
    Confusion is defined in the dictionary as the state of being confused. The Holmes Handbook will simplistically take the above definition to greater depths so that the reader will have a better understanding of confusion.  The Holmes Handbook feels certain, that after reading the article below, one will have a true and well-defined understanding of confusion.

   Confusion began in China in the sixth century B.C.  by a man named Confucius.  It is believed that no one was ever confused prior to Confucius.  Confucius preached his confusing philosophy to anyone who would listen.  His sayings confused the general public with sayings such as,  “Nothing is more obvious than what is secret, nothing is more evident than what is most hidden.”  One man, Ching A’ling, challenged him on this saying by hiding his favorite glow-in-the-dark yoyo and daring, even double-dog daring, him to find it. Confucius could not find it, and neither could Ching because he became confused and had forgotten where he had hid it.  Ching, then, asked Confucius why he couldn’t find it and Confucius replied, “To acknowledge what is known as known, and what is not known as not known is knowledge.”    Ching replied, “Say what?” Ching then turned and walked away, most likely to search for his yoyo. 

   By now, the damage had been done; confusion was out of the bag.  It quickly spread throughout Asia, Europe, and in time, to North and South America.  In the 1800’s              General George Custer paid the ultimate price for being confused as to the number of Indians he was about to face in the battle of Little Bighorn.  Just the mere name of the battle site alone suggests a form of confusion. The night before the battle, Custer sent the only female in camp, Miss Count, on a scouting mission to get a count of the Indians and then report back to camp.  Miss Count, nor was anyone else, was a rocket scientist, as rockets had not yet been invented, but, nonetheless, she was not the sharpest tool in the shed.  

    She soon found the Indians as she belly-crawled to the top of a nearby ridge and peered down below. She could see about three or four dozen Indians sitting around in a circle with a fire in the middle.  Indians always built fires anytime there was something about to commence.  But, she knew that this was a very serious setting because instead of a lone Indian playing a tom-tom, there was a full percussion section, that included tom-toms, bongos, kettle drums, shakers, timpanis, tambourines and one guy setting up a full drum kit, kick drum, floor tom, two rack mounted toms, snare, and several various sized cymbals.  One Indian was observed passing out drum charts for the musicians.  Later on,  the music appeared to be more spontaneous as one Indian led everyone into a rowdy rendition of, “We Will, We Will, Rock You.”  That was followed by a few rap tunes and finally, “Who Let the Dogs Out.”.  Some of the listeners were making requests such as “Wipe Out.”  What Miss Count didn’t know at the time was that the Indians had set up a trap in order to confuse the enemy.  For you see, the rest of the thousands of Indians were one ridge over at another campsite relaxing and playing various games of horseshoes, volleyball, softball and miniature golf.  This ploy of confusion worked to perfection as it resulted in a full-blown massacre of Custer’s troops the following morning.  It was a bitter price to pay for being confused.  Custer and his forces didn’t have a chance as the Indians had a superb game plan.  They were sending in the linebackers, switching from a zone defense to a man-to-man, and even blitzing the corner throughout most of the battle.   

   Dr. Izaid I. Sayuh published an article that explains the elements of confusion.  His award-winning article is listed below:

  It is incorrect to assume that the infancies of confusion, implied within the plight of communication, outweighs the credibility of the input of confusion when considering the whole as a sum of the parts, as opposed to the parts being the sum of the whole.  It is also inconceivable to assume that confusion is merely a misnomer of critical data where assessment values are both frequent and infrequent measurements of our social values.  The latter implies only that the subconscious is alertly aware of radical changes taking place in a state of inappeasable impedimenta within the solitude of our own metaphysical mechanisms.

  There is also a dual correlation of analytic criteria that must be taken into consideration before one can begin to establish a useful relationship between the existences of confusion and a state of normality.  This can be explained in two simple ways:

1.  Abstract confusion:  Abstract confusion is a result of hemispherical obloquy garboil, or HOG.  The primary, or in this case, the root of HOG can directly influence the inner boundaries of spatial properties that, when not properly maintained and monitored, ultimately leads to an exuberating frisson of the senses.  Bear in mind that it is important to realize that we are not trying to achieve the impairment of this spatial verisimilitude, but, and most importantly, our quest is that we are trying to move in the direction of our own exigency.

2.  Concrete confusion:  Concrete, or normal confusion, is a condition of sporadic logistic omnifarious properties, or SLOP.  This condition is within the boundaries of normality, but when one tries to SLOP the HOG, problems will most likely occur.  It is imperative that we establish the necessary criteria before we proceed into the realm of a unilateral fortitude as defined by the very definition itself.                                         

   How does one know when one is confused?  There are occasions when one is confused as to whether or not they are confused.  Confusion generally takes place when two or more elements of SLOP or HOG are present.  The next question then is whether or not one is in an abstract state of confusion or is one in a normal state of confusion?  Is one in the SLOP mode, or HOG mode?  To identify one’s position, one must first analyze their identity within the concepts of space, time and matter.  Usually, one assumes that one or the other is present due to the nature of human furtive components within the exponents of space, time and matter.  By assuming and taking a position of one or more of these properties, it is then very clear and simple to evaluate the environmental characters of one’s place in regards to equating the measurements and limitations of an abstract HOG or normal SLOP.

   The Holmes Handbook certainly hopes that the reader now has a better understanding of confusion.  The Handbook chooses to end the essay at this point in an effort to avoid un-needed and unnecessary confusion.
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