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A New Earth took five years to complete. It was the author’s 3rd attempt to reveal a scientific discovery capable of preventing war, crime, discrimination, and many other evils plaguing mankind. This knowledge reveals that the long-awaited Messiah (the solution to all our problems) is nothing other than a psychological law of man’s nature which has remained undiscovered, like atomic energy, until now. By discovering this well-concealed law and demonstrating its power, a catalyst is introduced into human relations that compels a fantastic change in the direction our nature has been traveling. Very few people, upon first reading the Preface that follows, will believe these changes possible. However, mathematical proof is undeniably established as the text is read and understood.
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PREFACE


[image: ]




No words can more adequately express the general tenor of this book than those written by Eric Johnston in the November 6, 1960 issue of This Week magazine of The Baltimore Sun. And they go as follows:

“If there is one word which characterizes our world in this exciting last half of the twentieth century, the word is change.  

Change in political life... change in economic life... change in social life ... change in personal life... change in the hallmark of our times. It’s not gradual, comfortable change. It is sudden, rapid, often violent. It touches and often disrupts whole cultures and hundreds of millions of people.

Behind it all lies an explosive growth in scientific knowledge and accomplishment. Some 90 percent of all the scientists who ever lived are living today, and the total accumulation of scientific knowledge is doubling every ten years.

But this is reality. If we remember that, then we will never flinch at change. We will adjust to it, welcome it, meet it as a friend and know it is God’s will.”

However this may be, the question arises: Is there a Supreme Intelligence guiding this universe? Julian Huxley, in his book Man Stands Alone, says, “No, there isn’t.” But A. Cressy Morrison, who titled his book Man Does Not Stand Alone as a challenge to Huxley’s conclusions, says there is. Who is right? Now, before I reveal the purpose of my book, I should like to quote the chapter on Chance from Morrison’s work. He writes:

“Chance seems erratic, unexpected, and subject to no method of calculation, but though we are startled by its surprises, chance is subject to rigid and unbreakable law. The proverbial penny may turn up heads ten times running, and the chance of an eleventh is not expected but is still one in two, but the chance of a run of ten heads is very small. Suppose you have a bag containing one hundred marbles, ninety-nine black and one white.  Shake the bag and let out one. The chance that the first marble out being the white one is exactly one in one hundred. Now put the marbles back and start again. The chance of the white coming out is still one in a hundred, but the chance of the white coming out first twice in succession is one in ten thousand (one hundred times one hundred).

Now try a third time, and the chance of the white coming out three times in succession is one hundred times ten thousand or one in a million. Try another time or two and the figures become astronomical.

The results of chance are as clearly bound by law as the fact that two and two make four.

In a game in which the cards are shuffled and an ace of spades was dealt to one of the players, ace of hearts to the next, clubs to the third, and diamonds to the dealer, followed by the deuces, the threes and so on, until each player had a complete set in numerical order, no one would believe the cards had not been arranged.  

The chances are so great against such a happening that probably it never did happen in all the games played anywhere since the game of whist was invented. ‘But it could happen.’ Yes, it could. Suppose a little child is asked by an expert chess player to beat him at chess in thirty-four moves and the child makes each move by pure chance exactly right to meet every twist and turn the expert attempts and does beat him in thirty-four moves. The expert would certainly think it was a dream or that he was out of his mind. ‘But it could happen.’ Yes, it could.

To repeat, my purpose in this discussion of chance is to bring forcibly to the attention of the reader the fact that the purpose of this book is to point out clearly and scientifically the narrow limits within which any life can exist on earth, and prove by real evidence that all the nearly exact requirements of life could not be brought about on one planet at one time by chance. The size of the earth, the distance from the sun, the thickness of the earth’s crust, the quantity of water, the amount of carbon dioxide, the volume of nitrogen, the emergence of man and his survival — all point to order out of chaos, to design and purpose, and to the fact that, according to the inexorable laws of mathematics, all these could not occur by chance simultaneously on one planet once in a billion times. It could so occur, but it did not so occur. When the facts are so overwhelming, and when we recognize, as we must, the attributes of our minds which are not material, is it possible to flaunt the evidence and take the one chance in a billion that we and all else are the result of chance?

We have found that there are 999,999,999 chances to one against a belief that all things happen by chance. Science will not deny the facts as stated; the mathematicians will agree that the figures are correct. Now we encounter the stubborn resistance of the human mind, which is reluctant to give up fixed ideas. The early Greeks knew the earth was a sphere, but it took two thousand years to convince men that this fact is true.

New ideas encounter opposition, ridicule and abuse, but truth survives and is verified.

The argument is closed; the case is submitted to you, the jury, and your verdict will be awaited with confidence.”

Well, do you still believe there is no Supreme Intelligence guiding this universe through mathematical laws, which include the relation of man with man, and that everything happens by chance? Do you believe that your faith in God has been in vain? You are in for the surprise of your life.

Thousands of years ago it was prophesied that sometime during the 20th century a New Earth would commence, an age that would see a permanent end to all war, crime, hate, prejudice, and the domination of man by man.  When first hearing this, shortly after Hitler had slaughtered six million Jews, I laughed with contempt because nothing appeared more ridiculous than such a statement. Since then, however, something happened in my life which has made me realize that I, myself, am going to be partly responsible for making this prophecy into a reality. Are you skeptical? You should be, if you’re not.

In the early part of 1959, after 15 years of extensive reading, my dissatisfaction with a certain theory that had gotten a dogmatic hold on the mind, compelled me to spend nine strenuous months in the deepest analysis; and in November of that year I made a finding that was so difficult for me to believe, it took me two years just to understand its significance for all mankind, and three additional years to put it into the kind of language others could comprehend. It is the purpose of this book to reveal this finding — a fantastic, scientific discovery about the nature of man, whose life, as a direct consequence of this mathematical revelation, will be completely revolutionized in every way for his benefit, bringing about a transition so utterly amazing that if I were to tell you of all the changes soon to unfold, without also demonstrating the cause as to why these must come about, your incredulity would be aroused sufficiently to consider this a work of science-fiction, for who would believe it possible that all evil (every bit of hurt that exists in human relations) must decline and fall the very moment this discovery is thoroughly understood? Who believed the first astronomer when he predicted an eclipse, and who believed Einstein when he revealed the potential of atomic energy?

However, as Morrison wrote, “we encounter the stubborn resistance of the human mind, which is reluctant to give up fixed ideas. The early Greeks knew the earth was a sphere, but it took two thousand years to convince men that this fact is true.” To overcome this “stubborn resistance” and bring about this new world, it is imperative that the knowledge in this book be adequately comprehended, which requires that the reader does not apply himself and his ideas as a standard of what is true and false, but that he understand the difference between a mathematical relation and an opinion, belief, or theory. As an example of what I mean, and to clarify that in this book the words scientific and mathematical only mean undeniable, if it is absolutely impossible for something to be proven true, whatever it may be, is it possible to prove the opposite of this something false? Isn’t it obvious that the answer must be “no, it is not possible,” unless the person asked does not understand the question, simply because to prove the opposite false would also prove this something true, and we began with the statement that this is an impossibility. Such reasoning is not a form of logic, nor is it my opinion of the answer. It is mathematical, scientific, undeniable, and it is not necessary to deal in what has been termed the exact sciences in order to be exact and scientific. Yet to show how confused is the thinking of the average person who is not accustomed to perceiving mathematical relations of this nature, when I told someone that his answer was incorrect, he replied, with a tone of resentment, “That’s your opinion, but I believe it is possible,” as if the answer could be one or the other. The earth can’t be round and flat; it has to be one or the other, and your opinion can never change what is.

Now before I proceed, because this is a very crucial point, do you understand there is only one correct answer to what was just given, and that is, “No, it is not possible,” which has nothing whatever to do with my opinion? The reason it is necessary to belabor this point is to preclude the possibility of someone adducing the rank of his education, or the long tenure of an accepted belief, as a standard from which he thinks he qualifies to disagree with anything that contains within itself proof of its veracity.  Remember, I am going to bring about an unprecedented change in human conduct, but I can only do this if you understand what I am about to reveal.  If you can’t follow my reasoning as to why the earth is round, you will be compelled to continue believing it is flat, for it gives you satisfaction not to be wrong. Therefore, it is imperative that you know, well in advance, that my reasoning will be completely mathematical, scientific, and undeniable, so if you find yourself in disagreement, you had better reread that with which you disagree; otherwise, your “stubborn resistance,” your inability to perceive these relations, will only delay the very life you want for yourself.

The dialogue of the text will be like a game of chess in which every one of your moves will be forced, and checkmate inevitable, but only if you don’t make up your own rules as to what is true and false. The laws of this universe, which include those of our nature, are the rules of the game, and the only thing required to win, to bring about this New Earth that will benefit everyone... is to stick to the rules. But if you decide to move the king like the queen because it does not satisfy you to see a pet belief slipping away, or because it irritates your pride to be proven wrong or checkmated, then it is obvious that you are not sincerely concerned with learning the truth, but only with retaining your doctrines at all costs.  However, when it is scientifically revealed that the very things religion, government, education and all others want — which include the means as well as the end — are prevented from becoming a reality only because we have not penetrated deeply enough into a thorough understanding of our ultimate nature, are we given a choice as to the direction we are compelled to travel, even though this means the relinquishing of ideas that have been part of our thinking since time immemorial?

I know you are quite curious as to what I am about to reveal, but it shouldn’t be necessary to jump to conclusions because you will know this soon enough. Therefore, to preclude this jumping as much as possible, I am urging you not to read in a desultory manner since it is vitally important (in fact, absolutely necessary) that this book be read chapter by chapter in the sequence it was written. The first two chapters are most fundamental, upon which the rest is based. If you cannot understand them, or if you should skip over these and read other chapters, this work could appear like a fairytale; otherwise, the statement that “truth is stranger than fiction” will be amply verified by the scientific world, or by yourself, if you are able to follow the reasoning of mathematical relations.

Well, would you like to see what happens when science, the perception and extension of undeniable observations, takes over the problems of human conflict as the result of a fantastic discovery? Would you like to see that the mankind system has been obeying an invariable law just as mathematically harmonious as that which inheres in the solar system, a law that allowed a prophecy to be made thousands of years ago and verified in the 20th century? Would you like to learn, though this book has nothing whatever to do with religion or philosophy, that your faith in God will finally be rewarded with a virtual miracle, one that will shortly deliver us from all evil? If you are sincerely interested in seeing this fantastic transition to a new way of life, which must come about the moment this discovery is thoroughly understood, then do not judge this book in terms of your present knowledge, but do everything in your power to understand what is written by following the mathematical relations implicitly expressed throughout. Once you see, for the very first time, what is truly better for yourself (this applies to all mankind, regardless of race, color, creed, or manner of earning a living), you will be given no choice as to the direction you must travel.

However, in spite of everything, in spite of the fact that my discovery is completely scientific, it is a very difficult task to break through the beliefs, opinions and theories that have gotten a dogmatic hold on the mind.  Therefore, in concluding this preface, and to exclude the type of reader who might be more of a hindrance than a help (those people who offer “stubborn resistance” because of their fallacious ideas; those who also judge a book and its author by certain standards, even before it is read), I should like it to be known that I am Jewish, that I have little formal education (seventh grade, to be exact), and that I intend to be my own publisher. Now if this disturbs your prejudices, if you are more concerned with who I am, the extent of my formal learning, the manner in which I express myself (punctuation, vocabulary, grammar, style and the general format of my book) rather than with what I have to relate, then you will know immediately that this is not the type of book you want. But when, for the very first time, the proverbial cart is placed after, not before, the horse, what difference does it really make when the knowledge I am about to reveal is for the benefit of all mankind, not just certain groups, and when all the education in the world can never teach what you are about to learn through my discovery? Are you going to be bitter and resentful and nail me to a cross for revealing, out of necessity, how unconsciously ignorant of the truth you have always been, for which you are not being blamed, or are you going to overlook this and thank God, as I have done, for showing the way at last?

This is a very serious work that has been put into a form that allows it to be understood, and it will start an atomic chain reaction of thought more powerful than anything yet produced. But despite all efforts to make it easier to read, it is still deep and will require that you go at a snail’s pace, reading many things over and over again. However, if you would like to learn that Man Does Not Stand Alone, as Morrison understood from his scientific observations, that God, this Supreme Intelligence, is a mathematical reality of infinite wisdom, then what do you say we set sail on a voyage that will literally change the entire world. Shall we begin?

PART 1

THE FOUNDATION AND DEVELOPMENT OF A

MATHEMATICAL STANDARD
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CHAPTER 1 — WORDS, NOT REALITY
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Many years ago, long before man understood anything about the solar system, the Earth was considered flat, although there were several thinkers even then who were wondering about this.

“Say, Jim,” said one of them to start up a conversation, “what is your opinion about the shape of the earth? Do you believe it is really flat or do you go along with my conception that it is round?”

“What difference does it really make what I think, Larry? The shape of the earth is what it is, and regardless of what I think, this will not be altered.”

“That part is true, Jim, but if the earth is definitely round, isn’t it obvious that just as long as we think otherwise, we will be prevented from discovering those things that depend on this knowledge for their discovery?  Consequently, it does make a difference, how much so we are not in the position to know, but thousands of years hence, perhaps in the 20th century, there may be all kinds of scientific achievements attributed directly to knowing the true shape of the earth. Right?”

“This is very possible.”

The scene now shifts to the present time, and a similar dialogue is started on another subject.

“Say, Jim, do you believe that man’s will is free, or do you go along with my thoughts on the subject — that man’s will is not free and never was?”

“What difference does it really make what I think, Larry? The will of man is certainly not going to be affected by my opinion, isn’t that true?”

“That part is true enough, but if the will of man is definitely not free, isn’t it obvious that just as long as we think otherwise, we will be prevented from discovering those things that depend on this knowledge for their discovery? Consequently, it does make a difference... how much so, we are not in the position to know at this moment but it is very possible that years hence there may be a new world attributed directly to this knowledge that man’s will is not free. Right?”

This is very possible. But Larry, the other day when I was in Temple, a rabbi, during the course of his sermon, made it very clear that man has free will. What is more, professors, doctors, lawyers, and just about everybody I know, with the exception of you, agree that man has free will. If this is a theory, you would never know it by talking to them. Well, is it a theory, or is this established knowledge?”

“Of course it is a theory, Jim, otherwise there would be no believers in determinism. Is it possible for a person to believe that the Earth is flat now that we have mathematical knowledge of its circular shape? The only reason we still have opinions on both sides of this subject is simply because we don’t know for a mathematical fact whether the will of man is or is not free.”

But these theologians don’t agree with you, Larry; they say that man’s will is definitely free. Look, here comes a rabbi; ask him if man’s will is free, just for the heck of it, and see for yourself how dogmatic he is in his answer.”

“Rabbi, we have been discussing a subject and would appreciate your opinion. Is it true, false, or just a theory that man’s will is free?”

“It is absolutely true that man’s will is free because nothing compels an individual to choose evil instead of good; he prefers this only because he wants to partake of this evil, not because something is forcing him.”

“Do you mean, Rabbi, that every person has two or more alternatives when making a choice?”

“Absolutely. That bank robber last week didn’t have to rob the bank; he wanted to do it.”

“But assuming that what you say is true, how is it possible to prove that which cannot be proven? Let me illustrate what I mean. Is it possible for you not to do what has just been done?”

“Naturally, it is impossible for me not to do what has just been done, because I have already done it.”

“This, Rabbi, is a mathematical or undeniable relation and is equivalent to asking, is it possible for anyone not to get four as an answer to two plus two.  Now if what has just been done was the choosing of B instead of A, is it possible not to choose B, which has already been chosen?”

“Impossible, naturally.”

“Since it is absolutely impossible (this is the reasoning of mathematics, not logic, which gives rise to opinions) not to choose B instead of A, once B is selected, how is it possible to choose A in this comparison of possibilities when in order to make this choice you must not choose B, which has already been chosen?”

“Again, I must admit it is something impossible to do.”

“Yet free will, in order to prove itself true, must do just that, the impossible. It must go back, reverse the order of time, undo what has already been done, and then show that A, with the conditions being exactly the same, could have been chosen instead of B. Since it is utterly impossible to reverse the order of time, which is absolutely necessary for mathematical proof, free will must always remain a theory. In other words, Rabbi, the most you can say is that you believe the bank robber had a choice, but there is absolutely no way this can be proven.”

“I may be unable to prove that he was not compelled to rob that bank and kill the teller, but it is my opinion that he didn’t have to do what he did.”

“I’m not in the mood to argue that point, Rabbi, but at least we have arrived at a bit of knowledge that is absolutely undeniable, for we have just learned that it is mathematically impossible for any person to prove, beyond a shadow of doubt, that the will of man is free, yet a moment ago you made the dogmatic statement that man’s will is definitely free.”

“My apologies, dear Sir. What I meant to say was that it is the consensus of opinion that the will of man is free.”

“Thank you, Rabbi. And now one other question and I will let you go.  If it is mathematically impossible to prove the will of man free, is it possible to prove determinism, as the opposite of free will, false?”

“Yes, it is possible.”

“No, Rabbi, it is not possible.”

“That, my friend, is your opinion, not mine.”

“Let me show you it is not an opinion. If you could prove that determinism is false, wouldn’t this prove that free will, which is the opposite of determinism, is true, and didn’t we just prove that it is mathematically impossible to prove free will true, which means that it is absolutely impossible to prove determinism false?”

“I see what you mean, and again I apologize for thinking this was a matter of opinion.”

“This means that we have arrived at another bit of mathematical knowledge, and that is, although we can never prove free will true or determinism false, there still exists a possibility of proving determinism true or free will false. Now tell me, Rabbi, supposing your belief in free will absolutely prevents the discovery of knowledge that, when released, can remove the very things you would like to rid the world of, things you preach against, such as war, crime, sin, hate, discrimination, etc., what would you say then?”

“My friend, if this is true, and you can prove it, then all I can say is that God’s ways surpass my understanding. I enjoyed talking with you, Son, and perhaps I shall live to see the day when all evil will be driven from our lives.”

“Even if you don’t live to see it, Rabbi, please rest assured the day is not far away, and that it must come about the very moment certain facts pertaining to the nature of man are brought to light because it is God’s will.  If you would like to see how this is accomplished by extending mathematical relations, then buy a copy of my book when I get it completed.”

“Hey, Larry, I didn’t know you could reason and think like that; you almost sound like old Socrates himself. Boy, that was really something to see.  Just imagine, you actually got the rabbi to admit that free will is nothing other than an opinion. But you weren’t serious about getting rid of all the evil in the world, were you?”

“I was never more serious in all my life.”

“But how is it possible for you, just with your reasoning, nothing else, to put an end to all war, crime, sin, hate, etc.? If I must say so, Larry, this does sound kind of ridiculous.”

“Are you asking if it is possible, or telling me that you know it is impossible?”

“After what you just demonstrated to the rabbi, I certainly would never tell you it is impossible when I don’t know if it is, but it seems so incredible to hear someone say he is going to remove all evil from the entire earth, that I cannot help but be skeptical. Well, what is your first step? How do you go about making a start?”

“The first step is to prove conclusively, beyond a shadow of doubt and regardless of any opinions to the contrary, that the will of man is not free.”

“But Larry, if you plan to use the knowledge that man’s will is not free as a point from which to start your chain of reasoning, couldn’t you get the same results without demonstrating that man’s will is not free, simply by showing what must follow as a consequence?”

“Yes I could, Jim, and that was a very sharp question; but my purpose in proving that man’s will is not free is not so much to have a sound basis from which to reason, but to show exactly why the will of man is not free. Now, this dictionary I have with me states that free will is ‘The power of self-determination regarded as a special faculty of choosing good or evil without compulsion or necessity. Made, done, or given of one’s own free choice; voluntary.’ But this is only part of the definition, since it is implied that man can be held responsible, blamed and punished by others for doing what is considered wrong or evil, since it is believed he could have chosen otherwise. He is held responsible not for doing what he considers right, better, or good for himself under his particular set of circumstances, but for doing what others judge to be wrong or evil from their point of view, and they feel absolutely certain he could have acted otherwise had he wanted to.  Isn’t this the theme of free will, Jim?”

“I think you hit the nail right on the head.”

“But take note, supposing the alternative judged right for him by others is not desired by himself because of conditions known only to him, what then? Does this make his will free?”

“Of course not; it only means that he disagreed with those who judged what was right for him.”

“Bravo, Jim! I don’t think you will have any trouble at all in following my reasoning, but let’s pursue this a little bit further. Supposing a father is desperately in need of work to feed his family, but can’t find a job. Let us assume he doesn’t come under the consideration of unemployment compensation or relief and can’t get any more credit for food, clothing, shelter, etc.; what is he supposed to do?”

“If he has no friends, he’s in a bad way. Under conditions like these, he might even lend an ear to the principle of communism or socialism, or he might even be tempted to steal.”

“But if he steals a loaf of bread to feed his family, the law can easily punish him by saying he didn’t have to steal if he didn’t want to, which is perfectly true. Others might say stealing is evil, that he could have chosen good, which in this case was almost any other alternative, according to their judgment. But supposing this individual preferred the risk of stealing, which took into consideration the possibility of punishment if caught, because he judged this act good for himself in comparison to the evil of asking for charity or further credit, which has already been denied; does this make his will free because he preferred stealing?”

“Absolutely not, Larry. It still only means that he disagrees with those who tell him what to do. But why is religion so hostile towards those who disagree with the belief in free will?” 

“To theologians, God is the creator of all goodness. Since man does many things considered evil, and God is all goodness, they were given no choice but to endow him with freedom of the will so that God could be absolved of all responsibility for what man does of his own free will. The same thing occurs in society. The government holds each person responsible for obeying the laws, and then punishes those who do not, while absolving itself of all responsibility; but how is it possible for someone to obey that which appears to him worse? It is quite obvious that a person does not have to steal if he doesn’t want to, but under certain conditions he wants to, and it is also obvious that the laws do not have to punish unless they want to, but both sides want to do what they consider better for themselves under the circumstances. The Russians didn’t have to start a communist revolution against the tyranny that prevailed; they were not compelled to do this; they wanted to do it. The Japanese didn’t have to attack us at Pearl Harbor; they wanted to. We didn’t have to drop an atomic bomb among their people; we wanted to. In other words, it is an undeniable observation that man does not have to commit a crime or hurt another in any way if he doesn’t want to. The most severe tortures, even the threat of death, cannot compel or cause him to do what he makes up his mind not to do. Since this observation is mathematically undeniable, the words ‘free will,’ which have come to signify this aspect that nothing can compel man to do what he doesn’t want to do, are absolutely true in this context because they symbolize what the perception of this relation cannot deny, and here lies in part the unconscious source of all the dogmatism and confusion because man is not caused or compelled to do to another what he makes up his mind not to do. The words ‘free will’ contain an assumption or fallacy for they imply that if man is not caused or compelled to do anything against his will, it must be preferred of his own free will. This is one of those logical, not mathematical, conclusions. Consequently, determinism was faced with an almost impossible task because it assumed that heredity and environment caused man to choose evil, but in reality, so thought the other side, he was not caused or compelled to commit a crime; he did it of his own free will; he wanted to do it, he didn’t have to.”

“Say Larry, this is getting kind of confusing. Are you telling me that though you know man’s will is not free, he is not caused or compelled to do what he does?”

“You see, Jim, the words cause and compel are the perception of an improper or fallacious relation because in order for them to be developed and have meaning it was absolutely necessary that the words free will be born as their opposite, as tall gives meaning to short, beautiful to ugly, intelligent to stupid, etc. The expression ‘I did it of my own free will’ is perfectly correct when it is understood to mean ‘I did it because I wanted to do it; nothing compelled or caused me to do it since I could have acted otherwise had I desired.’ But the truth of the matter is that at any particular moment of time, the motion of man is not free, for all life obeys an invariable law which I shall prove in an undeniable manner. It is extremely important, however, that you understand the expression — ‘I did it of my own free will’ is correct when qualified, but in no way indicates that man’s will is free. In fact, I shall use it frequently myself!’

“You must be kidding, Larry. Here you are in the process of demonstrating why the will of man is not free, and in the same breath you tell me you’re doing this of your own free will.”

“Let me clarify. The phrase ‘I was compelled, of my own free will’ only means that I was not being coerced to do anything against my will. It is also important to understand that a great many motions of man are under the normal compulsion of living and therefore do not play any part in what pertains to the belief in free will because no choice is involved; consequently, these are not my consideration. For example, free will does not hold any person responsible for what he does in an unconscious state like hypnosis, nor does it believe that man can be blamed for being born, growing, sleeping, eating, defecating, urinating, etc. Obviously, a great part of our lives offers no choice and therefore it is unnecessary to prove that these actions, which come under the compulsion of normal living, are beyond control. In reality, we are carried along on the wings of time or life during every moment of our existence, and we have no say in this matter.  We cannot stop ourselves from being born, getting older, and are compelled to either live out our lives or commit suicide if not satisfied. Is it possible for anyone to disagree with this?”

“Not unless he doesn’t understand the question.”

“However, to prove that what we do of our own free will, of our own desire because we want to do it, is also beyond control, it is necessary to employ mathematical reasoning. Therefore, since it is absolutely impossible for man to be both dead and alive at the same time, and since it is absolutely impossible for a person to desire committing suicide unless dissatisfied with life, we are given the ability to demonstrate a revealing and undeniable relation.

Life is all motion and never satisfied to remain in one spot. Every motion of life, from the beating heart to the slightest reflex action, from all inner to outer movements of the body, indicates that life is never satisfied or content to remain in one position for always, which, in this context, shall be termed death.

I shall now call the present moment of life or time — here, for the purpose of mathematical clarification, and the next moment coming up — there. You, Jim, are now standing on this present moment of time called here and are given two alternatives: either live or kill yourself; either move to the next spot called there or remain where you are without moving a hair’s breadth, which is death or here. Which do you prefer, Jim, here or there, suicide or life?”

“I prefer... ”

“Excuse the interruption, but the very fact you didn’t commit suicide at that moment makes it obvious and mathematically undeniable that you are not satisfied to stay in one position forever and always, which is death, and prefer moving off that spot here to there, which motion is life.  Consequently, the motion of life, which is any motion from here to there, is a movement, however slight or imperceptible, away from that which dissatisfies; otherwise, had you been satisfied to remain here in this one position, which is death or suicide, you would never have moved to there.  Since the motion of life constantly moves away from here to there, which motion is an expression of dissatisfaction with death, or a motion away from that which dissatisfies, it must obviously move constantly in the direction of satisfaction. This reasoning is completely mathematical in every way, not logical, and does not require man’s approval or agreement for its validity, although his understanding is necessary for recognition of the facts.”

“I can’t understand all this clearly, Larry, but I’m going to take your word for it that life is compelled to move constantly in the direction of satisfaction.”

“This simple demonstration, Jim, proves conclusively that from moment to moment, all through life, man can never move in the direction of dissatisfaction, and that his every motion, conscious or unconscious, is a natural effort to get rid of some dissatisfaction or move to greater satisfaction, otherwise, as has been shown, not being dissatisfied, he could never move from here to there. Every motion of life expresses dissatisfaction with the present position.  Scratching is the effort of life to remove the dissatisfaction of the itch, as urinating, defecating, sleeping, working, playing, mating, walking, talking, moving about in general, are unsatisfied needs of life pushing man always in the direction of satisfaction.  It is easy, in many cases, to recognize things that satisfy, such as money when funds are low, but it is extremely difficult at other times to comprehend the innumerable subconscious factors often responsible for the malaise of dissatisfaction. Your desire to take a bath arises from a feeling of uncleanliness or a wish to be refreshed, which means that you are dissatisfied with the way you feel at that moment, and your desire to get out of the tub arises from a feeling of dissatisfaction with a position that has suddenly grown uncomfortable. Well, Jim, believe it or not, this simple demonstration proves conclusively that man’s will is not free because satisfaction is the only direction life can take, which offers one possibility only at each moment of time.”

“You mean there is nothing else, and this is supposed to satisfy me?  Let’s assume for the sake of argument, Larry, that other people are just as thick as me. Frankly, you could never prove to me that man’s will is not free because I can’t follow your reasoning. Isn’t there something else you can add to prove your equation, just as we can prove that two from six leaves four because four plus two equals six?”

“To satisfy you, Jim, I shall put this to a mathematical test for further proof and clarification. Let us suppose that you wanted very much of two alternatives, the one labeled A, which we shall designate something considered evil by society, instead of B, the humdrum of your regular routine. Could you possibly pick B at that particular moment of time, if A is preferred as a better alternative, when nothing could dissuade you from your decision, not even the threat of the laws?”

“Not if I made up my mind that this is what I really want.”

“Let’s change it around now for a better understanding. Supposing the clergy wanted of two alternatives, the one labeled A, which shall now represent something considered good by society, instead of B, that which is judged evil. Is it possible for them to prefer the latter when the former, at that very moment of time, is considered the better choice? If it is utterly impossible to choose B when one of the two must be chosen at that particular moment of time, are they not compelled, by their very nature, to prefer A; and how can they be free when the favorable difference between A and B, regardless of the reason it is preferred, is the compulsion of their choice and the motion of life in the direction of that which gave them greater satisfaction? To be free, according to free will, man would be able to prefer of two alternatives, either the one he wants or the one he doesn’t want, which is an absolute impossibility because selecting what he doesn’t want when what he does want is available as an alternative, is a motion in the direction of dissatisfaction. Let us examine this further, Jim.

“Supposing you were taken prisoner in wartime for espionage and condemned to death, but mercifully given a choice between two exists: A, is the painless hemlock of Socrates, while B is death by having your head held under water. Which do you prefer, and have I given you a choice? Is it humanly possible to prefer exit B if A is offered as an alternative?”

“You know you haven’t given me any choice, Larry.”

“Once it is understood that life is compelled to move in the direction of satisfaction, and two such alternatives are presented, what choice can anybody possibly have but to accept the lesser of two evils? Since it is absolutely impossible to prefer something considered still worse in your opinion, regardless of what it is, are you not compelled, completely beyond your control in this set of circumstances, to prefer A; and since the definition of free will states that man can choose good or evil without compulsion or necessity, how is it possible for the will of man to be free when choice is under a tremendous amount of compulsion since B was evil, as the worse alternative, and could not be selected in this comparison of possibilities?”

“But this is ridiculous, Larry, because you know you are not giving me any choice.”

“That’s where you are wrong, Jim. I most certainly am giving you a choice, and if your will is free, you should be able to choose B just as well as A. The reason you are confused is because the word ‘choice’ is very misleading, for it assumes that man has two or more possibilities; but in reality this is a delusion because the direction of life, always moving towards satisfaction, compels man to prefer of differences what he considers better for himself; and when two or more alternatives are presented for his consideration he is compelled, by his very nature, to prefer not that one which is considered by him worse, but what gives every indication of being better or more satisfying for the particular set of circumstances involved. The purpose of thinking things through very carefully is to avoid, as much as possible, making a mistake, which is hindsight recognition of what should have been done where the unfavorable reactions of others are concerned. The purpose of choice is to compare meaningful differences to decide which alternative is preferable. A and B, representing small or large differences which include the blame, criticism, and punishment that follow in the wake of certain preferences, are compared. The comparison is absolutely necessary to know which is preferable. The difference, which is considered favorable, regardless of the reason, is the compulsion of greater satisfaction desire is forced to take, which makes one of them an impossible choice in this comparison, simply because it gives less satisfaction under the circumstances. Consequently, since B is an impossible choice, you are not free to choose A, for your preference is a natural compulsion of the direction life is compelled to take, over which you have absolutely no control. The word choice itself indicates there are preferable differences, otherwise there would be no choice in the matter at all, as with A and A. Choosing, or the comparison of differences, is an integral part of man’s nature, but he s compelled to prefer of alternatives the one he considers better or more satisfying under the circumstances, which is why suicide, in many cases, has been preferable to remaining alive.  Consequently, even though he chooses various things all through the course of his life, man is never given any free choice at all.” 

“Boy oh boy, Larry, that’s terrific. I’m beginning to understand now that will is really not free. But yet it seems to me that it is still possible to give an example of how man can be made to move in the direction of dissatisfaction. If I could do this, then all your reasoning is shot to hell.”

“That’s true, Jim, but I defy you or anyone else to give me an example of this. Go ahead and try.”

“Well let’s suppose that of two apples, a red and a yellow, I actually can’t stand to eat the red because I’m allergic to it; consequently, my taste lies in the direction of the latter which gives me greater satisfaction. In fact, the thought of eating the red apple makes me very dissatisfied. Yet in spite of this, I am going to eat it to demonstrate that even though I am dissatisfied and prefer the yellow apple, I can definitely move in the direction of dissatisfaction.”

“And do you honestly think this demonstrates a motion in that direction? Isn’t it obvious that regardless of the reason you decided to eat the red apple, even though it would be distasteful in comparison, this choice, at that moment of time, gave you greater satisfaction; otherwise, you would have definitely selected and eaten the yellow? The normal conditions under which you frequently ate the yellow apple in preference were changed by your desire to prove a point, and it gave you greater satisfaction to eat what you did not like in an effort to prove that life can be made to move in the direction of dissatisfaction. No matter how many examples you may experiment with, the results will always be the same because this is an invariable law.”

“But Larry, there are many times when I have been terribly dissatisfied with things that I have done, and at that exact moment, isn’t it obvious that I am not moving in the direction of satisfaction because I am very dissatisfied?”

“No, because the very moment before you thought of your dissatisfaction, you were dissatisfied not to think of this; consequently, it gave you greater satisfaction to think about your dissatisfaction with what you did. Remember, each moment of time you are standing on this spot called here, and if you move, think, or do anything, it is obvious that you are not satisfied to remain on that spot; consequently, your motion to there, even though you contemplate something that gave you dissatisfaction, is more satisfying than not thinking about it at that particular time. The very next moment you may discover that thinking about it is so terribly dissatisfying that you will think about something else, which again is a motion in the direction of satisfaction; and if you find that you can’t go on to the next spot called there, because the thought of continuing to live is worse than killing yourself, then you would be forced to commit suicide because you are terribly dissatisfied with life, but yet your motion to there, which in this case is killing yourself, is still in the direction of greater satisfaction.”

“In spite of all that you say, Larry, I know that I am not satisfied with my job. There are many things I don’t want to do because they do not satisfy me at all, but I have to do them.”

“Your words are not accurate, Jim. You also want to do the very things you do not like, simply because the alternative is still worse. How many times in your life have you remarked, ‘You give me no choice,’ or ‘It makes no difference?’ Just because some differences are so obviously superior in value where you are concerned that no hesitation is required to decide which of the alternatives is preferable, while other differences need a more careful consideration, doesn’t change the direction of life which moves always and ever towards satisfaction. The truth of the matter is that all through life, man is compelled to choose what he considers good for himself, but what you may judge bad or good for yourself doesn’t make it so for others, especially when it is remembered that a juxtaposition of differences in each case presents alternatives that affect choice. Now Jim, just take careful note of this simple mathematical reasoning that proves conclusively, beyond a shadow of doubt, that man’s will is not free.

Man either doesn’t have a choice because none is involved, as with aging, and then it is obvious that he is under the normal compulsion of living, regardless of what his particular motion at any moment might be; or he has a choice, and then is given two or more alternatives of which he is compelled, by his very nature, to prefer the one that gives him greater satisfaction, whether it is the lesser of two evils, the greater of two goods, or a good over an evil. Therefore, it is absolutely impossible for the will of man to be free because he never has a free choice.”

“Larry, I am absolutely convinced that man’s will is not free, but this doesn’t mean anything to me. It’s just like I said before, what difference does it really make? If I sock you in the jaw because this gives me greater satisfaction, and you, in turn, sock me, what difference does it make whether my will is free or not? Besides, this demonstration of yours would have no meaning whatsoever for philosophers like Will Durant, nor would it have for religion. Spinoza and Spencer knew that man’s will is not free, and each of them had their own form of proof, so what did it get them? Spencer is criticized by Durant who concludes his analysis of free will with a statement that is obviously inaccurate since you have just demonstrated that it is mathematically impossible to prove free will true or determinism false, because he writes on page 103 in the Mansions Of Philosophy which I happen to have with me: ‘For even while we talked determinism we knew that it was false; we never treated ourselves, or our children, as machines.  If there is an almost eternal recurrence of philosophies of freedom, it is because direct perception can never be beaten down with formulas, or sensation with reasoning.’ I’ve been carrying this book around with me for some time. Did you ever read it?”

“Yes I have, several times in fact; but Durant is anything but a scientist and an accurate thinker. In the two sentences just quoted, he assumes that free will is true because, in his mind, determinism is false, and the reason he thinks determinism is false is because man is not a machine. Then, not realizing how mathematically impossible is his next statement, he claims that philosophies of free will eternally recur because reasoning and formulas can’t beat down the obvious truth of direct perception. Take a look at that last statement very carefully, Jim, and see if you can’t tell me why it is mathematically impossible, forgetting all the things you just learned from me.”

“I give up, Larry. In fact, to be honest with you, I always agreed with Durant in everything he had to say. To me, he has always been a great thinker and a great writer.”

“I certainly don’t want to take anything away from this man, Jim, but when he makes statements that are obviously inaccurate, once certain facts are clarified, we can’t continue to live a lie. Now observe very carefully. If free will was proven, once and for all, to be that which is nonexistent (and let’s take for granted that you know this for a fact), and accepted as such by our scientific world at large, simply because the proof cannot be denied by anyone anywhere, would it be possible, according to Durant’s statement, for ‘philosophies of freedom’ to recur anymore? Isn’t it obvious that the recurrence of the belief in free will is a mathematical impossibility once freedom of the will is proven to be a figment of the imagination, or to phrase it differently, a realistic mirage? Is it humanly possible for the belief that the world is flat to eternally recur when we have mathematical knowledge that it is round? Consequently, the continued return of this belief in free will can only be due to the fact that it is still a logical theory, or plausible conception, that has never been analyzed properly, allowing the belief and its philosophies to persist. But Durant states that ‘philosophies of freedom eternally recur’ not because of the explanation I just gave, an explanation that cannot be denied by anyone anywhere, even by this philosopher himself, providing it is understood, but ‘because direct perception can never be beaten down with formulas, or sensation with reasoning.’ Isn’t it apparent to you now, Jim, that such words have no relation to reality whatsoever?”

“I have to agree with you, Larry, and I think your reasoning is terrific.”

“You know, Jim, if this is a sample of what Durant calls direct perception, and he considers it superior to reasoning, is it any wonder he is so confused and his reasoning so fallacious, since the word ‘because’, which denotes the perception of a relation, whether true or false, indicates that he is criticizing reasoning while reasoning. This simple paraphrase will clarify a point: ‘If there is an almost eternal recurrence of’ four equaling two plus two, ‘it is because’ two equals one plus one, and one plus one plus one plus one totals four. He unconsciously uses syllogistic reasoning (he criticizes this somewhere in his books), which is logical though completely fallacious, by setting up an understandable assumption for a major premise. But when a person perceives, with direct perception, certain undeniable relations, is it necessary to make an equation out of four equaling two plus two, or out of the fact that once free will is proven untrue it can no longer exist and its philosophies of freedom return? He begins with the assumption that direct perception (two words that have confused him) is superior to reasoning in determining the truth, which made a syllogistic equation necessary to attempt to prove the validity of an inaccurate observation. Then he reasons thusly in his minor premise: free will is not a matter of reasoning, like determinism, but is the result of direct perception; therefore (and here is his fallacious conclusion), since philosophies of freedom employ direct perception, which can never be beaten down by the reasoning of determinism, the belief in free will must eternally recur.”

“I must say it again, Larry; you are simply terrific. If this is a sample of your power to perceive mathematical relations, there is no telling what you may accomplish.”

“I wasn’t kidding, Jim. I’m prepared to perform a virtual miracle, something so fantastic that you will be compelled to catch your breath in absolute amazement, and we have already finished the first step.”

“Do you mean that proving man’s will is not free is essential to this miracle you are about to perform? Couldn’t you have just started with the assumption that man’s will is not free and still accomplished the same thing?”

“Yes, as I told you before, but now you know why man’s will is not free; otherwise, you might have been influenced by Durant and interjected a remark about man not being a machine. Is there anything about my demonstration, Jim, that would make you think he is now a machine?”

“Nothing at all.”

“What time do you have, Jim?”

“What! Is it that late already? I told my wife I’d be home at five-thirty.  I really have to run, Jim, but I just want to point out one thing. The fact that will is not free demonstrates that man has been unconsciously developing at a mathematical rate, and during every moment of his progress was doing what he had to do because he had no free choice. Building cities, developing scientific achievements, writing books and laws, composing music, going to war, arguing and fighting, committing terrible crimes, praying to God — all these things are mankind at a particular stage of his development, just as children were sacrificed at an earlier stage. These activities or motions are the natural entelechy of man who is always developing, correcting his mistakes, and moving in the direction of greater satisfaction. He is constantly compelled by his nature to make unfree choices, decisions, and prefer of whatever is available during each lifetime that which he considers better for himself. But this knowledge, the facts just presented that prove conclusively man’s will is not free... and the knowledge that I will reveal to you tomorrow, if you’re interested . . .”

“I am.”

. . .“were not available before this, and what is revealed as each individual becomes conscious of his true nature is something fantastic to behold, for it not only gives ample proof that evil is no accident, but it will also put an end to every conceivable kind of hurt that exists in human relations.”

“Do you mean that God caused the evil so that we could develop ourselves?”

“I mean that evil was part of a harmonious operation called the mankind system, and that it was compelled to come into existence by the very nature of life itself; but once certain facts are understood, it will also be no accident that this evil will be compelled to take leave of this earth.”

“I believe it is mathematically impossible, to use your pet expression, Larry, to remove all evil from our lives.”

“Don’t bet your life on it, Buddy Boy, or you’d be a dead duck. We have been gravitating, in an unconscious manner, toward this New Earth, which many prophets foresaw, but now no more prophecies, conjectures, or philosophies are necessary, for this long-awaited, wonderful moment we have been looking forward to with prayers, hope, and great anticipation has arrived at last. There will take place a virtual miracle of transformation as each person consciously realizes what it means that his will is not free, which has not yet been revealed.

This discovery I will soon make known to you, Jim, is not only that long sought standard and touchstone of truth and reality, but also that elixir of alchemy, for with it the baser metals of human nature are going to be magically transmuted into the pure gold of genuine happiness for every individual on this planet, and for all generations to come.

“Now be perfectly honest with me, Jim, who can object to relinquishing the belief in free will when this is the key to the decline and fall of all misery and unhappiness?”

“Only an absolute fool, Larry, no one else.”

“See you tomorrow at the same time and place, OK?”

“Right you are.”
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​CHAPTER 2 — THE GREAT IMPASSE OF BLAME

AND PUNISHMENT
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That evening, Jim could not sleep for the longest time. He kept reflecting on the conversation with Larry, and the more he dwelt on this, the more amazed he became with the realization that although 98% of the world believed in freedom of the will, man’s will was actually not free at all. He then began to understand how this belief, or any fallacious conception that had gotten a dogmatic hold on the mind, could very easily prevent the discovery of knowledge hidden behind it, because no one takes thorough pains to look. “But that in itself could not be accurate because Spinoza and many other philosophers also knew that man’s will is not free,” he thought to himself, “and yet they didn’t make any discoveries. I also know the same thing, now, yet I wouldn’t know what to do with this knowledge if my life depended on it.  I suppose that these men, with all their potential as deep thinkers, just didn’t think deeply enough, that is, if Larry really and truly has made a sensational discovery. Somehow or other, despite his apparent seriousness, I believe he’s pulling my leg. Well, tomorrow I’ll know the truth once and for all,” and Jim finally dozed off with this on his mind.

The next day, they met at their usual place, and Larry could see that Jim was all excited to learn what it meant that man’s will is not free.

“Well, Buddy Boy, did you have a good night’s rest?”

“Are you kidding? Say, Larry, will you please not beat around the bush any further, and kindly tell me what your discovery is?”

“Don’t get impatient, Jim. There are certain things that must be understood first in order to comprehend this discovery, and one of them is the realization that all my reasoning of yesterday could never, in itself, dethrone the belief in free will, simply because there is a force that compels the belief to remain in existence. Durant, all theologians and other philosophers, and all forms of government would never be shaken by my demonstration thus far.”

“I can understand why religion would want free will to remain in existence, because otherwise God would have to be blamed for the evil in the world.”

“Let us be more accurate with our words, Jim, and say that religion thinks God would have to be blamed if man’s will is not free. But what about the philosophers and governments who are compelled to reason that man’s will is free despite everything?”

“I give up, Larry. What is responsible for the ‘almost eternal recurrence of philosophies of free will?’ And that was from memory, too.”

“The responsibility lies with the fact that the corollary thrown up by the knowledge that man’s will is not free presents an impasse which no thinker, including the deepest of all time, has been able to understand and overcome.  The belief in free will came into existence out of necessity because it was mathematically impossible for man to solve his problems without blame and punishment, which required the justification of this belief in order for him to absolve his conscience. But once it is established, beyond a shadow of doubt, that will is not free because life is constantly moving in the direction of satisfaction, completely beyond control (this is an invariable law which cannot be denied or disproved by anyone anywhere), compelling man to always prefer of available alternatives that which he, not someone else, considers more satisfying for himself, it becomes absolutely impossible to hold him responsible for anything he does, regardless of what.”

“You must be joking, Larry. You know it’s impossible not to blame and punish people for committing murder, rape, stealing, the wholesale slaughter of 6 million Jews, etc.  Does this mean that we are supposed to condone these evils, and wouldn’t man become even less responsible if there were no laws and threats of punishment to control his nature?  Doesn’t our history show that if man wants something badly enough, he will go to any lengths to satisfy his desire, even commit murder and pounce down on other nations with talons or tons of steel? What is it that prevents the poor from walking into stores and taking what they need and want, if not the fear of punishment? Do you fully realize that what you just said strikes at the very heart of all civilization, the teaching of what is right and wrong, good and evil, for how is it humanly possible not to blame a person for hurting others? No, Larry, there is no way out of this, and unless you perform some kind of miracle, I’m afraid that I, too, will have to continue believing in freedom of the will, that is, unless this corollary is untrue.”

“Well, Jim, is it any wonder free will has never been dethroned when the solution has been beyond the capacity of every thinker thus far? Can’t you see when a thinker is faced with this problem, he is given two alternatives: either admit his ignorance or pretend to knowledge he doesn’t possess?  Do you know the answer, Jim?”

“I certainly do not.”

“Then why do you pretend to knowledge you do not possess?”

“I didn’t say I knew the answer.”

“But your whole attitude clearly indicates that you believe it is mathematically impossible to solve this problem, which means that you are pretending to possess the knowledge that I don’t have the solution. What difference does it make whether you say something can be done or it can’t be done; don’t you clearly indicate that you possess the knowledge to know this?”

“You’re right, Larry. I did imply that I know this cannot be accomplished, but I take back what I said on the grounds that I do not have the knowledge of your knowledge.”

“Which is nothing but the truth, right, Jim?”

“Don’t rub it in, Larry. I admitted I was wrong.”

“Well, then, let’s continue. You see, Jim, I fully realize that my explanation thus far is inadequate, but you jumped to a conclusion right away without even letting me clarify the corollary. I know that your knowledge that man’s will is not free will not prevent you from continuing to blame and punish despite this fact, if it gives you greater satisfaction under the conditions that demand such a reaction. I repeat, I know that this is certainly not a sufficient explanation as to why there should be no blame and punishment, especially when these corrective measures were definitely the lesser of two evils as a solution to the many problems that always confronted mankind.”

“I apologize again, Larry. I realize how wrong I was to jump to the conclusion that you were not aware of the inadequate explanation.”

“Thank you, Jim. If it had not been for the development of laws and a penal code, for the constant teaching of right and wrong, civilization could never have reached the outposts of this New Earth. Yet despite the fact that we have been brought up to believe that man can be blamed and punished for doing what he was taught is wrong and evil (this is the cornerstone of all law and order up to now), the force that makes us move in the direction of satisfaction (or this invariable law of God) states explicitly, as we perceive these mathematical relations, that since man’s will is not free — Thou Shall Not Blame anything he does.”

“There you go again, Larry, and I can’t help myself because that statement rubs me the wrong way since I can think of many situations where blame and punishment are absolutely necessary as the lesser of two evils.  However, it’s true that I don’t know what you have up your sleeve, but if the average person is anything like me, you would have one heck of a time getting him to listen to what appears to be plain nonsense.”

“How well I know this. I tried to engage a rabbi once in a discussion about free will, and when he said: ‘If man’s will is not free, then you can’t blame or punish anything he does, is that correct?’ And when I answered, ‘Right,’ he actually got up and walked out of the room. Now you tell me, Jim, how is it possible to explain the solution when nobody wishes to listen because they think they know there isn’t any?”

“I will listen, Larry, and the whole world will listen if you really can put an end to all war, crime, and evil in general.”

“That’s just it, Jim; it requires the entire world to listen and understand so that this evil in our lives can be done away with. Do you still have that book, Mansions of Philosophy, in your car?”

“Yes I do.”

“Will you get it, please? I’d like to read you just part of a sentence to show that Durant is no different than the rabbi, and that his mind is also closed to what to him is already a foregone conclusion. Here it is: ‘Let the determinist honestly envisage the implications of his philosophy,’ which demonstrates that all reasoning in favor of free will is the result of inferences derived from the inability of logic to accept the implications.  Right at this point, Jim, lies the crux of a problem so difficult of solution that it has kept free will in power as far back as we can remember, for how was it humanly possible for government, religion, education, even philosophy and psychology to strike at the very heart of all civilization, or even look in that direction for an answer.”

“That’s exactly what I have been saying, Larry. It is impossible for anyone to think otherwise.”

“Yes, Jim, but that doesn’t imply there isn’t any solution because we are faced with what appears to be an impossible impasse. There is even another implication that will only complicate matters still more; do you know what it is?”

“I think I do, but I didn’t want to mention it for fear I would only make a fool of myself.”

“Actually, you wouldn’t be making a fool of yourself, Jim, that is, assuming that you are thinking what I’m thinking, because even Durant thought the same thing. Well, what are you thinking?”

“It occurred to me that if man knew his will is not free, he would use this knowledge to excuse himself by saying, ‘I could not help myself because my will is not free.’”

“That’s right, Jim. That is the other implication. Durant expresses it on page 87 by saying — here it is — ‘if he committed crimes, society was to blame; if he was a fool, it was the fault of the machine, which had slipped a cog in generating him.’ In other words, he assumes that this kind of knowledge allows a person to shift his responsibility for what he does.  One individual blames society for his crimes, as he rots in prison, while another blames the mechanical structure of the machine which slipped a cog and made him into a fool. However, you will soon see that not only Durant but all mankind are very much confused by the misleading logic of words that do not describe reality for what it is.

It is important to remember, Jim, that just as long as it is believed man’s will is free, that’s just how long it is possible to blame and punish as a solution to our problems. Nobody would think of blaming a baby for being born, but shortly thereafter, the parents and society will blame and punish this child for not acting as he should. Society judges what is right and wrong and then holds man responsible to these standards. In other words, just as long as man has this safety valve of blame and punishment, he is permitted to strike the first blow of injustice with impunity.”

“What do you mean, Larry?”

“Every standard of right blames someone in advance for doing what is judged wrong; but supposing this yardstick itself is wrong? Then the person who judges the conduct of another according to this measurement is permitted to strike the first blow of injustice with impunity, while being permitted to blame any retaliation. A perfect example is when parents tell a child that it is wrong to do certain things. The child, desiring to do what they said not to do, is blamed and punished, while they justify their own conduct by saying his actions were wrong since he didn’t have to do what he did because man has free will to act otherwise. Are you beginning to see what takes place in our present world, Jim?”

“But Larry, isn’t it obvious that parents have to teach a child something, and regardless of what this is, it must be a standard of some sort?  Supposing your son, while visiting some friends, was to jump on their brand new sofa with his shoes and use it as a trampoline, wouldn’t you blame and punish him for embarrassing you and hurting their furniture in this manner?  And supposing he was in the habit of doing this, wouldn’t you warn him in advance that if he does it, he will be severely punished? Isn’t it obvious that we must have standards of some kind so that a child can be taught the difference between right and wrong, good and evil? Supposing all individuals in a society are told that it is wrong to steal (I hope you’re not going to tell me this is right), yet certain ones deliberately ignore this and take what belongs to someone else, isn’t it obvious that we must blame them because they were warned in advance that should they steal, they will be punished? Are you trying to tell me there is no such thing as a standard of right and wrong?”

“Bravo, Jim! You’re not so bad yourself. However, my fine feathered friend, if you know the difference between right and wrong, and you also know that a person cannot be blamed or punished for what he does because his will is not free, isn’t it obvious that we are given only one alternative, and that is to prevent the desire to do what is wrong from arising, which then makes it unnecessary to blame and punish? In other words, just as long as man has this safety valve of blame and punishment, he doesn’t have to find the solution to this doing of what is wrong. Parents can be very careless and excuse themselves by blaming their children, as governments can be careless and excuse themselves by blaming their citizens, while plunging the entire world into war.”

“But supposing they are not careless, and they are doing everything in their power to prevent children and citizens from doing what is wrong so that blame and punishment are not necessary, what then, are we not supposed to blame and punish them for our own protection when they do something wrong?”

“That’s just the point, Jim. Once it is discovered, through mathematical reasoning, that man’s will is definitely not free, then it becomes impossible to blame an individual for what he is compelled to do; consequently, it is imperative that we discover a way to prevent his desire to do the very things for which blame and punishment were previously necessary as the lesser of two evils.”

“In other words, Larry, your discovery, whatever it is, will prevent man from desiring to commit murder, rape, start a war, annihilate 6 million people, etc., is that right?”

“That’s correct, Jim. The corollary Thou Shall Not Blame doesn’t mean, when it is extended, that we will be forced to condone what hurts us, but only that we will be shown how to prevent these evils by mathematically extending the corollary.”

“Do you mean there is absolutely no way all evil can be removed from our lives without a knowledge of your discovery?”

“That’s absolutely true, Jim.”

“Then your discovery must be the most fantastic thing ever discovered by man before.”

“It is. To show you how fantastic, just take note of the infinite wisdom that directs every aspect of this universe, which includes the solar and mankind systems, through invariable laws that we are at last getting to understand. Follow this, Jim, it is very interesting. Now here is versatile man — writer, composer, artist, inventor, scientist, philosopher, theologian, architect, builder, mathematician, chess player, murderer, prostitute, thief, etc. — whose will is absolutely and positively not free despite all the learned opinions to the contrary, yet compelled by his very nature to believe that it is since it was impossible not to blame and punish the terrible evils that came into existence out of necessity, and then permitted, after reaching a sufficient degree of development, to perceive the necessary relations as to why will is not free and what this means for the entire world, soon to be revealed, which perception was utterly impossible without the development, and absolutely necessary for the inception of our New Earth.  Where in all history have you heard anything more incredible?”
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