof. 

Nor would geometric communication necessarily be easy to understand. We can 
recognize order without knowing its purpose, just as we can identify a written 
language as structured without being able to read it. A single formation might 
operate simultaneously as a mathematical structure, an artwork, a sacred symbol, and 
a psychological provocation. Its ambiguity might represent a failure of 
communication, or it might be part of the method. 

This leads to a more challenging possibility: that the crop-circle phenomenon 
functions as an intelligence test, not a test of IQ, but a test of our ability to recognize 
intelligence when it appears in an unfamiliar form. The challenge would be 
perceptual and interpretive before it was technological. Can we distinguish pattern 
from noise, complexity from randomness, and meaningful ambiguity from mere 
confusion? Can we remain open without becoming credulous, and skeptical without 
becoming dismissive? 

In this sense, the phenomenon amounts to a search for terrestrial intelligence: SETI 
reversed. The Search for Extraterrestrial Intelligence looks outward for artificial 
signals among the stars. Crop circles turn the question back toward Earth, asking 
whether we can recognize intentional order when it appears in our own landscape. 

That reversal does not establish that crop circles are extraterrestrial signals. 
Complexity and beauty alone cannot prove non-human authorship. A serious claim of 
communication would require evidence of intentionality, structured information, 
and ideally a demonstrable relationship between the formation and an intelligence 



capable of producing it. The evidence currently falls short of that standard, and 
human authorship remains a compelling explanation for many formations. 

Yet the inability to prove non-human communication is not the same as proving its 
impossibility. The honest position is to hold the question open while remaining 
precise about what is documented, what is inferred, and what remains speculative. 

There is also a more radical possibility: that the purpose is not to transmit 
information or test recognition, but to alter the observer's relationship to the world. 
A formation may induce wonder, uncertainty, humility, or the sense that reality is 
more permeable than we had assumed. Its effect would then be closer to ritual or 
initiation than to a written message. It would not simply tell us something; it would 
place us in a different state of attention. 

Seen in this light, a crop circle may be more than an unexplained artwork. It may be a 
communication artifact whose unknown authorship is part of its cultural power. The 
missing signature forces us to question our assumptions that communication requires 
a known author, that intelligence must resemble our own, and that meaning must be 
reducible to a concrete verbal statement. 

The crop circle would then be a strange kind of bridge-form: not a Bridge-Being, nor 
an autonomous entity, but an artifact that places human consciousness in relation to 
a possible intelligence beyond the familiar boundaries of our culture. The formation 
provides the material and geometric occasion; the human observer remains the one 
who interprets, synthesizes, and inhabits the encounter. 

The central question may therefore not be, "What does this crop circle say?" but: 

What kind of intelligence would communicate in this way, and what 
capacities in us might that communication be attempting to awaken? 

Graffiti eventually became legible to the institutions that once rejected it. Crop 
circles remain more difficult to read, not necessarily because they contain no meaning, 
but because their meaning is in a metaphorical quantum superposition. Until we 
become more comfortable with artworks that provide no clear author, medium, or 
explanation, crop circles may continue to illuminate the blind spot in our definition 
of art, and perhaps the limits of our definition of intelligence. 



Polysemous and Multivalent Geometry 

Karen Alexander, who runs the ongoing 32 year documentary project Temporary 
Temples (temporarytemples.co.uk) with her husband, photographer Steve Alexander, 
has described crop circles as polysemous and multivalent. These are particularly useful 
words because they refer not only to the range of interpretations a formation may 
invite, but also to the possibility that multiple meanings are embedded within the 
geometry itself. 

To describe a symbol as polysemous is to say that it carries several meanings at once. 
A rose, for example, can suggest love, beauty, mortality, secrecy, or political identity. 
Its meaning is never exhausted by a single definition. 

In the same way, a crop-circle design may operate simultaneously as an image, a 
mathematical construction, a sacred diagram, an astronomical reference, an 
archetypal symbol, and a message whose full meaning is not immediately accessible. 
The design may look like a flower while also functioning as a precise arrangement of 
circles, arcs, ratios, divisions, and intersections. 

The word multivalent adds another dimension. It means possessing multiple values, 
powers, or symbolic potentials. In crop-circle analysis, it describes the way a 
formation can yield several coherent readings depending on which elements are 
examined: the number of divisions, the proportions between significant points, the 
comparison of areas, the relationship of visible to hidden controlling geometries, the 
formation's location, its historical context, and its resemblance to religious, 
alchemical, astronomical, or psychological symbols. 

A multivalent crop circle is not simply vague enough to accommodate any reading. Its 
meanings arise from specific relationships within the design. The geometry provides a 
structure that can be explored, reconstructed, and tested, even though its symbolic 
implications may remain genuinely open. 

Geometry as the Intelligible Domain 

The deeper significance of this geometry becomes clearer through the architectural 
framework of my book The Keystone. 

The Western mind has long been shaped by two towering but opposing orientations 
toward reality. Aristotle looks downward toward the world of bodies, observations, 
measurements, causes, and material conditions. His is the a posteriori path: knowledge 



gained after experience, through disciplined examination of what is given to the 
senses. This is the pillar of the Visible. 

Plato looks upward toward the ideal, the eternal, the invisible, and the Forms. His is 
the path I call a spiritus, from the Latin for spirit or breath: knowledge from the 
invisible interior domain of meaning, value, and first-person experience. This is the 
pillar of the Invisible. 

Both orientations are indispensable, but when separated they become antagonistic. 
Aristotle can become a materialism that recognizes only what can be measured. Plato 
can become an ungrounded mysticism that loses contact with evidence, embodiment, 
and constraint. Without the keystone between them, the two pillars collapse into 
mutual incomprehension: the scientist looks at the poet and sees nonsense, and the 
poet looks at the scientist and sees soulless machinery. They have no shared language. 
One possesses the how without the why; the other possesses the why without a 
reliable how. 

Geometry occupies the intelligible domain between them. Euclid spent his life 
mapping this domain in the Elements, but the keystone is not a person, a practice, or a 
state of consciousness. It is the domain itself: the realm of number, ratio, and 
universal form that exists before any measurement and beyond any feeling. 

A geometric truth is not simply a physical fact discovered through measurement. A 
physical triangle may be imperfect, distorted, or difficult to measure precisely. The 
triangle as an intelligible form, however, possesses relationships that do not depend 
on the condition of any particular physical object. A circle is a circle whether it is 
drawn in Athens or on Mars. 

Nor is geometry merely a private spiritual intuition. A proof can be followed by any 
mind capable of understanding it, regardless of culture, language, historical period, or 
personal belief. Geometry is neither a posteriori nor a spiritus. It is a priori, knowledge 
grounded in universal form, prior to experience, and it is accessible to both of the 
other paths. Einstein insisted on this independence of mathematics from 
measurement: “In a reasonable theory there are no dimensionless numbers whose 
values are only empirically determinable.”ii The intelligible comes before the 
empirical. 

This is what makes geometry philosophically significant. It is simultaneously 
measurable, since it can be drawn, constructed, and verified in the visible world, and 
meaningful, since it can be contemplated, felt as beautiful, and recognized in the 
invisible domain of the soul. It gives the empirical world a structure that can be 



known, while also giving the invisible world a form that can be shared, examined, and 
discussed. It belongs to neither pillar, yet it governs both. Geometry is therefore the 
keystone of the intellectual arch. 

In a stone arch, the two pillars press inward against the keystone. The keystone does 
not erase the opposing forces; it receives them in equilibrium, converting static thrust 
into structural coherence on a higher level. Remove it, and the arch collapses. 

Geometry plays an analogous role in the architecture of knowledge. It mediates 
between the Aristotelian world of empirical facts and the Platonic world of ideals. 
Euclid did not invent this mediation; he mapped it, and left a record that any mind 
can follow. It is a domain that both the empiricist and the idealist must accept. A 
proof is neither a sensory object nor a subjective preference. It is a form of 
intelligibility. 

This is why the geometric dimension of crop circles matters so much. The circle, 
triangle, spiral, radial division, symmetry, and proportion are not merely visual 
motifs. They are intelligible forms. They can be encountered materially in a field, 
interpreted symbolically by a human observer, and analyzed through relationships 
that exceed any single interpretation. 

The crop circle is therefore not itself a Bridge-Being. It is an artifact that can 
function as a geometric bridge, joining the physical and the invisible, the measured 
and the meaningful, the material event and the spiritual suggestion in the mind of the 
observer. The geometry remains the mediating structure, written in what many 
regard as the universal language of mathematics. It is not decoration on the arch but 
its load-bearing structure: the same intelligible geometry underlies the world and the 
soul. 

Crop Circles as Mediating Artifacts 

A crop circle is best understood as a mediating artifact: a physical configuration that 
brings otherwise separated domains into relation. 

It is physical, but not exhausted by physical description. It is symbolic, but its 
symbolism is not merely arbitrary or subjective. It may be human-made, yet its 
meaning can exceed the conscious intention of its maker. It belongs to a field owned 
by a farmer, yet it enters the public imagination as art, message, ritual, or mystery. 

In this respect, the crop circle resembles a cultural instrument rather than an 
independent subject. It does not itself interpret, intend, or inhabit the worlds it 



connects. Human beings do that. The artifact creates the conditions under which 
interpretation becomes possible. 

The analogy to the corpus callosum is therefore structural rather than ontological. 
The corpus callosum is not a third hemisphere or a being between hemispheres. It is a 
material bridge that allows differentiated regions of the brain to communicate. Crop 
circles can play an analogous cultural role, allowing rational and symbolic 
consciousness, scientific and sacred imagination, individual and collective meaning, 
visible landscape and invisible significance to enter into genuine exchange. 

The artifact does not erase the difference between these domains. It gives them a 
shared form. 

This is why the phenomenon consistently attracts people from very different 
orientations. The mathematically inclined see number, symmetry, and proportion. 
The spiritually inclined see mandala, ritual, initiation, and cosmic order. Artists see 
landscape intervention and anonymous public art. Ufologists see possible 
communication from a non-human intelligence. Psychologists see archetypal imagery 
and projections of the collective unconscious. Conspiracy theorists see a government 
cover-up or a social-engineering conspiracy. 

None of these readings automatically invalidates the others. The crop circle is 
multivalent precisely because it can serve as the site where several readings encounter 
one another. Its cultural effect may be to create a meeting point between worlds that 
modernity and language have kept artificially apart. 

From Fairies to Hoaxes 

In earlier centuries, unusual markings in fields were sometimes attributed to fairies or 
other supernatural beings. The fairy circle belonged to a world in which invisible 
agencies, enchanted landscapes, and non-human intelligences were not automatically 
excluded from reality. 

Today, the default interpretation is almost the inverse: crop circles are assumed to be 
hoaxes. This shift is not simply a change in factual knowledge. It is a change in the 
cultural imagination. 

The earlier interpretation may have been overly credulous. The modern 
interpretation may be overly reductive. In both cases, people deploy the dominant 
explanatory framework available to them. The fairy explanation reflected a world 
alive with spirits and invisible beings. The hoax explanation reflects a world in which 



physical matter is considered primary and anomalous meaning is treated with 
suspicion. 

The phenomenon therefore acts as a mirror. It reflects not only what crop circles 
might be, but what we believe reality is permitted to contain. 

The contrast also illustrates the loss of the keystone. Earlier cultures could, at least in 
principle, allow material events and invisible agencies to coexist within a single 
cosmology. Cosmogony, astrology, and alchemy were not identical to modern Big 
Bang theory, astronomy, and chemistry, but they belonged to a wider symbolic order 
in which the movements of the heavens, the structure of matter, and the meaning of 
human life could still be interpreted in relation to one another. 

Modernity progressively separated these domains. Astronomy was distinguished from 
astrology, cosmology from cosmogony, and chemistry from alchemy. This 
differentiation produced enormous gains in empirical precision, but it also carried a 
cost: the loss of a shared framework in which facts, forms, symbols, and meanings 
could speak to one another. The domains became distinct not only in method but, 
increasingly, in legitimacy. One was granted the status of knowledge; the others were 
relegated to superstition, metaphor, or private belief. 

A healthy culture requires those distinctions, but it also requires the keystone 
through which the differentiated domains can remain in relationship. Without that 
connecting structure, differentiation becomes fragmentation. The visible is severed 
from the invisible, the measurable from the meaningful, and the material world from 
the larger patterns through which human beings have traditionally understood their 
place within it. 

But the geometric artifact refuses that separation. Even if a formation is shown to 
have been made by human beings, its intelligible and symbolic dimensions remain. A 
material explanation may account for how the crops were flattened without 
exhausting what the pattern means or why it continues to carry cultural power. 

The Trickster at the Edge of Reality 

The crop-circle phenomenon appears to contain a trickster element. By "trickster," I 
do not mean merely a prankster or a person playing a practical joke. I mean a figure 
or process that disrupts categories, exposes assumptions, and refuses to settle into a 
single interpretation. 



The trickster presents something that is physically present, yet difficult to explain in 
a way that satisfies everyone. A formation may be attributed to human construction, 
but questions about its design, timing, anonymity, or associated reports linger. An 
apparent paranormal event may later be revealed as a hoax, yet the hoax itself can 
generate new questions about inspiration and unconscious influence. A design may 
resemble a message, but its meaning remains ambiguous. 

The trickster's power lies in this instability. It keeps moving between categories: art 
and vandalism; prank and ritual; human creation and non-human inspiration; 
physical event and symbolic communication; coincidence and synchronicity; hoax 
and revelation. 

This is precisely why the phenomenon can be so unsettling. It does not simply ask us 
to believe in aliens. It challenges us to explain why something so visible and 
symbolically rich can remain so culturally marginal. The trickster may be forcing us 
to confront a difficult possibility: that our explanations are sometimes less complete 
than our confidence suggests. 

A formation can be approached geometrically, artistically, agriculturally, spiritually, 
psychologically, historically, or ufologically. Each perspective reveals something real, 
but none seems capable of exhausting the phenomenon. The crop circle becomes a 
kind of cultural Rorschach test, not because it is meaningless, but because it is 
meaningful in more than one direction at once. Its physical forms constrain 
interpretation; its significance is not reducible to those forms. 

The Human Bridge-Being 

The distinction between artifact and being becomes especially important here. The 
crop circle does not itself perform the synthesis. The Bridge-Being is the human 
observer, interpreter, artist, or participant who can hold different domains together 
without collapsing them all into one. 

The crop circle provides the geometric occasion. The human being must inhabit the 
opening it creates. 

In this framework, the field and flattened crops belong to the visible and empirical 
domain; the geometry belongs to the intelligible domain; the symbolic and spiritual 
resonances belong to the invisible domain; and the person who encounters, interprets, 
and inhabits the formation belongs to the lived domain. The crop circle occupies the 



center of this arrangement as a mediating artifact. The human participant occupies 
the bridge by engaging with it. 

This is not a compromise, and the difference is the most important point. When 
people encounter the idea of holding multiple ways of knowing simultaneously, they 
often imagine a comfortable middle ground in which no one is genuinely challenged: 
a little science, a little spirituality; a little data, a little soul. But that is not synthesis. 
It is dilution. 

A compromise weakens the structure. A synthesis strengthens it. The keystone does 
not ask the two pillars to lean together gently. It stands at the point where the forces 
are greatest and converts opposing pressure into mutual support. The strength of the 
arch derives precisely from the fact that the stones remain distinct while 
participating in one structure. 

The Bridge-Being stands at the point of maximum compression, holding the 
Aristotelian demand for evidence and the Platonic demand for meaning without 
allowing either to silence the other, using the Euclidean compass to find the forms 
that give both domains a common language. And this is done not as a theoretical 
exercise but as a lived practice. 

The Keystone gives this practice a name: a viviori, from the Latin vivere, to live. It is the 
knowledge that arises only from inhabiting all three domains simultaneously: not 
from measuring the volume of the water, deriving its chemistry, or communing with 
the essence of wetness, but from swimming. The crop-circle artifact can call this 
capacity forth, but it cannot perform it on our behalf. The artifact is the occasion; the 
human being is the participant. 

This also explains why the crop circle matters as a cultural object. It does not resolve 
the tension between materialism and transcendence. It makes that tension visible. It 
places the observer in the opening between two worlds. 

Wiltshire: Geometry of the Field 

Wiltshire is my attempt to carry this question from contemplation into participation. 
If a crop circle can function as a geometric and cultural bridge, a game can make that 
bridging activity experiential: not something the player merely looks at, but 
something the player must enact through choice, constraint, relationship, and 
attention. 



Its central mechanic reverses ordinary agency: you do not place your own tile. On 
each turn, you select a tile from a shared supply and hand it to your opponent, who 
must place it on the board. You control what enters the field but not where it goes; 
your opponent controls the placement but not the tile received. Every move is 
therefore both a gift and a constraint, a negotiation with geometry conducted 
through another person's hands. 

The game's tiles contain six visual themes, appearing alone or in combinations. To 
win, a player must complete one recurring theme across three levels of complexity 
(one theme carried across single, dual, and triple tiles), arranged either as a straight 
line along one of the hexagonal field's axes or as a compact triangular cluster; 
advanced players may pursue both at once. A theme may appear plainly on one tile, 
paired with another on the next, and embedded within a denser combination on a 
third. What first looks like a collection of separate images gradually resolves into a 
persistent underlying motif. 

The rules are simple, but the patterns they produce are not. The board's honeycomb 
structure efficiently determines the possible lines, clusters, and constraints, while the 
visible tiles conceal relationships that emerge only through sustained attention. In 
this way the game translates one aspect of the crop-circle experience into play. A 
formation may initially appear as a set of striking images, but closer attention reveals 
symmetries, proportions, repetitions, and hidden relationships. In Wiltshire, the 
player does not merely observe such a pattern; the player participates in bringing it 
into existence. 

At the center of the board sits a choice between two symbolic attitudes toward the 
unknown, selected before the game begins. A Harvester blocks any pattern passing 
through the center; a UFO functions as a wildcard. Closure or possibility, 
interference or openness, a barrier or an invitation. 

Beneath these tactics lies a second game that is never printed on the board: the 
pattern of patterns. Because each player acts through the other's hands, attention 
becomes reciprocal and distributed. Each player must hold the whole field in mind, 
reading its changing constraints and anticipating not only the patterns they are 
building but also those their opponent may be assembling. A crescent appearing 
alone, buried in a dual, and embedded in a triple is not three unrelated symbols but 
one motif unfolding through different forms. 

This is the game's quiet thesis: skill lies less in reacting quickly than in perceiving 
relationships as they emerge. The six themes are not merely visual categories to match; 



they are motifs that recur, transform, and reveal themselves through the geometry of 
the field. Six is a fitting number for a hexagonal board. The game arose from my 
contemplation of hundreds of crop formations that appeared over several decades, 
and from asking what they share, not only as aerial images, but as temporal structures 
in which recurring geometric themes reveal themselves through time. 

In this sense, Wiltshire is a playable simulacrum of the keystone function. Concrete 
pieces and abstract relationships, individual intention and shared interpretation, 
visible arrangement and hidden pattern become mutually interdependent. No player 
controls the entire formation; its meaning emerges through the interaction between 
what is offered, where it can be placed, and what larger structure it activates. 

The player is not asked to believe or know anything in particular about crop circles; 
their imagery and geometric symbolism provide the setting and visual language. I 
believe what matters is the experience of geometry. At first, the field appears to 
contain separate tiles. Gradually, lines and clusters emerge, themes persist across 
different levels of complexity, and the player recognizes that the board contains more 
structure than was initially apparent. This is a movement from exoteric to esoteric 
geometry: from the immediately visible forms to the underlying relationships of 
number, proportion, area equivalence, symmetry, orientation, siting, and form. 

In Wiltshire, the player inhabits that movement through the surface forms. The field 
becomes a space in which attention reveals dynamically evolving possibilities, while 
the geometry may open new dimensions of perception. 

Illuminating the Cultural Shadow 

The phrase "cultural shadow" refers to the hidden or rejected aspects of a society's 
collective psyche. What a culture refuses to acknowledge does not necessarily 
disappear; it tends to resurface in myths, rumors, art, anomalous experiences, or 
fringe movements. 

Whether human-made or not, crop circles illuminate this shadow by touching several 
sensitive areas at once: the possibility that humanity is not alone; the possibility of 
non-human or nontraditional intelligence; the limits of scientific explanation; the 
role of consciousness in physical reality; the persistence of sacred symbolism in a 
supposedly secular age; and the fear that humans are not the most important or 
intelligent beings in existence. 



The beauty of crop circles may make this confrontation easier. A frightening anomaly 
might be rejected outright, but a beautiful one draws us closer. The formations create 
an opening through which we can examine what we usually prefer to avoid. 

They may also challenge our relationship to food, land, art ownership, and the living 
world. The designs are not placed on a neutral canvas; they are swirled into crops, 
into the fields that feed us. This makes them difficult to disentangle from questions 
about agriculture, ecology, property, and the human tendency to regard land 
primarily as a resource. 

The game's title, Wiltshire, grounds these abstractions in a real place where many crop 
circles appear: the chalk downs, the United Kingdom's richest concentration of 
prehistoric monuments, ley-line traditions, and the long history of geometry 
inscribed in the earth of this ancient ceremonial county. Its board becomes a 
symbolic, multivalent landscape.iii 

The Loss of the Miraculous 

Modern science has produced extraordinary knowledge. When an event does not fit 
established models, the instinct is often to assume that the event is false, rather than 
to ask whether the model may be incomplete. 

I am not arguing against science. On the contrary, science depends on careful 
observation, the preservation of uncertainty, and the willingness to revise 
explanations. What I question is the broader cultural habit of treating materialism as 
an unexamined metaphysics. 

Materialism can be a useful method for studying physical events. It becomes 
problematic when treated as proof that only measurable physical mechanisms are real 
and that the symbolic, consciousness-related, spiritual, and non-human dimensions of 
experience are inherently invalid. 

The crop-circle phenomenon is especially provocative because it is simultaneously 
material and suggestive. The formations are physically present, yet they invite 
interpretation. Their geometry can be analyzed mathematically, yet it evokes 
sacredness, intelligence, communication, and mystery. 

Perhaps this is why they are so easy to ignore. They inhabit a blind spot between the 
measurable and the meaningful. The missing element is the keystone: the intelligible 
structure that allows empirical observation and symbolic meaning to meet without 



either one being reduced to the other. That is one reason why geometry can be 
considered sacred. 

Conclusion: The Crop Circle as a Bridge-Form 

I do not think we need to decide, once and for all, whether crop circles are made by 
humans, fairies, orbiting satellites, extraterrestrials, paranormal forces, higher 
dimensional beings, or some combination of these possibilities. The more urgent 
question is why we are so eager to stop asking once a comforting explanation becomes 
available. 

Some formations are undoubtedly human-made. Some claims are exaggerated. Some 
evidence is weak. Some stories are likely misinterpretations or hoaxes. These facts do 
not dissolve the larger phenomenon. They are part of its complexity. 

Crop circles remain remarkable because they combine physical presence, aesthetic 
power, anonymity, symbolism, and uncertainty. They have persisted for decades, and 
by some accounts far longer, without becoming the serious public art movement they 
might have become. They are frequently dismissed before they are appreciated, and 
explained before they are observed. The trickster may be doing exactly what 
tricksters do: holding a mirror before us. In previous centuries, we saw fairies. Today, 
we see hoaxers. Perhaps neither interpretation is sufficient on its own. 

Geometry does more than provide one symbolic layer among others. It performs a 
structural role. It is the keystone between the visible and invisible, the empirical and 
the ideal, the material and the spiritual, the intelligible domain through which 
Aristotelian and Platonic opposites can communicate. The crop circle is a geometric 
bridge-form: a mediating artifact that brings separated domains into relation. Like 
the corpus callosum, it does not erase the differences between its two sides. It creates 
the possibility of exchange. 

The Bridge-Being is the human participant who can inhabit that exchange: the person 
capable of holding evidence, geometry, meaning, and lived experience together 
without reducing one to another. The formation provides the opening; the observer 
must learn how to stand within it. 

Wiltshire: Geometry of the Field (available at playwiltshire.com) is my attempt to make 
this mediating structure playable. Its hexagonal field, ley lines, crop formations, 
persistent themes, and handoff mechanic turn the crop-circle encounter into a system 

https://playwiltshire.com/


of attention, in which a pattern is not simply placed before the eye but emerges 
through relationship, constraint, participation, and sustained looking. 

It is important to distinguish appreciating the crop-circle phenomenon from 
encouraging people to create formations themselves. I am not advocating trespassing 
onto farmland or damaging crops. Farmers generally do not welcome unauthorized 
formations or visits. Any engagement with crop-circle formations should therefore 
respect landowners, agricultural livelihoods, and the law. My argument concerns how 
we interpret and value the phenomenon, not a call to reproduce it irresponsibly. 

The crop-circle phenomenon may be asking more of us than belief or disbelief. It may 
be asking us to rebuild the fallen arch within our own minds and culture, and to 
recover a way of knowing in which evidence, geometry, meaning, and lived 
experience are not adversaries but mutually supporting parts of a larger civilizational 
structure we want to inhabit. 

At its most defensible, the phenomenon is a body of anonymous, temporary 
landscape art whose geometric forms invite multiple readings. At its most speculative, 
it may raise questions about intelligence and communication beyond the human. 
Between those poles, the essential task is neither belief nor dismissal, but disciplined 
attention. 

Perhaps the deepest lesson is that the pattern is not hidden because it is absent. It is 
hidden because we have separated the worlds through which it speaks. 

Geometry is the keystone. The crop circle is a bridge-form. The human being is the 
one who must learn how to cross, and discover their own meaning in the process. 

 
i   BBC Travel's "England's crop circle controversy" 
ii  From Einstein's 1933 Herbert Spencer lecture at Oxford, "On the Method of Theoretical Physics." 
iii BBC News: “Wiltshire crop circles” 

https://www.bbc.co.uk/travel/article/20210822-englands-crop-circle-controversy
https://www.bbc.com/news/uk-england-wiltshire-66245271

