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TO ALL MANKIND






To truth only a brief celebration is allowed between the two long
periocls cluring which it is condemned as paracloxical, or clisparagecl as

trivial.

Schopenhauer
Interpretation: Many things we accept toclay as fact were ridiculed
and opposecl in the not so distant past; this goes to show that just

because an idea is unpopular now doesn’t mean it won't be unilateraﬂy
accepte& in the future.

“All great truths Legin as l)lasphemies.”

George Bernard Shaw






This is the most fantastic non-fiction book ever written because it will
Verify the precliction made in the introduction l)y proclucing
unbelievable changes in human relations in the next 25 years. By
discovering the invariable laws of the solar system we were able to
pre&ict an eclipse and land men on the moon. By cliscovering the
invariable laws that inhere in the mankind system we are al)le, for the
very first time, to predict and accomplish what was never before

possiMe — our deliverance from evil.






Please understand that when the ZOL}1 century is mentioned, it is
re£erring to the time periocl when this ﬁnding was first uncovered.

The prediction that in 25 years man would be delivered from all evil
was based on the conviction that a thorough investigation would have
already taken place. Although it has been more than 60 years, there
has been no such investigation and, to this clay, this cliscovery remains
in obscurity. Due to the time lapse since the book’s last printing
some recent examples have been added to show how these principles
apply to our current world situation, but please be assured that the
actual cliscovery has not been altered in any way and is explainecl in
the author’s own words. Although some of his references are clated,
the 12nowlec1ge itself couldn’t be more timely. For purposes of
consistency the personal pronoun ‘he” has been used throughout the

book. No discrimination was intended.

Note: Twelve years after the author’s passing, his claughter, Janis
Rafael, went on a mission to compile her father's seven books in the

hope that this cliscovery will not be lost to future generations.






Some people may be offended that the word God is used throughout
the book and conclude that this is a religious work. Perhaps the ‘G’
word even makes them want to shut down and disconnect from what
is being said. This would be unfortunate. As you carefuuy read the
text you will see that the word God (o[‘ken referred to as ‘He') is simply

a sym]aol pointing to the laws that govern our universe.
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PREFACE

My dear iriencis, relations, and peopie tiirougiiout the ear’cii, the
purpose of this book is to ciariiy iznowie(ige that must be i)rougiit to
iigiit as quicieiy as possiloie because it can prevent what noiaociy wants
— a nuclear holocaust. With the world in turmoil and on the
threshold of an atomic expiosion which could be started accicientaiiy
and could very well (iestroy all civilization, [ am announcing a
scientific cliscovery that will make war an absolute impossii)iiity and
revolutionize the life of man entireiy for his benefit. Due to a
fantastic i)reaiztiirougii, to the cliscovei'y of a natural, psyciioiogicai law
that was hermeticaiiy sealed behind a iogicai tiieory that 98% of
mankind holds true, every bit of hurt that exists in human relations
can be Virtuaiiy Wipe(i from the face of the earth i)y something so
superior to punisiiment, as a deterrent, that peopie the world over will
be preventecl from committing those very acts of evil for which blame
and punisi'iment were previousiy necessary. Laugii if you will but your
smile of incre(iuiity will be Wipe(i from your face once you i)egin to
read the text ci'iapter l)y ciiapter of which the first two are most
fundamental.

[t is important to know that this book does not contain a tiieory
but an undeniable equation that can be scientiiicaiiy proven. [t has
no biases, prejuciices or ulterior motives — its oniy concern is in
reveaiing facts about the nature of man never before understood.
Furthermore, so as to prevent jumping to conclusions, this book has
notiiing whatever to do with communism, socialism, capitaiism,
government, or reiigion ; oniy with the removal of inaccurate facts that
have been passe(i aiong from generation to generation in the guise of
genuine ienowie(ige. There are those who may be blinded l)y this
mathematical revelation as tiiey come out of Plato’s cave iiaving lived
so many years in the shadows that distorted their beliefs into a
semblance of reaiity —and may (ieny what tiiey do not understand or
don’t want to be true. Just bear in mind that any ciisagreement can
be clarified in such a manner that tiiey will be compeiie(i to say, “Now

[ understand and agree.” am about to ciernonstrate, in a manner our



world’s leacling scientists will be unable to cleny, not only that the
mankind system is just as harmonious as the solar system despite all
the evil and ignorance that ever existed, but that the inception of the
Golden Age cannot commence until the 12nowledge pertaining to this
law is accurately understood.  What is about to be revealed is
unprececlented. Soon enough everyone will lenow, without
reservation, that mankind is on the threshold of a NEW WORLD
prophesied in the Bible that must come to pass out of absolute
necessity when this natural law is stampecl l)y the exact sciences with
the brevet of truth.

In view of the fact that the first two chapters must be read
thoroughly before any other reading is done, it is my hope that the
table of contents will not tempt you to read in a clesultory manner.
Should you jump ahead and read other chapters this work could
appear like a £airy tale otherwise the statement that truth is stranger
than fiction will be amply verified by the scientific WOI‘ld, or by
yourself, if you are able to follow the reasoning of mathematical
relations. If you find the first two chapters diﬂicult, don’t be
discouragecl because what follows will help you understand it much
better the second time around. This book was written in a clialogue
format to anticipate the questions the reader may have and to make
these £air1y difficult concepts as reader—frien(ﬂy as possil)le. There is
a certain amount of repetition for the purpose of reinforcing
important points and extending the principles in a more cohesive
fashion, but clespite all efforts to make this work easier to understand
it is still deep and will require that you go at a snail’s pace rea(ling
many things over and over again. When you have {:uuy graspecl the
full signiﬁcance and magnitucle of this Worlz, and further realize there
has never been and will never be another like it because of what is
undenial)ly achieved, you will cherish it throughout your entire life.

Well, would you like to see what happens when science, the
perception and extension of undeniable ol)servations, takes over the
prol)lems of human conflict as the result of a fantastic cliscovery?
Would you like to see that the mankind system has been obeying an
invariable law just as mathematicaﬂy harmonious as that which
inheres in the solar system; a law that allowed a prophesy to be made
thousands of years ago and verified in the 20" century? Would you



like to learn, though this book has nothing whatever to do with
religion or philosophy, that your faith in God will Enaﬂy 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 cliscovery is
thoroughly understood, all I ask is that you do not juclge what you are
about to read in terms of your present lenowleclge but do every’ching in
your power to understand what is written Ly foﬂowing the
mathematical relations implicitly expresse& throughout. Please
remember that any truth revealed in a mathematical manner does not
require your approval for its Valiclity, although it does necessitate your
understancling for recognition and development. And now my friends,

if you care to come along, let us embark...the hour is getting late.






INTRODUCTION

Who, in his rigi'it mind or with ienowiecige of i'iistory would believe
it possii)ie that the 20&1 century will be the time when all war, crime,
and every form of evil or hurt in human relations must come to a
permanent end? [Note: This is a reminder that the author lived in
tile ZOth century (1918—1991). Ti’iough we are WeH into tiie 21
century, this (iiscovery has yet to be given a thorougti investigation t)y
our world’s ieacting scientists]. When first iiearing this propi'iesy,
stiortiy after Hitler had siaughtere(i 6 million Jews, I iaugtie(i with
contempt because notiling appearect more ridiculous than such a
statement. But after 15 years (8 hours a (iay) of extensive rea(iing
and tiiinieing , my dissatisfaction with a certain tileory that had gotten
a (iogmatic hold on the mind compeile(i me to spen(i nine strenuous
months in the cteepest anaiysis and I made a tinciing that was so
difficult to believe it took me two years to ttiorougtiiy understand its
full signiticance for all mankind and three additional years to put it
into the kind of ianguage others could comprehenct. It is the purpose
of this book to reveal this tincting — a scientific ctiscovery about the
nature of man whose iite, as a direct consequence of this
mathematical revelation, will be compieteiy revolutionized in every
way for his benefit t)ringing about a transition so utteriy amazing that
if T were to tell you of all the ci'ianges soon to unfold, without
demonstrating the cause as to Wily these must come at)out, your
sizepticism would be aroused sutticientiy to consider this a work of
science fiction for who would believe it possit)ie that all evil (every bit
of hurt that exists in human reiation) must decline and fall the very
moment this ctiscovery is thorougtiiy understood. This natural iaw,
which reveals a fantastic mankind system, was hidden so successtuiiy
behind a camouﬂage of ostensible truths that it is no wonder the
cteveiopment of our present age was requirect to find it. By ctiscovering
this well concealed law and demonstrating its power a catalyst, so to
speaiz, is introduced into human relations that compels a fantastic
ctiange in the direction our nature has been traveling, pertorming
what will be called miracles thougti ttiey do not transcend the laws of
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nature. The same nature that permits the most heinous crimes, and
all the other evils of human relation, is going to veer so sharply ina
different direction that all nations on this planet , once the leaders and
their subordinates understand the principles involved, will unite in
such a way that no more wars will ever again be possﬂ)le. If this is
difficult to conceive, does it mean you have a desire to dismiss what
[ have to say as nonsense? If it cloes, then you have done what I tried
to prevent, that is, jumped to a premature conclusion. And the
reason must be that you juclgecl such a permanent solution as
impossil)le and therefore not deserving of further consideration , which
is a normal reaction, if any’ching, when my claims are analyzecl and
compare(l to our present unders’canding of human nature. War seems
to be an inescapalole feature of the human condition which can only
be sul)dued, not eradicated. But we must insert a question mark
between the empirical fact that a feature is characteristic of human
life as we know it, and the empirical claim that this feature is a
sociological inevital)ility. Another reason that war is viewed as an
unfortunate and intractable aspect of human existence is due to
suffering itself, which sacuy robs its victims of the aloility to dream or
have the breadth of vision to even contempla’ce the possibility of peace.
The evil in the world has so constricted man’s imagination that his
mind has become hardened, and he shows contempt for anyone who
dares to offer a solution because such claims appear ludicrous and
unfounded.

Down through history there has always been this slzepticism before
certain events were proven true. It is only natural to be sleeptical, but
this is never a sufficient reason to exclude the possﬂ)ihty of a scientific
miracle. You may reason that many people have been positive that
they were right but it turned out tl'ley were wrong, so couldn’t T also
be positive and wrong? There is a fallacious standard hidden in this
reasoning. Because others were positive and wrong, | could be wrong
because I am positive. The first astronomer who observed the
mathematical laws inherent in the solar system that enabled him to
preclict an eclipse was positive and right, as well as the space scientist
who foretold that one clay man would land on the moon. Bdison when
he first discovered the electric bulb was positive and right. Einstein
when he revealed the potential of atomic energy was positive and right
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— and so were many other scientists — but they proved that t}ley
were right with an undeniable demonstra’tion, which is what I am
cloing. If my demonstration doesn’t prove me right, then and then
only am [ wrong. There is quite a difference between being positive
or dogmatic over knowleclge that is questionalale and being positive
over something that is undeniable such as two plus two equals four.
Just bear in mind how many times in the course of history has the
impossil)le (that which appeared to l)e) been made possible l)y
scientific discoveries which should make you desire to contain your
sleepticism enough to investigate what this is all about.

If you recaﬂ, in the 19th century Gregor Mendel made a cliscovery
in the field of heredi’cy. He was unable to present his findings because
there was an established theory alreacly Leing taught as true. The
professors he contacted had their own theories and they concluded
that it was impossﬂ)le for him to have discovered any’ching new since
he was nothing in comparison to them. If these professors had taken
the time to scientiﬁcaﬂy investigate his claims they would have found
that he was correct and they were mistalzen, but this would have made
them the 1aug1'1ingstocle of the entire student world. In the end it was
Nageli, the 1eading authority of his time, whose pride refused to let him
investigate Mendel whom he judgecl a semi-amateur because he regarcled as
impossil)le the very core of Mendel’s (liscovery. He was wrong as history
recorded and ’chough Mendel was compeﬂed to receive posthumous
recognition for the law he discovered, he is now considered the father of
modern genetics and Nageli, a footnote. History has recorded innumerable
stories of a like nature, but is it necessary that the pattern continue? Isn’t
it obvious that if such a discovery exists, and it does, and you cleny the
possihility, you are setting yourselves up as infallible gods among men, just
as our intellectual ancestors did when they prematurely rejectecl the discovery
of Gregor Mendel? Can’t you be the ones to confirm the discovery? Must
it be others, long after we are dead?

People have often questione(l, “Well assuming that you did make a
fantastic discovery, w}ly l)ring it to me? You should run to the nearest
university so it can be aclanowleclgecl. Then you would be acclaimed a genius
and become famous the world over.”

“That’s exactly what I did but when one professor heard my claims he
smiled and lost all interest. Another used a method for screening out the
wrong applicants for such a discovery. He immedia’cely questioned my
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educational Laclzgrouncl and wanted to know from what university [
graclua’ce(l, to which I replieol, “T have no formal education because I never
completed the 7th grade.” Then without giving me a chance to tell him that
my informal education was far superior to his formal education he
responcled without giving much though’c to what he was about to say, ‘And
you dare to come in here with such outrageous claims about solving all the
problems of human relation!”

“I couldn’t believe my ears, and my blood was Leginning to boil.”

“Well tell me,” I said, trying to control myself, “What is your formal
education?”

“I gracluatecl from Harvard with many honors and credentials.”

I then inquire(l, “With all your formal educa’cion, your honors, your
degrees and cliploma.s ) what discoveries have you made to solve the problems
plaguing mankind?” There was no answer and he hung up.

After that I was completely frustrated. Did you ever hear of anything
so insulting, asif a cliscovery could not be made unless someone gra&uates
coHege first? Which of these universities taught Newton, Edison, or
Einstein, or did tl'ley perceive relations their professors were unable to
understand until eXplained to them? Instead of l)eing centers of
investigation where new lenowledge can be thoroughly analyzed, the
professors use what t}ley have been taught as a standard of truth from
which vantage point they survey the 1an(1scape of clivergent views for
the sole purpose of criticism and disagreement. Isn't this a perfect
example of putting the proverl)ial cart before the horse, which should
be a lesson to all professors that they should never become so
dogmatic about their theories or opinions that they won't take the
time to investigate any’cl’ling that might lead to the truth.

Unbeknownst to the highest ranlzing scholars, the universities
have been handing along from generation to generation conceptions,
not verified lznowledge, that will be explocled once certain undeniable
relations are perceivecl and pointecl out to man’s common sense. Now
let me make something very clear. To teach that 2+2=4 doesn’t
clepencl for its truth on who is cloing the teaching because the one
being taught can perceive this undeniable relation. But when the
relation revealing any truth is not obvious or difficult to grasp, or
faﬂaciously 1ogica1, or 10gicaﬂy inaccurate, then its acceptance depends
more on who is cloing the teaching and the 1ong tenure of its existence
rather than on what is Leing taught. For example, if students, who
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cannot perceive undeniable relations, are taught Ly their professor
that 3 is to 6 as 4 is to 9 because he also cannot perceive this is false,
they will be compeﬂed to reject your explanation of it loeing 8 because
they compare the rank of the teacher and the 1ong tenure of what is
taught with your upstart disagreement. Who are you to disagree with
these distinguished professors? Everywhere you look people are using
fallacious standards to juclge the truth. To further illustrate this I
recently gave a math prol)lem to a student of mathematics. I asked
this person if it was possilole to arrange 105 alphaljetical squares
divided equaﬂy between A and O into groups of 3 so that each of the
15 different letters on a line and in all 35 groups would never be twice
with any other letter. Since he assumed that I did not know the
answer, he worked on the pro]olem to find out if he thought it could
be solved. After two weeks and feeling inadequa’ce to the taslz, he
responded, “My own personal opinion is that it cannot be done,
however, ['m not an expert but my pro£essor is. Tll give it to him.”
“By the way,” he inquired (using the same fallacious standard as the
Harvard gracluate) , “did you ever study higher mathematics in one of
the universities, and if you didn’t, how far did you go in school?”

Once again | replied, “Only to the 7th gracle.” He then took the
prol)lern to his professor with this 12nowleclge of the 7th gracle and
after another two weeks told me very positively that his pro£essor said
it could not be done, which is aljsolutely false.

In order for this discovery to be aclequately understood the reader
must not apply himself and his ideas as a standard of what is true and
false, but understand the difference between a mathematical relation
and an opinion, belief, or t}leory. The mind of man is so utterly
confused with words that it will require painstalzing clarification to
clear away the logical cobwebs of ignorance that have accumulated
through the years. For purposes of clarification please note that the
words ‘scientific’ and ‘mathematical’ only mean ‘undeniable’, and are
interchanged throughout the text. The reasoning in this work is not
a form of 1ogic , nor is it my opinion of the answer; it is mathematical,
scientific , and undenial)le, and it is not necessary to deal in what has
been termed the ‘exact sciences’ in order to be exact and scientific.
Consequently, it is imperative to know that this demonstration will be

like a game of chess in which every one of your moves will be forced
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and checkmate inevitable but oniy if you don’t make up your own
rules as to what is true and false which will oniy (ieiay the very life you
want for yourseii. The laws of this universe, which include those of
our nature, are the rules of the game and the oniy thing require(i to
win, to i)i‘ing about this Golden Age that will benefit everyone... is to
stick to the rules. But if you decide to move the izing like the queen
because it does not satisfy you to see a pet belief siipping away or
because it irritates your pricle to be proven wrong or checkmated then
it is obvious that you are not sincereiy concerned with iearning the
truth, but oniy with retaining your doctrines at all cost. However,
when it is scientiiicaiiy revealed that the very things reiigion,
government, education and all others want, which include the means
as well as the en(i, are preventecl from laecoming a reaiity oniy because
we have not penetrate(i cleepiy enougii into a thorough un(ierstan(iing
of our ultimate nature, are we given a choice as to the direction we are
compeiie(i to travel even tiiougii this means the relinquishing of ideas
that have been part of our tiiinieing since time immemorial? This
(iiscovery will be presente(i in a step i)y step fashion that brooks no
opposition and your awareness of this matter will preciucie the
possii)iiity of someone a(i(iucing his raniz, titie, aiiiiiation, or the iong
tenure of an accepteci belief as a standard from which he thinks he
quaiiiies to (iisagree with iznowie(ige that contains within itself
undeniable prooi of its veracity. In other words, your loacizgrounci, the
color of your sizin, your reiigion, the number of years you went to
sciiooi, how many titles you ilOiCl, your [.Q., your country, what you
do for a iiving, your i)eing some kind of expert like Nageii (or
any’ci'iing else you care to throw in) has no relation whatsoever to the
undeniable ienowieclge that 3 is to 6 what 4 is to 8. So piease don’t
be too iiasty in using what you have been taugiit as a standard to juclge
what has not even been revealed to you yet. If you should decide to
give me the benefit of the doubt — cleny it — and two other

discoveries to be reveaie(i, if you can.

In his book “Alternative Science, Chaiienging the Mytiis of the
Scientific Establishment” Richard Milton writes: “We are iiving in
a time of rising academic intolerance in which important new

discoveries in pi’iysics, medicine, and iaioiogy are i)eing ridiculed and
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rejecte(t for reasons that are not scientific. Somettﬁng precious and
irreplaceat)le is under attack. Our academic ht)erty — our freedom of
ttlougtlt — is t)eing threatened l)y an establishment that chooses to
turn aside new lznowte(tge unless it comes from their own scientific
circles. Some academics appoint themselves Vigitantes to guarct the
gates of science against troublemakers with newideas. Yet science has
a two thousand year record of success not because it has been guarcte(t
by an Inquisition, but because it is self-regulating. It has succeeded
because bad science is driven out Ly goocl; an ounce of open-rninctecl
experiment is worth any amount of authoritative opinion t)y selt—styted
scientific rationalists. The scientific fundamentalism of which these
are (tisturt)ing signs is found today not merely in remote provincial
pocteets of conservatism but at the very top of the mainstream
management of science on both sides of the Atlantic. Human
progress has been powere(t t)y the paracligm-stxattering inventions of
many brilliant iconoclasts, yet just as the scientific community
dismissed Bdison’s tamp, Roentgen’s X-rays, and even the Wrights’
airptane, toctay’s “Paractigm Police” do a better jot) of preserving an
outdated mode of ttlougtlt than of nurturing invention and cliscovery.
One way of explaining this odd reluctance to come to terms with the
new, even when there is ptenty of concrete evidence available, is to
appeal to the natural human tendency not to believe things that sound
impossﬂ)te unless we see them with our own eyes — a tlealttly
sleepticism. But there is a good deal more to this ptlenornenon than
a tlealttly steepticisrn. It is a refusal even to open our eyes to examine
the evidence that is plainty in view. And it is a phenomenon that
occurs so regularty in the tlistory of science and tectlnology as to be
almost an integral part of the process. It seems that there are some
individuals, inclucting very distinguished scientists, who are WiHing to
risk the censure and ridicule of their cotleagues t)y stepping over that
mark. This book is about those scientists. But, more importantly,
it is about the curious social and intellectual forces that seek to
protnloit such research; those areas of scientific research that are taboo
sut)jects; about sut)jects whose discussion is forbidden under pain of
ridicule and ostracism. Often those who cry taboo do so from the best
of motives: a desire to ensure that our hard-won scientific

enlightenment is not corruptecl Ly the credulous acceptance of crank
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ideas and that the community does not slide back into what Sir Karl
Popper graphicaﬂy called the ‘tyranny of opinion.” Yet in setting out
to guarcl the frontiers of 12now1ec1ge, some scientific purists are
adopting a brand of sleepticism that is indis’cinguishable from the
tyranny t}ley seek to resist. These modern slzep’cics are sometimes the
most unreﬂecting of individuals yet their devotion to the cause of
science impels them to appoint themselves guarclians of spirit of truth.
And this raises the important question of just how we can tell a real
crank from a real innovator — a Faraclay from a false prophet.
Merely to dismiss a carefuﬂy preparecl body of evidence — however
barmy it may appear —is to make the same mistake as the crank. In
many ways cold fusion is the per£ect paradigm of scientific taboo in
action. The high priests of hot fusion were quicle to ostracize and
ridicule those whom they saw as profaning the sacred wisdom. And
empirical fact counted for nothing in the face of their concerted
derision.

The taboo reaction in science takes many distinct forms. At its
simplest and most direct, tabooism is manifested as derision and
rejection Ly scientists (ancl non-scientists) of those new discoveries
that cannot be fitted into the existing framework of 12now1eclge. The
reaction is not merely a negative dismissal or refusal to believe; it is
strong enoug}l to cause positive actions to be taken Ly leading sleeptics
to compel a more wiclespreacl adoption in the community of the
rejection and disbelief, the shipping up of opposition, and the putting
down of anyone unwise enough to step out of line ]3y pul)licly
em})racing taboo ideas. The taboo reaction in such simple cases is
eventuaﬂy clispeﬂed because the facts — and the value of the
discoveries concerned — prove to be stronger than the taboo belief;
but there remains the worrying possi]aility that many such taboos
prove stronger (or more Valuable) than the discoveries to which they
are appliecl. In its more subtle form, the taboo reaction draws a circle
around a Subject and places it ‘out of bounds’ to any form of rational
analysis or investigation. In cloing so, science often puts up what
appears to be a well-considered, fundamental objection, which on
closer analysis turns out to be no more than the unreﬂecting
preju(lices of a maiden aunt who feels uncomfortable with the idea of
mixed La’ching. The penalty associated with this form of tabooism is
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that whole areas of scientific investigation, some of which may well
hold important discoveries, remain permanentiy fenced off and any
benefits tiiey may contain are denied us. Subtler still is the taboo
Wiierei)y scientists in certain fields erect a generai proiiii)ition against
speaizing or writing on the sui)jects which tiiey consider their own
property and where any reference, especiaiiy i)y an outsider, will draw
a rapici hostile response. Sometimes, scientists who declare a taboo
will insist that oniy tiiey are qualifieci to discuss and reach conclusions
on the matters that tiiey have made their own property; that oniy tiiey
are privy to the immense i)ocly of ienowie(ige and sui)tiety of argument
necessary i:uiiy to understand the complexities of the suioject and to
reach the ‘right’ conclusion. Outsiders, on the other hand, (especiaiiy
non-scientists) are ill-informed, unable to think rationaiiy or
anaiyticaiiy, prone to mysticai or crank ideas and are not privy to
subtleties of anaiysis and inflections of argument that insiders have
devoted iong painfui years to acquiring. Once again, the cost of such
tabooism is measured in lost opportunities for ciiscovei'y. Any
contribution to ienowieclge in terms of rational anaiysis , Or resuiting
from the different perspective of those outside the field in question,
is lost to the community. In its most extreme form scientific
tabooism cioseiy resembles the behavior of a priestiy caste that is
perceive(i to be the iioiy guar(iians of the sacred creed, the beliefs that
are the oi)jec’c of the community’s worsiiip. Such guarciians feel
themselves justiiie(i i)y their reiigious caiiing and iong training in
aciopting any measures to repei and to discredit any member of the
community who profanes the sacred piaces ) words or rituals regar(ie(i
as untouchable. Periiaps the most worrying aspect of the taboo
reaction is that it tends to have a cumulative and permanent
discriminatory effect: any idea that is i(ieoiogicaiiy suspect or counter
to the current para(iigm is permanentiy dismissed, and the very fact
of its rejection forms the basis of its rejection on all future occasions.
[t is a little like the court of appeai rejecting the convicted man’s piea
of innocence on the grouncis that he must be guiity or wiiy else is he
in jaii? And Wi’ly else did the poiice arrest him in the first piace? This
‘erring on the side of caution’ means that in the iong term the
intellectual Devil’s Island where convicted concepts are sent b