Decline and Fall of All
Evil

The Most Important Discovery
of Our Times

Seymour Lessans
Compiled and edited loy Janis Rafael

Safeworld Pu]olishing Company

www.declineandfallofallevil.com



mailto:SafeWorldNow/hich/af0/dbch/af37/loch/f0%20@aol.co
http://www.declineandfallofallevil.com

Copyright ©2015 lay Seymour Lessans. Compilecl and edited lay Janis Rafael. Cover clesign
by Miriam Thorin. All rigl'xts reserved inclucling the rigl'xt of reprocluction in whole or in
part, in any form or order. This book contains material pro’cectecl under International and
Federal Copyright Laws and Treatise. No part of this publica’cion may be reprocluced or
transmitted in any form or lay any means, electronic or mechanical, inclucling pllotocopy, fax
transmission, recorcling , or any storage information and retrieval system, without the written

permission of the pu]alisller.

Summary: Many theories as to how world peace could be achieved have been propose(l, yet
war has once again taken its cleacuy toll in the 21st century. The dream of peace has
remained an unattainable goal — until now. The foﬂowing pages reveal a scientific discovery
regar(ling a psychological law of man’s nature never before understood. This fincling was
hidden so success{'uﬂy behind layers and layers of clogrna and misunderstanding that no one
knew a cleeper truth existed. Once this natural law becomes a permanent condition of the
environment, it will allow manlzind, for the very first time , toveerina different direction —
preventing the never-encling cycle of hurt and retaliation in human relations. Altllougll this
cliscovery was borne out of philosophical thought, it is factual, not tl'xeoretical, in nature.

Printed in the United States of America

Publisher's Cataloging-In-PuMica’cion Data
(Prepared Ly the Donohue Group, Inc.)

Lessans, Seymour
Decline and fall of all evil : the most important cliscovery of our times /Seymour
Lessans; compiled and edited Ly Janis Rafael.

p.; cm.

ISBN: 978-0-692-31827-0 (softcover)
ISBN: 978-0-578-15130-4 (e-hook)

1. Philosophy--Free will and determinism. 2. Good and evil. 3. Peace-- Psychological
aspects. 4. Interpersonal relations. 5. Psycllology--Popular works. 6. Lessans, Seymour
7Pl'1ilosop11y. L. Rafael, Janis. II. Title.

BJ1401 .I47 2015

170
2014955475

Safeworld Pul)lislling Company



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 lenowleclge 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 recall, in the 19% century Gregor Mendel made a cliscovery
in the field of heredity. 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 1aug}1ingstoclz of the entire student world. In the end it was
Nageli, the leading authority of his time, whose pride refused to let
him investigate Mendel whom he juclgecl a semi-amateur because he
regarclecl as impossible the very core of Mendel’s discovery. He was
wrong as history recorded and though Mendel was compeﬂecl 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 deny the possﬂ)ility, you are
setting yourselves up as infallible gocls among men, just as our
intellectual ancestors did when they prematurely rejected the cliscovery
of Gregor Mendel? Can't you be the ones to confirm the cliscovery?
Must it be others, 10ng after we are dead?

People have often questionecl, “Well assuming that you did make
a fantastic discovery, Why l)ring it to me? You should run to the
nearest university so it can be aclznowledgecl. 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
3



he smiled and lost all interest. Another used a method for screening
out the wrong applicants for such a (iiscovery. He imme(iiateiy
questioneci my educational loaciegrounci and wanted to know from what
university [ gracluate(i, to which I repiie(i, “I have no formal education
because I never compieteci the 7th gracie." Then without giving me
a chance to tell him that my informal education was far superior to
his formal education he responcieci without giving much thought to
what he was about to say, ‘And you dare to come in here with such
outrageous claims about soiving all the pro]oiems of human relation!””

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

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

“I gra(iuateci from Harvard with many honors and credentials.”

[ then inquire(i, “With all your formal e(iucation, your iionors,
your ciegrees and ciipiomas, what discoveries have you made to solve
the proi)ierns piaguing mankind?” There was no answer and he hung
up.

After that 1 was completeiy frustrated. Did you ever hear of
any’ci'iing so insulting, as if a ciiscovery could not be made unless
someone gracluates coilege first? Which of these universities taugiit
Newton, Eciison, or Einstein, or did they perceive relations their
proiessors were unable to understand until expiaine(i to them?
Instead of i)eing centers of investigation where new 12nowiecige can be
thoroughiy anaiyze(i, the proiessors use what they have been taught as
a standard of truth from which vantage point tiley survey the
ian(iscape of clivergent views for the sole purpose of criticism and
ciisagreement. Isn't this a periect exampie of putting the proveri)ial
cart before the iiorse, which should be a lesson to all proiessors that
tiley should never become so ciogmatic about their theories or
opinions that they won't take the time to investigate any’ching that
might lead to the truth.

Unbeknownst to the highest ranizing schoiars, the universities
have been iianciing aiong from generation to generation conceptions,
not verified ienowie(ige , that will be expiode(i once certain undeniable
relations are perceiveci and pointeci out to man’s common sense. Now
let me make something very clear. To teach that 24+2=4 doesn’t
ciepenci for its truth on who is cioing the teaciiing because the one
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being taught can perceive this undeniable relation. But when the
relation revealing any truth is not obvious or difficult to grasp, or
faﬂaoiously logical, or 1ogicaﬂy inaccurate, then its acceptance clepencls
more on who is doing the teaching and the 1ong tenure of its existence
rather than on what is Leing taught. For example, if students, who
cannot perceive undeniable relations, are taught Ly their pro£essor
that 3 isto 6 as 4 is to 9 laecause he also cannot perceive this is £a1se,
they will be compeﬂed to reject your explanation of it l)eing 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 clis’cinguished professors? Everywl'lere you look people are using
fallacious standards to judge the truth. To further illustrate this I
recently gave a math prol)lem to a student of mathematics. 1 asked
this person if it was possil)le to arrange 105 alphabetical 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 proMem to find out if he thought it could
be solved. After two weeks and feeling inaclequate to the ’casle, he
responded, “My own personal opinion is that it cannot be done,
however, I'm not an expert but my professor is. Tl give it to him.”
“By the way,” he inquired (using the same fallacious standard as the
Harvard gracluate), “did you ever stucly higher mathematics in one of
the universities, and if you dicln’t, how far did you go in school?”

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

In order for this cliscovery 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, belieﬂ 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 luncleniable’, and are
interchangecl throughout the text. The reasoning in this work is not
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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
and checkmate inevitable but only if you don’t make up your own
rules as to what is true and false which will only clelay the very life you
want for yourself. The laws of this universe, which include those of
our nature, are the rules of the game and the only ’ching requirecl to
win, to Lring about this Golden Age that will benefit everyone... is to
stick to the rules. But if you decide to move the 12ing 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 1earning the
truth, but only with retaining your doctrines at all cost. However,
when it is scientiﬁcaﬂy revealed that the very things religion,
government, education and all others want, which include the means
as well as the encl, are prevented from becoming a reality only because
we have not penetra’cecl cleeply enough into a thorough unclerstancling
of our ultimate nature, are we given a choice as to the direction we are
compeﬂed to travel even though this means the relinquishing of ideas
that have been part of our thinlzing since time immemorial? This
cliscovery will be presentecl in a step ]3y step fashion that brooks no
opposition and your awareness of this matter will preclude the
possi]aility of someone aclclucing his rank, title, affiliation, or the 1ong
tenure of an accepte(l belief as a standard from which he thinks he
qualifies to clisagree with lenowledge that contains within itself
undeniable proof of its veracity. In other words , your l)aclzground , the
color of your skin, your religion, the number of years you went to
school, how many titles you hold, your [.Q., your country, what you
do for a hving, your being some kind of expert like Nageli (or
anything clse you care to throw in) has no relation whatsoever to the
undeniable 12nowlec1ge that 3 is to 6 what 4 is to 8. So please don’t
be too hasty in using what you have been taught 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 revealed, if you can.
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In his book “Alternative Science, Chaﬂenging the Myths of the
Scientific Establishment” Richard Milton writes: “We are hving in
a time of rising academic intolerance in which important new
discoveries in physics, medicine, and biology are being ridiculed and
rejec’ce& for reasons that are not scientific. Some’ching precious and
irreplaceable is under attack. Our academic liberty — our freedom of
thought —is loeing threatened l)y an establishment that chooses to
turn aside new lenowle(lge unless it comes from their own scientific
circles. Some academics appoint themselves Vigilantes to guarcl the
gates of science against troublemakers with new ideas. Yet science has
a two thousand year record of success not because it has been guarclecl
by an Inquisition, but because it is self-regulating. It has succeeded
because bad science is driven out ]oy goocl; an ounce of open—minclecl
experiment is worth any amount of authoritative opinion Ly self—styled
scientific rationalists. The scientific fundamentalism of which these
are disturbing signs is found toclay not merely in remote provincial
pocleets of conservatism but at the very top of the mainstream
management of science on both sides of the Atlantic. Human
progress has been powerecl l)y the paracligm-shattering inventions of
many brilliant iconoclasts, yet just as the scientific community
dismissed Bdison’s lamp, Roentgen’s X-rays, and even the Wrights’
airplane, today’s “Paracligm Police” do a better jol) of preserving an
outdated mode of thought than of nurturing invention and cliscovery.
One way of explaining this odd reluctance to come to terms with the
new, even when there is plenty of concrete evidence available, is to
appeal to the natural human tendency not to believe things that sound
impossﬂ)le unless we see them with our own eyes — a healthy
sleepticism. But there is a good deal more to this phenomenon than
a healthy slzepticism. It is a refusal even to open our eyes to examine
the evidence that is plainly in view. And it is a phenomenon that
occurs so regularly in the history of science and technology as to be
almost an integral part of the process. [t seems that there are some
individuals, inclucling very distinguished scientists, who are WiHing to
risk the censure and ridicule of their coﬂeagues by 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
prohiloit such research; those areas of scientific research that are taboo
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sul)jects; about suljjects 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 corrupted Ly the credulous acceptance of crank
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 12nowle&ge, some scientific purists are
adopting a brand of sleepticism that is indistinguiskable from the
tyranny they seek to resist. These modern slzeptics 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 prepared Lody of evidence — however
barmy it may appear —is to make the same mistake as the crank. In
many ways cold fusion is the perfect paradigrn of scientific taboo in
action. The high priests of hot fusion were quiclz to ostracize and
ridicule those whom they saw as profaning the sacred wisdom. And
empirical fact counted for notl'ling 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 by 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 enough to cause positive actions to be taken by leading sleeptics
to compel a more Wiclespreacl acloption 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 belie£;
but there remains the worrying possi]aility that many such taboos
prove stronger (or more valual)le) 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
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appears to be a well-considered, fundamental oi)jection, which on
closer anaiysis turns out to be no more than the unreﬂecting
prejuciices of a maiden aunt who feels uncomfortable with the idea of
mixed i)atiiing. The penaity associated with this form of tabooism is
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 prohii)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 they are quaiiiie(i to discuss and reach conclusions
on the matters that tiiey have made their own property; that oniy tiiey
are privy to the immense i)ody of iznowie(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 ciiscovery. 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 worsi'iip. Such guarciians feel
themselves justiiieci i)y their reiigious caiiing and iong training in
aciopting any measures to repei and to discredit any member of the
community who proianes the sacred piaces, words or rituals regarcie(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 paracligm is permanentiy dismissed, and the very fact
of its rejection forms the basis of its rejection on all future occasions.
It 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 Wl’ly else is he
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in jail? And why else did the police arrest him in the first place? This

‘erring on the side of caution’ means that in the long term the
intellectual Devil’s Island where convicted concepts are sent becomes
more and more crowded with taboo i(leas, all denied to us, and with no
possi]aility of reprieve. We will never know how many tens or
hundreds or thousands of important discoveries were thrown in the

scrap heap merely because of intolerance and misplaced skepticism.”
P p y p P

The taboo reaction is due, in part, to the pricle of those people who
consider themselves highly educated scholars at the very top echelon
of thought and 12now1ec1ge. Tl’ley are more interested in who you are
than what you have to say. Before this group will even consent to
listen you must qualify not by what you are preparecl to prove in a
mathematical manner, but by your educational rank. Do you see
what a pro]olem I have? I can’t convince these people to give me the
time even though I have made discoveries that will benefit all
mankind. This pricle is the first half of the primary problem; that the
very people who have the intellectual capacity to understand the
12nowlec1ge in this book refuse to investigate what must reveal, if
proven true, how unconsciously ignorant they have always been. Is it
any wonder they don’t want to check it out? And even if they do,
could they be ol)jective enough when their reputation for wisdom and
12now1ec1ge is at stake? Have you noticed the paraﬂels between the
Catholic Church in the middle ages with its dogmatism (that it
cannot be what must not be — the clergymen even refused to simply
look through Galileo’s telescope and see for themselves, because they
were so arrogantly convinced that they held the absolute truth in
hands and thus needed no verification) , and today’s self—righteous
“church” of “scientiﬁcality" with its dogmas? Therefore before 1
begin [ would like to ask a question of every reader but especiaﬂy of
philosophers, professors and theologians. Is there the slightest
possﬂ)ility that the 12nowledge you possess does not contain as much
truth as you would like to believe? Would you gamlole your life or the
lives of those you love that you reaﬂy lznow, or is there just the
remotest chance that you only think you know? What is the standard
by which you judge the veracity of your 12now1e(1ge and wisdom; the
fact that it was taught in coﬂege? Is your determination of truth

10



based on the fact that it was written Ly a noted author, composed
from your own analysis and unclerstanding, or revealed through
heavenly inspiration? What makes you so certain, so positive, so
dogmatic? Because this book dares to oppose the three forces that
control the thinlzing of mankind; government, religion, and
educa’cion, the most dangerous thinlzing of aﬂ, the kind that reaﬂy
doesn’t know the trutl'l, as Socrates o]oservecl, but because of some
fallacious standard presumes to lznow, [ have found it necessary to
resort to this manner of introclucing my work in the fervent hope that
[ can reach those who will be able to extract the pure, unadulterated
relations involved before another century passes by or an atomic
explosion destroys millions of lives. Now be honest with yourselves ;
do you reaﬂy know, or only think you know? If you will admit there
is just the slightest possibility that you have not been endowed with
the wisdom of God; that you may be wrong regarcling many things
despite the high opinion you and others hold of yourselves; that the
expression the blind 1eac1ing the blind could even pertain to you; |
know this is difficult for you to conceive; [ say, if there is the slightest
possi]aility you could be mistaken and you are wiuing to admit this to
yourselves, then I cordiaﬂy welcome your company aboard, otherwise,
you had better not read this book for my words are not meant for your
ears. But should you decide to accompany me on this voyage | would
like to remind you, once again, that this book is not a religious or
philosophical tract attempting some ulterior form of incloctrination;
it is purely scientific as you will see, and should the word ‘God’ seem
incongruous lzin(ﬂy remember Spinoza and you will understand
imme&iately that it is not. While God is proven to be a mathematical
reality as a consequence of Lecoming conscious of the truth, war and
crime are compeﬂe& to take leave of the earth.

It is true that many men before me, including socialists,
communists, even capitalists also thought they had discovered the
cause of, and solution to , the various problems of human relation, and
their enthusiasm was no doubt just as positive and sincere as my own.
However, there is this difference between us. I have absolute proof
that cannot be denied l)y any reader; they did not. Mine can be
adequately communicated; theirs was never disentanglecl from the

illusion of reality borne out of abstract thought and imagination.
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Mine is pureiy scientific; theirs an expression of ctogmatic belief. In
view of the serious nature of this (iiscovery, the effects of which will
t)eneticentiy ramity into every conceivable direction causing reiigious
minds to consider this the return of the expected Messiah, and since
it also contravenes a belief held true l)y neariy all of mankind, I am
once again asieing the in(iuigence of every reader to piease refrain from
jumping to any premature conclusions, to put aside if oniy for the
time t)eing the unverified iznowie(ige gattiere(i from books and teachers
and heed oniy the truth reflected in my words. “But what is truth?”
you migtit ask. “Let us say it is that which cannot be denied t)y
anyone anywtiere.” “But,” you migtit repiy, “that’s just common
sense; everyone knows that.” Well it is just this common sense; that
sense common to us all that [ am maizing the very foundation of this
book. It is for this reason that what I write will be understood not
oniy i)y those who can read the Engiisii ianguage, but t)y the entire
literate world. There will be no sieigtit of hand revelation as is
dreamed up in piiiiosoptiicai circles iay epistemoiogists; oniy a clear
undeniable explanation about facts of man’s nature never before
understood. Knowiectge in this context is to truiy know ourselves. If
you are coming aiong on this journey you will need to put on your
tiiinizing caps and try to understand the mathematical relations soon
to be revealed which permit you to see this miracle.

There is an ironic twist here for if all evils of our world no ionger
exist, how tiappy would certain protessions be to know that their
services will no ionger be needed. Shouldn’t this news make those
individuals very tiappy, who have been trying to correct the evil in the
world? If the cry of the ciergy is ‘Faith in God,” isn’t it obvious that
the priesttiood would rather see an end to all sin than to preacti
against it and shrive the sinners in the confessional. Ti'iey should be
simpiy thrilled at the miracle God is about to pertorm, even ttiougti
it means putting them out of work. Isn’t it true that politicians,
statesman, the leaders of the world in generai would much rather see
an end to all war and crime than to retaliate an eye for an eye and a
tooth for a tooth? If the Communist and Capitalist governments are
truiy interested in the welfare of their peopie, then just imagine how
excited ttiey will be to learn that the most pertect relations between all

men will soon be a reaiity even ttiougii it makes their services
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unnecessary. If a writer is just about reacly to submit his book to the
pul)lic for the purpose of revealing lznowledge on how to raise children
or live together in greater harmony as man and wife, he will be
absolutely in ecstasy to learn that God is going to l)ring about such
perfect harmony in a short time that all books purporting to do this
very thing won't have any more value. Just imagine how happy the
profession of psychia’cry will be to learn that all of its patients will be
healed overnight by this miracle, maleing this service obsolete. There
is a goocl deal of irony to this Great Transition for it reveals how
completely dishonest we were compelled to be with ourselves and
others. A salesman is happy to make a sale when he works on
commission, and if he found out that another salesman beat him to
the puncl'l he would be clisappointecl. The only difference between a
salesman seﬂing books and a doctor, theologian, etc., is that the
former must convince only his prospects while the latter must also
convince themselves. A salesman is not interested if anyone uses his
procluct, just so he is paicl a commission. Doctors and theologians
and those in the helping pro£essions are compeﬂed to justify that they
know what t}ley are aclvising and treating, otherwise, they could never
accept a fee, gratuity, or income for their service. Someone who
struggles to earn a hving such as a salesman where the risk of injury
is Virtuauy nonexistent doesn’t need the same kind of justification,
and will even steal with a clear conscience.

Though we would all like to see an end to evil, there are two issues
that need to be considered. No one could be pleasecl if their source of
income was taken away as well as the very thing that gives meaning to
their lives. Doctors are sincerely interested in malzing their patients
well, but they want to be the ones to do it. Religion would like to see
us delivered from evil, but in some manner that confirms what has
been looked for — Juclgment Day. The Chinese government would
like to see an end to all evil, but in terms of communism. Is it
possi]ole for the supporters of socialism and communism to relinquish
the thought that they are right, when they think they are not wrong?
Politicians would like to see an end to all evil, but they want to find
the solution. Would it be possi]ale for the leaders of capitalism to
Wiﬂingly resign their jol)s when they think their services are no 1onger
required? How is it humanly possﬂ)le for the organizations that ﬁght

13



for peace, for iieaitii, for security; those that wage a war against the
evils of iiumanity to be sincereiy iiappy about the very removal of the
tilings tiiey need for their ultimate satisfaction? Everyioody would like
to see a great ciiange; “I have a dream” said Dr. Martin Luther King,
“this view from the mountain top, but no one desires any intruders or
interiopers.” These in(iiviciuais, who at present control the tiiinizing
of mankind, set up a fallacious standard for the conscious purpose of
protecting themselves against others and will react with iiostiiity
towards any’ci'iing that shows tiiey may be wrong unless it is presenteci
in such a mathematical manner that it is impossii)ie to clisagree
without revealing a still greater ignorance. If this book was not a
mathematical revelation — which scientists will soon confirm — what
do you think the ciergy, the government, the medical and teaciling
proiessions, and many others would do if tiiey thougiit for one
moment this work was someone’s opinion that threatened their
security, power, and iea(iersiiip position in world affairs? They would
tear this book to shreds. This ciiscovery has incurred the wrath of the
establishment because it upsets the appie cart and threatens the status
quo. No one wants to wiiiingiy admit tiiey don’t have the answer.

The fact remains that these individuals are actuaiiy trying to solve
proi)iems that are very much over their heads and what is i)eing
revealed to them is oniy a method to accompiisii the very tiiings tiiey
have been attempting to cio, without success. Unior’cunateiy, those
en(ieavoring to correct our ills appear to be cutting off the heads of a
diseased i'iycira — the more psychiatrists we graciuate, the greater
becomes our mental iiiness; the more poiicemen and moralists we
iiave, the greater and more prevaient become our crimes ; the more
(iipioma’cs, statesmen, generais and armies we iiave, the greater and
more destructive become our wars. And as an expeciient to the
situation we find ourselves i)eing taxed to death while our cost of
iiving steaciiiy rises. Wouldn't you like to see an end to all this?

Therefore before 1 i)egin I would like to ask you the ioiiowing
questions. Do you preier war or peace, uni'iappiness or i'iappiness,
insecurity or security, sickness or health? Do you preier iosing the
one you have fallen in love with, or winning and iiving iiappiiy ever
after? Since I know that happiness is preierai)ie to unhappiness,
health to sickness, I shall now i)egin a revelation of ienowie(ige which
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no one will be able to cleny provicling the relations are understood.

While the moral code, the Ten Commanclments, our standards of
right and wrong will be completely extirpatecl, all premarital relations,
adultery and divorce will be a thing of the past changing the entire
lanclscape of family relationships. Where did you ever hear anything
so fantastic or paracloxical? And aren’t you jumping to a conclusion
that this is against all human nature? If all the people in the world
who get displaced because their services are no 1onger needed were to
know as a matter of undeniable 12now1edge that the income necessary
to sustain their standard of living, whatever the cost, would never be
stoppecl as long as t}ley live, would they have any reason to complain
about someone showing them a better way — the only way to
accomplish that for which they are getting paicl? Although they and
others will be dissatisfied to learn the truth when it deprives them of
personal £u1£iﬂment, they are compeﬂe& to be silent because to utter
any words of protest would only reveal their ignorance, which will give
them no satisfaction. I shall now set sail on a voyage which will
perform this virtual miracle by igniting a chain reaction of thought
that will explocle across the planet and clestroy with its fallout every
conceivable kind of hurt that exists among human relations, never to
return. It is now within our power to reach that mountaintop — the
Golden Age of man — that we have all hoped and dreamed would one

clay become a reality.
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CHAPTER ONE
THE HIDING PLACE

ong ago man formed a theory that the earth was flat
because he could not conceive of it as a ball suspencled in
space. [t became a clogrna, such a fixed idea that when the
first astronomer, in attempting to explain the reason Why
darkness came over the sun in the middle of the clay, was denied an
opportunity to present his ﬁndings because his discovery called into
question this sacred belief. Let us imagine the first astronomer being
granted an interview by the 1ea(1ing authorities of his time to explain

the cause of a solar eclipse.

“Dear gentlemen , L have come to you to explain my finclings about
the shape of the earth. In order for you to understand the cause of
the darkness coming over the sun, it is first necessary to understand
that the earth is not flat.”

“What's that? Did we hear you correctly? Are you trying to tell
us that the earth is round which means it is ﬂoa’cing in space?”

“That is true, and my cliscovery lies locked behind the door
marked the earth is round.”

“This is absurd! Who are you to come in here and tell us that we
are wrong? We are not interested in your theory because we say the
carth is flat [ancl since we are wiser than you, more learned than you,
more educated than you, you must be wrong|, so Why discuss this
matter further? Besides , our chief medicine man chanted the
incantation that caused the darkness to vanish. Thank you very much
for coming out to give us your explanation but we are not interested

in discussing this matter further because we know, l)eyond a shadow

of cloul)t, that the earth is flat.”

This is the second half of the primary prolalem. The fact that a
theory such as the belief that the earth is flat can hermetieaﬂy seal
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12now1ec1ge that prevents our discovering the invariable laws of the
solar system Which, in turn, prevents the lenowledge necessary to land
men on the moon. Children were taught this ]3y their parents who
had received this 12nowleclge from their parents who were instructed l)y
the medicine man who was considered the wisest man of his time.

Since there was no way the lznowle(lge of the medicine man could be
proven false because no one knew any different, and since he was
considered the wisest man of his time, his conclusion that the earth
was flat brooked no opposition. Consequently, when those who were
judgecl inferior in wisdom or lznowle(lge clisagreecl with the medicine
man, they were rejectecl. When an upstart scientist came along who
concluded that the earth was round after malzing certain observations p
how was it possi]ale to get others to agree with him when they couldn’t
follow his reasoning which compeﬂecl them to compare him, not his
12now1ec1ge, to the medicine man, to the professors and teachers whose
wisdom and lznowledge could not be impugned. To help you see how
easy it is for a dogma’cic theory to prevent scientific investigation let
us once again return, in imagination, to the time when man knew

notl'ling about the solar system, and listen to a conversation.

“Say, Joshua; do you believe the earth is flat or do you go along
with my theory that it is round?”

“Even though most of mankind agrees that it is flat, what
difference does it reaﬂy make what I think?” said our philosophical
friend. “The shape of the earth is certainly not going to be affected or
changecl no matter what my opinion is, right?

“That is true enough, but if the earth is reaﬂy round isn't it
obvious that just as long as we think otherwise we are prevented from
cliscovering those things that clepencl on this 12now1ec1ge for their
discovery, consequently, it does make a difference. How much so we
are not in the position to know just yet but thousands of years hence,
perhaps in the twentieth century, there may be all kinds of scientific
achievements attributed clirectly to 12nowing the true shape of the
earth, such as landing men on the moon which may never be possible
without first 12nowing the true shape of the earth.”

You may look back and smile at the unconscious ignorance of our
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ancestors but pay close attention to what happenecl to me as | draw up
a perfect comparison with which you can identify. Because my
cliscovery was purely scientific, my attention was drawn to an article
by Eric Johns’con, now clecease(l, who was once among other things the
President of the Motion Pictures Association. It appeare& in the
November 6, 1960 issue of This Week Magazine of The Baltimore

Sun.

“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 1ife; change in the hallmark of our times. It’s not gradual,
comfortable change. [t is sudden; rapicl; often violent. It touches and
often disrupts whole cultures and hundreds of millions of people.
Behind it all lies an explosive grow’ch in scientific 12nowlec1ge and
accomplishment. Some 90% of all the scientists who ever lived are
living toclay, and the total accumulation of scientific 12now1eclge is
doubling every ten years. But this is reality. If we remember that,
then we will never flinch at change. We will acljust to it, welcome it,

”

meet it as a friend, and know it is God’s will.” Since my cliscovery
would bring about the greatest change in all of history, it appearecl
that this man would be WiHing to let me explain my finclings. By
convincing him on the phone that it was now possilole to put a
permanent end to all war as a result of my cliscovery, he agreed to
meet me on a Sunclay afternoon in Washington, D.C. Our

conversation went as foﬂows:

“I'm reaﬂy not a scientist, Mr. Lessans, and in all probal)ility you
should be ’caﬂeing to someone else. Your claims are alasolutely
fantastic , but I want you to know that even though [ wrote an article
about science, I am not a scientist. Besides, after you hung up |
became more sleeptical of claims such as yours because they not only
sound impossi]ale but somewhat ridiculous in view of man’s nature.
F‘ranlzly, I don’t believe your claims are possil)le, but I am WiHing to
listen if it doesn’t take too 1ong and if I can see some truth to your
explanation; I do have another engagement but I can devote at least
one hour. Would you get rig}lt on with it?” I then told him the story
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about the earth laeing flat and he smiled at this, and then told him
that a theory exists regarding man’s nature that is accepted as true Ly
08% of mankind, and I pointecl out that this theory is actuaﬂy
preventing the decline and fall of all evil because it has closed a door
to a vast storehouse of genuine lznowleclge.

“I will be as brief as possﬂ)le, Mr. Johnston, but in order for me to
reveal my cliscovery it is a]osolutely necessary that I first show you its
hiding place because they are related to each other.”

“What is this theory? ” he asked.

“You see, Mr. Johnston, most people believe consciously or
unconsciously that man’s will is free.”

“What's that? Did I hear you correctly? Are you trying to tell me
that man’s will is not free?”

“That is absolu’cely right, Mr. ]ohns’con. I don’t believe it; [ know
this for a mathematical fact. My cliscovery lies locked behind the door
marked ‘Man’s Will is Not Free,” just like the invariable laws of the
solar system were concealed behind the door marked ‘The Earth is
Round” — until some upstart scientist openecl it for a thorough
investigation.”

“T have always believed it to be £ree, but what difference does it
make what I think; the will of man is certainly not going to be
affected by my opinion, right?”

“That part is true enoug}l (clo you recall the comparison), but if
the will of man is definitely not free isn’t it obvious that just as 1ong
as we think otherwise we will be prevented from cliscovering those
things that depend on this lznowleclge for their discovery,
consequently, it does make a difference. The opinion of our ancestors
that the earth was flat could never change its actual shape, but just as
long as the door marked ‘The Earth Is Round’ was never openecl
thoroughly for an investigation Ly scientists capal)le of perceiving the
undeniable but involved relations hidden Jchere, how were we ever to
discover the laws that allow us now to land men on the moon?”

“Your door was openecl many times t}lrough the years Ly some of
the most pro£oun(1 thinkers and never did they come up with any
discoveries to cl'lange the world.”

“It is true that determinism was investigatecl by people who were
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presumect protounct thinkers, but in spite of their protounctness none
of them had the capacity to perceive the law that was hidden there.
Most peopte do not even know it is a ttieory since it is preactiect l)y
religion, government, even education as if it is an absolute fact.”

“Mr. Lessans, I don’t know what it is you think you have
discovered but whatever it is, as far as I personaﬂy am concerne(t, it
cannot be valid because I am convinced that man’s will is free. Thank
you very much for coming out but I'm not interested in cliscussing
this matter any further.” And he would not let me continue.

Now stop to think about this for one moment. A ctiscovery has
been made that will go down in tiistory as that which will ctiange the
entire world of human relations for the better, yet because it
ctiaiienges a ttieory which is held t)y many world religions there is a
hostile reaction when it is questionect. This is a pertect example of
how this preemptive auttiority of false iznowlectge which is passe(i along
from generation to generation t)y ttieology, iay government, and t)y
various other sources does not even allow a person to open his mind
to hear the explanation. The theologians | contactect, ttiougti ttiey
admit ttley pray to God for deliverance from evil also believe it is
impossﬂ)te for man to accomptisti this apparent miracle. In a sense
ttiey are rigtit because the law that was discovered is equivalent to the
law that inheres in the solar system, over which we have no control.
Any system of established (togrna that is based on a false belief needs
to be addressed so that the truth can be revealed. This is much easier
said than done because the iznowlectge of what it means that man’s will
is not free was buried cteeper than atomic energy, and presents
prot)lerns that are almost insurmountable. Convincing a few people
of this truth is one ttiing ; convincing the entire world is somettiing
else. Supposing the very peopie whose un(ierstan(iing it is necessary
to reach refuse to examine the facts on the groun(ts that the ctiscovery
could not be valid because it starts out with the premise that man’s
will is not free. To show you how confused are those who have been
guicting us, a rabbi was told that the author of the book “Decline and
Fall of All Evil” has the permanent solution to every pro]olem of
human relation, and he repiie(i, “How do we know that God wants us
to remove all evil?” Now you tell me, if he is doubtful of this Wtiy do
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all theologians ask God in the Lord’s Prayer to deliver us from evil?

Another rabbi criticized me for not a’ctencling the synagogue to which
I replied, “Isn’t the reason you go to the Temple due to your faith in
God, your belief that one clay He will reveal Himself to all mankind?”

“That is true,” he answered. “Well you see, Rablai, the reason I don’t
go to the synagogue is because I know for a fact that God is real. 1
don’t have faith or believe this; I know that 24+2=4; 1 don’t have
faith or believe that this is true.” Still hoping that I could convince
a member of the clergy to hear what I had to say, | pl’lonecl a Catholic

priest £or an appointment and our conversation went as £oﬂows:

“What do you want to see me about?”

“Father, when you utter the words of the Lord’s Prayer | take for
granted that you are sincere and would like to see us delivered from
evil, isn't that true?”

“Certainly, what kind of question is that?”

“Well the reason I had to ask is because I have just made a
scientific discovery that will bring about the actual fulfillment of this
prayer, this deliverance from evil.”

“What's that you say? Deliver mankind from evil? Al)solutely
impossﬂ)le, it cannot be done.”

“But how can you know without first fincling out what it is I have
discovered? Isn't this your fervent wish, that God perforrn such a
miracle?”

“Itis.”

“Well then, Why don’t you let me come out and show you exactly
how all evil must decline and fall as a direct consequence?”

“It’s impossible, that's Why I'm not interested. The only time
such a world will become a reality is on Judgment Day.”

“But that's just the point; this Judgment Day when interpreted
properly has actuaﬂy arrived because it conforms to the basic
principle. 7

“This still doesn’t convince me that I should devote my precious
time to what sounds ridiculous.”

“Sounds can be cleceiving, Father. Who believed the first

astronomer when he predicted an eclipse , or Einstein when he revealed
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the potential of atomic energy? If T told you without aclequa’ce proof
that this (liscovery will l)ring about the inception of the Golden Age
your slzepticism would not be an unwarranted reaction, but the actual
proof is explicit and undeniable. It is only natural for you to be
slzeptical, Father, but this is never a sufficient reason to exclude the
possi]oility of a scientific miracle.”

“I'm afraid that I will have to end this conversation. My advice is
to take what you have to one of the secular universities. I'm sorry |
couldn’t be more helpful but thanks for caﬂing anyway.”

Later on, I tried to engage a pastorin a discussion about free will
and he responded to me l)y asleing, “If man’s will is not free, then you
can’t blame or punish anything he does, is that correct?” And when
I answerecl, “Right,” he ac’cuaﬂy got up and walked out of the room.
You see, this learned ignorance presents quite a problem, and only l)y
getting the world to understand what it means that man’s will is not
free can [ hope to break through this barrier. This law of our nature
is not a premise, not an assumption, not a theory, but when 98% of
the world believes otherwise , they might just close the windows of their
mind to any scientific investigation which requires rejecting a theory
that has dogmaticaﬂy controlled man’s thinlzing since time
immemorial. How is it possilole to explain the solution when no]aocly
wishes to listen because they think they know there isn’t any? Where
is there one iota of difference between this attitude and that of our
ancestors regarding the shape of the earth? To show how confused is
the thinleing 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 repliecl with a tone of resentment,
“That’s your opinion, but I believe it is possﬂ)le," as if the answer
could be one or the other. The earth cannot be round and ﬂat, it has
to be one or the other and your opinion can never change what is.
Remember, I am going to bring about an unprecedentecl 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 Wl’ly the earth
is round, you will be compeﬂed to believe that it is flat for it gives you
satisfaction not to be wrong. In other words, if I were going to offer
an opinion as to Why man’s will is not free then your educational

ranlz, your scholarly baclzgrouncl could assert itself as a condition more
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valid to cieny my claim, but when I declare that T am not going to
reveal a theory but will give a scientiiic, un(ieniai)ie, (iemonstration,
then regarcﬂess of who you are you must wait to see the proof before
rejecting the claim. Thereiore, it is imperative that you ienow, well in
advance, that my reasoning will be compieteiy mathematical, scientific
and un(ieniai)ie, soif you find yourseii in (iisagreement you had better
reread that which you ciisagree, otherwise, your stubborn resistance,
your inai)iiity to perceive these relations will oniy (ieiay the very life
you want for yourseif. Many phiiosophers consider the discussion of
whether man’s will is or is not free equivalent to the discussion as to
what came first — the chicken or the egg. To them, what difference
does it realiy make? But if this ienowie(ige can put an end to all war,
crime, and evil in general, it makes a very i)ig difference and it is
imperative that the world listen so that this evil in our lives can come
to a permanent end.

[t is time to draw an infallible line of demarcation between what
is true and what is false and you are going to be amazed at how much
of what is false passe(i for what is true. However, everytiiing was
necessary. As we i)egin to understand the iznowiecige of our true
nature, what is revealed is something amazing to behold for it not
oniy gives ampie prooi that evil is no accident but that it was part of
the harmonious operation called the mankind system and was
compeiieci to come into existence i)y the very nature of life itself as
part of our cleveiopment. Once certain facts are understood it will
also be no accident that every form of evil will be compeiieci to take
leave of this earth. Humanity has been gravitating at a mathematical
rate, and in an unconscious manner, toward this Golden Age when
the seeds of hatred and the domination of man over man become
relics of our collective past. [t never dawned on the theologians and
philosophers that man’s choice of what he considered better for
himself, even tilougii it may have been evil when juclgeci i)y others,
came about in direct obedience to his nature or the will of God who
had reasons we were not suppose(i to understand until now. Many
prophets foresaw the coming of this new world but didn’t know the
exact time frame or from which direction peace would iinaiiy make its
appearance, aithougii they were confident that when it arrived it would

ci'iange our world as we know it. Now the propi'iesies, conjectures, and
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philosophies are no ionger necessary, for this iong awaited Golden Age
that we have been iooizing forward to with prayers, hope, and great
anticipation has arrived at last. This cliscovery [ will soon make
known to you reveals the infinite wisdom gui(iing this universe which
is not oniy that iong sought standard and touchstone of truth and
reaiity, but also that elixir of aichemy for with it the baser metals of
human nature are going to be magicaiiy transmuted into the pure goici
of genuine happiness for every individual on this pianet and for all
generations to come. Please be periectiy honest, who can ohject to
relinquishing the belief in free will when the izey to the decline and fall
of all misery and unhappiness lies behind the door of determinism?
In the heginning of creation when man was in the eariy stages of
cieveiopment, he could have ciestroyeci himself were there no forces to
control his nature. Reiigion came to the rescue hy heiping expiain the
reason for such evil in the world. Tt gave those who had faith a sense
of comiort, hope, and the fortitude to go on iiving. In spite of
every’ching ,itwasa hright iight in the story of civilization. However,
in order to reach this stage of (ieveiopment so God could reveal
Himself to all mankind hy periorming this deliverance from evil, it
was ahsoiuteiy necessary to get man to believe his will was iree, and he
believed in this theory consciousiy or unconsciousiy. It became a
(iogma, a (iogmatic doctrine of all reiigion, was the cornerstone of all
civilization, and the oniy reason man was able to cieveiop. The belief
in free will was compeiiecl to come about as a coroiiary of evil for not
oniy was it impossihie to hold God responsihie for man’s deliberate
crimes, but primariiy because it was impossihie for man to solve his
prohiems without blame and punishment which requireci the
justification of this belief in order to absolve his conscience.
Thereiore, it was assumed that man did not have to do what he did
because he was endowed with a speciai iacuity which allowed him to
choose between goocl and evil. In other words, if you were called upon
to pass ju(igment on someone hy sentencing him to (ieath, could you
do it if you knew his will was not free? To punish him in any way you
would have to believe that he was free to choose another alternative
than the one for which he was heing jucigeci; that he was not compeiieci
hy laws over which he had no control. Man was given no choice but
to think this way and that is Why our civilization cieveiopeci the
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principle of ‘an eye for an eye and a tooth for a tooth,’ and Wl’ly my
discovery was never found. No one could ever get beyoncl this point
because if man’s will is not free it becomes alosolutely impossﬂ)le to
hold him responsible for anything he does. Well, is it any wonder the
solution was never found if it lies beyoncl this point? How is it
possﬂ)le not to blame people for committing murder, rape, for stealing
and the wholesale slaughter of millions? Does this mean that we are
supposed to condone these evils, and wouldn’t man become even less
responsilale if there were no laws of punishment to control his nature?
Doesn’t our his’cory show that if something is desired l)a(ﬂy enough he
will go to any 1engths to sa’cisfy himself, even pounce down on other
nations with talons or tons of steel? What is it that prevents the poor
from Waﬂzing into stores and taleing what they need if not the fear of
punishment? The belief that will is not free strikes at the very heart
of our present civilization. Right at this point lies the crux of a
prol)lem so difficult of solution that it has 12ept free will in power since
time immemorial. Although it has had a very long reign in the
history of civiliza’cion, it is now time to put it to rest, once and for aﬂ,
by first clemonstrating that this theory can never be proven true. A
friend shared a story with me to show how difficult it is to get through
this established clogma.

“The other clay when [ was in temple a rabbi, cluring the course of
his sermon, made it very clear that man has free will. Professors,
cloctors, 1awyers, and just about every]aody | 12now, agree that man’s
will is free. If thisis a theory you would never know it l)y taﬂzing to
them. Well, is it a theory, or is this established 12nowle&ge?"

“Of course it is a theory, ! answered, “otherwise there would be
no believers in determinism. Is it possi]ole fora person to believe that
the carth is flat now that we have mathematical proo£ of its circular
shape? The only reason we still have opinions on both sides of this
Sul)jec’c is 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; they say that man’s
will is clefinitely free. Loolz, here comes a ralal)i; ask him if man’s will
is free just for the heck of it and you will see for yourself how
dogmatic he 1'esponc1s.77
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“Rabbi, we have been cliscussing a sul)jec’c and would appreciate
your opinion. Is it true, false, or just a theory that man’s will is free?”

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

“Do you mean, Ral)]oi, that every person has two or more
alternatives when malzing a choice?”

“Al)solutely; that bank robber last week didn’t have to rob the
banlz, he wanted to do it.”

“But assuming that what you say is true, how is it possilole to
prove that which cannot be proven? Let me illustrate what I mean.”

“Is it possi]ole for you not to do what has alreacly been done?”
“No, it is not possﬂ)le for me not to do what has already been done
because I have alreacly done it.”

“This is a mathematical or undeniable relation and is equivalent
to aslzing isit possi]ole for anyone not to understand four as an answer
to two plus two. Now if what has been done was the choosing of B
instead of A, is it possi]ole not to choose B which has alreacly been
chosen?”

“Tt is impossilole, naturaﬂy."

“Since it is absolutely impossible (this is the reasoning of
mathematics, not 1ogic, which gives rise to opinions) not to choose B
instead of A once B has been selected, how is it possible to choose A
in this comparison of possi]ailities when in order to make this choice
you must not choose B, which has already been chosen?”

“Again [ must admit it is something impossi]ole to do.”

“Yet in order to prove free will true, it must do just that — the
impossﬂ)le. [t must go back, reverse the order of time, undo what has
already been done, and then show that A — with the conditions l)eing
exactly the same — could have been chosen instead of B. Since it is
utterly impossible to reverse the order of time which is a})solutely
necessary for mathematical proof, free will must always remain a
theory. The most you can say is that you believe the bank robber had
a choice, but there is al)solutely no way this can be proven.”

“I may l)e unal)le to prove that he was not compeﬂed to rol) tha’c
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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 but at least we have
arrived at a bit of 12nowledge that is absolutely undenial)le, for we have
just learned that it is mathematicaﬂy impossi]ole for any person to
prove, Leyond a shadow of doubt, that the will of man is free yet a
moment ago you made the clogmatic statement that man’s will is
deﬁnitely free.”

“My apology, dear sir; what I meant to say was that it is the
consensus of opinion that the will of man is free.”

“Now that we have established this fact, consider the foﬂowing:
If it is mathema’cicaﬂy impossil)le to prove something true, whatever
that something is, is it possi]ole to prove the opposite of that
Something false?”

“Yes, it is possﬂ)le."

“No, Ra]o})i, 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 £a1se, wouldn’t this prove free WiH, which is the
opposite of determinism, true; and didn’t we just prove that it is
mathematicaﬂy impossﬂ)le to prove free will true, which means that
it is absolutely impossil)le to prove determinism false?”

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

“This means that we have arrived at another bit of mathematical
12nowledge and that is — although we can never prove free will true or
determinism false, there still exists a possiloility of proving
determinism true, or free will false. Now tell me, Rabbi, supposing
your belief in free will al)solutely prevents the cliscovery of 12now1edge
that, when released, can remove the very things you would like to rid
the world o£, things you preach against such as war, crime, sin, ha’ce,
discrimination, etc., what would you say then?”

“If this is true and you can prove it, all T can say is that God’s
ways are mysterious and surpass my unclerstanding. | enjoyecl taﬂzing
with you, son, and perhaps [ shall live to see the clay when all evil will

be driven from our lives.”
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“Bven if you don’t live to see it, please rest assured the clay is not
far away and that it must come about the very moment certain facts
pertaining to the nature of man are brought to hght, because it is

God’s will.”

“I must leave now but thank you for sharing your insights with

”

me.

After the rabbi lefl:, our conversation continued...

“Boy, that was reaﬂy some’cl’ling to see; you almost sound like old
Socrates himself. Just imagine, you actuaﬂy 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.”

“Why do you preclict war to end sooner than crime?”

“To end any par’cicular evil (ancl you are in for so many surprises)
requires that the people involved understand the principles that will be
explained. When they do, they will be given no choice but to stop the
evil, whatever it is they are engaged in. But whereas it is only
necessary to get the leaders of the world to understand the principles
to end all war, it takes all mankind to understand them to put a
permanent end to crime.”

“But how is it possil)le for you, just with your reasoning, nothing
else, to put an end to all war, crime, sin, ha’ce, ete.? If I must say so,
this sounds completely contrary to reason.”

“Are you aslzing if it is possﬂ)le, or ’ceﬂing 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 in disbelief. Well what is
your first step? How do you go about maleing a start?”

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

“But if you plan to use the 12now1edge that man’s will is not free

as a point from which to start your chain of reasoning, couldn’t you
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get the same results without clemonstrating that man’s will is not free,
simply l)y showing what must follow as a consequence?”’

“Yes | coulcl, 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 @ the will of man
is not free.”

“Tam still trying to understand your reasoning as to Wl’ly free will
cannot be proven true.”

“Once again, let me show you why this is a mathematical
impossil)ility Ly repeating the same question [ asked the rabbi. Take
your time with this.”

“Is it possible for you not to do what has already been done?”

“Of course it’s not possilole for me not to do what has alreacly been
done...because I have already done it.”

“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?”

“No, it is not possilole."

“Since it is absolu’cely impossil)le not to choose B instead of A,
once B has been selected, how is it possi]ole to choose A in this
comparison of possil)ilities when in order to make this choice you
must not choose B, which has alreacly been chosen? Yet in order to
prove free will true, it must do just that — the impossil)le. [t must go
baclz, reverse the order of time, undo what has alreacly been done and
then show that A, with the conditions being exactly the same, could
have been chosen instead of B. Such reasoning is not a form of 10gic,
nor is it my opinion of the answer. Let me rephrase this in still
another way.

“TIf it is mathematicaﬂy impossil)le to prove something true,
whatever it is, is it possi]ale to prove this something true?”

“Ol)viously the answer is no.”

“Now that we have established this fact, consider the foﬂowing:
If it is mathematicaﬂy impossible to prove something true, whatever
that something is, is it possible to prove the opposite of that
Something false? Obviously the answer must be no, it is not possible
unless the person asked does not understand the question. In other

WOI‘C[S, if it is mathematicaﬂy impossible to prove free will true, how
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is it possilole to prove the opposite of this, false? Isn't it obvious that
if determinism (in this context the opposite of free WlH) was proven
false, this would automaticaﬂy prove free will true, and didn’t we just
demonstrate that this is impossit)le unless we can turn back the clock?
How is it possit)te to prove free will true when this requires ctoing
somettling that is mattlematicaﬂy impossitale? We can never undo
what has alreacty been done. Therefore, whatever your reasons for
t)elieving free will true cannot be accurate because it is impossit)le to
prove this theory since proot requires going back in time, so to speale,
and demonstrating that man could have chosen otherwise. Since it
is utterly impossi]ote to reverse the order of time, which is absolutety
necessary for mathematical proot, the most we can do is assume that
he didn’t have to do what he did. TIs it any wonder free will is still a
ttleory? The great humor in this particular instance lies in the fact
that though it was always possﬂ)le to prove determinism true, theology
considered it as at)solutely false while dogmaticaﬂy promulgating, in
obedience to God’s will, that free will was an absolute reality.”

To show you how confused the mind can get when mathematical
relations are not perceived, Will Durant, a well- known ptlilosoptler of
the 20th century, wrote on page 103 in the Mansions of Philosophy,
“For even while we talked determinism we knew it was talse; we are
men, not machines.” After opening the door to the vestibule of
determinism, and talzing a step inside, he turned back because he
could not get past the imptications. Now let us understand thy the
implications of t)elieving that man’s will is not free turned Durant and
many others away. Remem]aer, most people know notl'ling about the
implications of this position; ttley just accept as true what has been
taugtxt to them t)y leacting authorities. If determinism was true, he
reasoned, then man doesn’t have a free ctloice; consequently, he
cannot be blamed for what he does. Faced with this apparent impasse
he asked himself, “How can we not blame and punistl people for
hurting others? If someone hurts us, we must believe that he didn’t
have to, that his will was tree, in order to blame and punistl him for
what he did. And how is it possilole to turn the other cheek and not
tigtlt back from this intentional hurt to us?” He was trying to say in

this sentence that philosophies of free will would never stop returning
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just as iong as our nature commands us to iight back when hurt, an
eye for an eye. This is undeniable and he was one hundred percent
correct because this relation could be seen just as easiiy with direct
perception as two pius two equais iour, and there was no way that this
statement could be beaten down with formulas or reasoning, but this
is not what he ac’cuaﬂy said. He, as well as many philosophers , heipe(i
the cause of free will hy unconsciousiy using syiiogistic reasoning
which is iogicai, though compieteiy fallacious. He accompiishe(i this
hy setting up an understandable assumption fora major premise: “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.” Can you not see how mathematicaiiy
impossihie is his observation? This simpie paraphrase will ciariiy a
point: “If there is an almost eternal recurrence of” four equaiing two
pius two, “it is because” two equais one pius one, and one pius one
plus one plus one totals four. But when a person perceives certain
undeniable relations is it necessary to make an equation out of four
equaiing two plus two, or out of the fact that once free will is proven
untrue it can no ionger exist and its philosophies of freedom return?

Using this same syiiogis’cic reasoning he tried to prove freedom of the
will hy clernonstrating, in the same manner, that determinism could
never prove it false. In other WOI‘C[S, when a major premise is not
ohviously true, then fallacious reasoning has to result. The purpose
of reasoning is to connect mathematical relations not to prove the
Vaiiciity of inaccurate perceptions.

Durant hegins with the assumption that direct perception (Which
are words that symholize what he cannot possihiy uncierstan(i) is
superior to reasoning in un(ierstan(iing the truth which made a
syiiogistic equation necessary to prove the Vaii(iity of an inaccurate
perception. Thus, he reasons in his minor premise: “Free will is not
a matter of reasoning, like cieterminism, but is the result of direct
perception, therefore...” and here is his fallacious conclusion, “since
phiiosophies of free will empioy direct perception which cannot be
beaten down hy the reasoning of (ieterminism, the belief in free will
must eternaiiy recur.” He knew that free will was a theory, but as iong
as prooi was not necessary when it could be seen with the direct

perception of our common sense that it was impossihie to turn the
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other cheek (ti'ie coroiiai'y thrown up i)y cieterminism) , he was
compeiie(i to write — “Let the determinist iionestiy envisage the
implications of his pi’iiiosopi'iy.” This indicates that all his reasoning
in favor of free will was the result of inferences derived from the
inai)iiity toaccept the impiications. Durant is any’ci'iing but a scientist
and an accurate thinker. Since it is ai)soiuteiy impossii)ie for free will
to ever be proven true (I take for granteci this is now uncierstoocl),
notiiing in this universe can prove determinism an unreaiity (an(i in
this context it shall oniy mean the opposite of free will as death is the
opposite of iiie), simpiy because this would automa’cicaiiy prove the
truth of free will which has been shown to be an impossii)iiity.

Consequentiy, the belief in free will and all conceptions regarcling it
can oniy remain in existence as a piausiioie tiieory just as iong as no
undeniable evidence is produce(i in contravention. Accor(iing to his
reasoning he assumes that free will is true i)ecause, in his minci,
determinism is iaise, and the reason he thinks determinism is false is
because man is not a machine. Then, not reaiizing how
matiiematicaiiy impossii)ie is his next statement he claims that
pi'iiiosopiiies of freedom (iree Wiii) eternaiiy recur because reasoning
and formulas cannot beat down the obvious truth of direct perception.
Take a look at that last statement very careiuiiy and see if you can’t
tell Wiiy itis matiiematicaiiy impossii)ie. If free will was iinaiiy proven
to be that which is non-existent (anci let’s take for grantecl that you
know this for a iact) and accepte(i as such i)y our scientific world at
iarge, would it be possiiaie accorciing to Durant’s statement for
‘piiiiosopiiies of freedom’ to recur anymore? Isn'tit obvious that the
recurrence of the belief in free will is a mathematical impossii)iiity
once freedom of the will is proven to bea iigment of the imagination,
or to pi’irase it ciiiierentiy, a realistic mirage? Isit i'iurnaniy possii)ie
for the belief that the world is flat to eternaiiy recur when we have
mathematical iznowiecige that it is round? Consequentiy, the
continued return of the belief in free will can oniy be due to the fact
that it is still a iogicai tiieory or piausiiaie conception that has never
been anaiyze(i properiy, aiiowing the belief and its piiiiosopiiies to
persist. But Durant states that piiiiosopiiies of freedom eternaiiy
recur not because of the expianation [ just gave, an expianation that

cannot be denied i)y anyone anywi'iere, even i)y this piiiiosopiier
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himself provicling it is understood, but because direct perception can
never be beaten down with £ormu1as, or sensation with reasoning.

[sn’t it apparent that such words have no relation to reality whatever?
If Durant believed direct perception was considered superior to
reasoning, is it any wonder he was 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 doesn’t stop a person from saying,

“I believe.” “Itis my opinion.” “I was taught that man’s will is free,”
but it would certainly stop him from trying to defend his position with
an argument. One of the most profouncl insights ever expressed Ly
Socrates was “Know ThyseH, " but though he had a suspicion of its
significance it was only an intuitive feeling, not something he could
put his finger on. These two words have never been adequately
understood Ly mankind, inclucling psychiatry and psychology, because
this observation is the leey that unlocks the first door to another door
that requires its own 12ey, and where the hicling place to this cliscovery
was finaﬂy uncovered. However, the prol)lem here is so deep and so
involved that even those like your philosopher Spinoza, who
understood that man’s will is not free, didn’t even come close to the
solution, and others like your William James would be wiuing to bet
their life that will is free. Why do theologians treat this as if it is an
undeniable reality? And what made it so obvious to Durant that
man’s will is free? Durant is now deceased but over 20 years ago [
pl’lonecl to tell him I had made a fantastic cliscovery that was hidden
behind the fallacious theory that man’s will is free. He replied, “You
must be on the wrong tack , but take what you think you have to ]ol'lns
Hoplzins University for an analysis.” [ not only contacted that
university but many others to no avail.

[t is interesting to observe at this point that Durant was indirectly
involved in my cliscovery. To give you a little laaclzgroun&, it was
November of 1959 when I received an amazing revelation that would
change the course of my life. T happenecl to overhear on the radio a
priest state very dogma’cically that man has freedom of the Wiﬂ, and
the hair stood up on my arms like a cat reacly to fight. I didn't
understand Why that happened and didn't pay much attention to it at
the time but felt that I was chilled for some reason. Up until that
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time I never gave much thought to the sul)ject of free will, not
rejecting or accepting it, but when this chill occurred every time the
sul)jec’c came up | laegan to see the connection. That night in a dream
I 12ept hearing this phrase , “The solution to all the prol)lems plaguing
mankind lies hidden behind the fallacious belief that man’s will is
free.” 1 still didn’t understand where it was 1eacling ) but the next day
[ started to reread Durant’s cl'lapter on free will in his book Mansions
of Philosophy. When 1 completed it remarlze(l, “He reaﬂy doesn’t
know what he is taﬂzing about and Spinoza is right, man’s will is not
free.” Then, after nine strenuous months I shouted, “Eurelza, I have
found it!” and I have had no rest ever since. After opening the door
of determinism and proving conclusively that man’s will is not free,
I saw another sign that read — ‘Hidden behind this door you will
discover the solution to the problem of evil — the 1ong awaited
Messiah.” 1 appliecl the 12ey, openecl the cloor, and after many months
in the deepest analysis [ made a finding that was so fantastic , it took
me several years to understand its full significance for all mankind.

[ saw how this new world must become a reality in a very short time.

“That’s what I wanted you to admit. I resent your bringing God
into this at all. T don’t go for all that religious crap when you're
’caﬂeing about science. Lots of people like religion, but I can’t stand
all this ritual mumbo jum})o. Most people who go to church are
hypocrites anyway. Besides, I know you never believed in religion
either, never went to synagogue, and never praye(l to God. 1 say
again, [ resent this.”

“Why are you teuing me how I should go about presenting my
discoveries? And Wl’ly are you always jumping to conclusions? s that
what they taught you in coﬂege? Now rememl)er, anytime you don’t
like how I present my case you can leave, but this is equivalent to
resigning in chess when you can’t win. In order for me to show you
how these so-called miracles come al)out, you must let me do it my
way. Is that aslzing too much, or am I Leing unreasonable?”

“I'm sorry, and 1 apologize. Continue.”

The fact that I never went to synagogue or prayed is equivalent to
my not desiring to do other things that didn’t interest me. But after
maleing my discoveries I knew for a fact that God (this mathematical

reality) was not a ﬁgment of the imagination. The reason theologians
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could never solve this proiaiem of evil was because tiiey never
a’ctemptecl to look behind the door marked ‘Man’s Will Is Not Free.’
Wiiy should tiiey when tiiey were convinced man’s will was free?
Piato, Christ, Spinoza, and many others came into the world and saw
the truth but in a confused sort of way because the element of evil was
aiways an unsolved factor. When Jesus Christ told the rabbis that
God commanded man to turn the other ciieeiz, tiiey threw him out
because the Bible told them that God said — “An eye for an eye and
a tooth for a tooth.” When his enemies nailed him to the cross he
was heard to say — “They know not what tiiey do.” “Turn the other
cheek” he said. Because Christ exempiifieci in his behavior the
principle of iorgiveness, and because he saw such suiiering in the
worici, he drew to himself those who needed iieip, and there were
many. However, the iegacy he left for Christianity was never
reconciled. How was it possiloie to turn the other cheek in a world of
such evil? Why was the mind of man so confused and in spite of
every possﬂ)ie criticism how was reiigion able to convince the world to
be patient and have faith? Where did these theoiogians receive their
inspiration since there was no way science could reconcile gooci and
evil with a God that caused everytiiing. Tiiey solved this proi)iem in
a very simpie manner ioy ciiviciing gooci and evil in half and God was
oniy responsii)ie for the first. Then they reasoned that God endowed
man with freedom of the will to choose gooci over evil. To
tiieoiogians, God is the creator of all goodness and since man does
many ti'iings considered evil tiiey were given no choice but to endow
him with freedom of the will so that God could be absolved of all
responsi]oiiity for evil, which was assigneci to Satan. This is also the
reason Why reiigion is so hostile towards any person who speaizs
against free will. TIs it any wonder that Christ and Spinoza pius
innumerable others puiie(i away from the synagogue? Isitany wonder
Spinoza became a heretic and was excommunicated? Accorciing to
the thinkers of that time how could any inteiiigent person believe in
Satan? Reiigion has never been able to reconcile the forces of gooci
and evil with a caring and ioving God, therefore Satan was destined
to be born as the opposite of all gooci in the world.

Because Spinoza was dissatisfied with tiieoiogy’s expianation of

goocl and evil, he openecl the door of determinism and looked around
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quite a bit but did not know how to slay the ﬁery clragon (the great
impasse of blame), so he pretended it wasn't even there. He stated,
“We are men, not God. Evil is reaﬂy not evil when seen in total
perspective,” and he rejectecl the principle of an eye for an eye. Will
Durant, not at all satisfied with this aspect of Spinoza’s philosophy,
although he loved him dearly, could not understand how it was
humanly possi]ale to turn the other cheek in this kind of world. He
also went in and looked around very thoroughly ancl, he too, saw the
fiery clragon but unlike Spinoza he made no pretense of its
non-existence. He just didn’t know how to overcome the beast but
refused to agree with what common sense told him to cleny. The
implications reaﬂy need no further clarification as to Why free will is
in power. No]oocly, inclucling Spinoza and other philosophers, ever
discovered what it meant that man’s will is not free because they never
unlocked the second door which leads to my &iscovery. The belief in
free will was compelled to remain in power until the present time
because no one had conclusive proof that determinism was true, nor
could anyone slay the fiery dragon which seemed like an impossible
feat. Is it any wonder that ]ol’mston didn’t want to get into this
matter any further? Isit any wonder Durant never went l)eyoncl the
vestibule? Are you Leginning to recognize why it has been so difficult
to get this lznowle(lge thoroughly investigate(l? Since the modern
world of science was playing havoc with religion it needed a boost and
along came, just in the nick of time, a scientist who gave seven
reasons Why he believed in God. A. Cressy Morrison, who wrote his
boolz, “Man Does Not Stand Alone," was almost convinced that God
was a reality. He chaﬂenged Julian Huxley’s conclusions written in
his book, “Man Stands Alone.” Both tried to answer the question,
“Is there a Supreme Inteﬂigence guicling this universe?” Who is
right? Huxley said “no there isn't,” but Morrison’s arguments were
mathematicaﬂy sound and he gave quite a boost to instiﬂing faith
again in those people who were reaﬂy l)eginning to wonder. I can
almost remember word for word how he tried to prove that nothing
happens Ly chance, and he did prove it except for this element of evil.
[t went something like this:

“Chance seems erratic, unexpectecl and sul)jec’c to no method of
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calculation, but though we are startled by its surprises, chance is
sul)jec’c to rigid and unbreakable law. The proverl)ial penny may turn
up heads ten times in a row and the chance of an eleventh is not
expected but is still one in two , but the chances of a run of ten heads
coming up consecutively is very small. Supposing you have a Lag
containing one hundred marbles, ninety-nine black and one white.
Shake the bag and let out one. The chance that the first marble out
of the Lag is 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 l)y law as the
fact that two plus two equals four.

In a game in which cards are shuffled and an ace of spacles 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 it probably
never did happen in all the games playe(l anywhere since cards was
invented. But there are those who say it could happen, and [ suppose
the possil)ility does exist. Suppose a little child is asked by an expert
chess player to beat him at chess in t}lirty—{our moves and the child
makes every move Ly 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 there are those who think the possibility of this happening
by chance does exist. And 1 agree, it could happen, however small the
possi]aility. My purpose in this discussion of chance is to point out
clearly and scientiﬁcaﬂy the narrow limits 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 eartl'l, the distance from the sun, the
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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 clesign and purpose, and to
the fact that according to the inexorable laws of mathematics all these
could not occur ]3y 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 ]3y chance.
Science will not deny the facts as state(l; the mathematicians will
agree that the figures are correct. Now we encounter the stubborn
resistance of the human mincl, 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.”

Morrison never realized that all the mathematical arguments in
the world could never reveal God until we were delivered from evil;
consequently, he was compeﬂed to join the ranks of those who had
faith. Nol)ody has yet said he knows for a mathematical fact that God
is real, otherwise, there would be no need for faith. I know that two
plus two equals four, I don’t have faith that it’s true. Well, do you
still believe there is no Supreme Inteuigence guicling this universe
through mathematical laws which include the relation of man with
man, and that every’ching happens by chance? Do you believe that
your faith in God has been in vain? You are in for the surprise of
your life.

This discussion on chance })rings forcibly to the attention of the
reader the fact that this world did not come about Ly chance. The
purpose of this book is to prove undenial)ly that there is design to the
universe. By delivering mankind from evil, the last vestige of doubt
is removed. Through our deliverance, God is revealed to us; but the

evil is not removed to prove that God is not a figment of the
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imagination, but oniy because it is evil. He becomes an
epiphenomenon of this tremendous fire that will be built to burn away
the evil, and the iigiit that is shed reveals His presence as the cause of
the evil that He is now removing through these discoveries which He
also caused; and no person alive will be able to ciispute these
undeniable facts. There is tremendous rnisunclerstanding about the
meaning of determinism, therefore, it is necessary to first
demonstrate Wily man’s will is not free so the reader can follow the
reasoning which leads to my ciiscovery. The fact that man’s will is not
free is the gateway that allows the reader to come face to face with the
iiery ciragon himself. Tt reaiiy doesn’t make any difference whether or
not the prooi of determinism is established beforehand because
undeniable proof is established in the meaning; but ciespite this it is
still of value to know Wily man’s will is not free, so to familiarize you
with mathematical reasoning before we attack the heart of the
proi)iem [ shall demonstrate in an undeniable manner exactiy Wi’ly will
is not free. Once it is proven mati'iema’cicaiiy — which takes into
consideration the implications — there can be no more opinions or
theories expresseci on the sui)ject, just as our ancestors s’coppeci saying,
“I believe the earth is flat” once tiiey knew for a fact it was round.

There is a great deal of irony here because the pi’iiiosopi'iers who did
not know it was impossii)ie to prove freedom of the will believed in
this Jciieory because tiley were under the impression their reasoning
had demonstrated the falseness of determinism. The reason proof of
determinism is a]osoiuteiy necessary is to preciucie someone quoting
Durant and interjecting a remark about man not i)eing a machine.

[s there any’ci'iing about my demonstration that would make the reader
think he is now a machine? On page 87 in Mansions of Piiiiosopiiy
he writes, “If he committed crimes, society was to iaiame; if he was a
iooi, it was the fault of the maciiine, which had siippe(i a cog in
generating him.” In other words, he assumes that this kind of
iznowie(ige, the iznowie(ige that states man’s will is not iree, allows a
person to shift his responsi]aiiity 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 siippeci a cog and
made him into a fool. You will soon see that not oniy Durant but all
mankind are very much confused l)y the misieaciing iogic of words that
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do not describe reality for what it is. This is Wl’ly it is imperative that
we proceed in an undenial)le, not 1ogica1, manner otherwise someone
may quote Durant, a priest, pro£essor, 1awyer, juclge or politician asan
authority for Lelieving in freedom of the will. I recently had a
conversation with a friend who was very sincere in his desire to
understand the principles in my book. His questions were predictable
coming from a superficial unclerstancling of man’s nature and
represent the confusion many people feel when the issue of

determinism comes up.

“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 clelibera’cely ignore this and take what belongs to someone
clse; isn’t it obvious that we must blame them because they were
warned in advance that if they should steal they will be punished? Are
you trying to tell me there is no such thing as a standard of right and
wrong?"

“If you know the difference between right and wrong, and you also
know that a person cannot be blamed or punishecl 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? Just
as 1ong 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 ]3y Llaming their
children, and governments can be careless and excuse themselves Ly
Maming 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 cloing what is
wrong so that blame and punishment are not necessary, what then?
Are we not supposecl to blame and punish them for our own
protection when they do something wrong?”

“That’s just the point.  Once it is discovered t}lrough
mathematical reasoning that man’s will is clefinitely not free, then it
becomes impossi]ole to blame an individual for what he is compeﬂecl
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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.”

“This new world which looks goocl, sounds goocl, and seems
theoreticaﬂy possi]ale in its Mueprint form so far (since you haven'’t
shown me yet how to rid the world of war and crime — two most
important items), it may be just another dream, and even if it isn't,
it took the Greeks two millennium to convince mankind that the
carth was a sphere. Even toclay, there are still some people who don’t
believe it, so how do you expect people to listen to something that not
only sounds impossﬂ)le, but is so far removed from contemporary
thought?”

“This is the stum]oling block I am faced with.”

“Are you teﬂing me that this discovery, whatever it is , will prevent
man from clesiring to commit murcler, rape, start a war, annihilate 6
million people, etc., is that right?”

“That’s correct. The coroﬂary, Thou Shall Not Blame, when it
is extended does not mean that we will be forced to condone what
hurts us, but we will be shown how to prevent these evils by
mathematicaﬂy extending the coroﬂary. And the amazing thing is
that both sides of this equation are correct. Christ saicl, “Turn the
other cheek” and Durant said, “This is impossible." Just think about
this for one moment. Would you believe that both principles are
mathematicaﬂy correct?”

“How is that possible?”

“God made the reconciliation of these two principles the time
when He would reveal Himself to all mankind. But to get here you
can see what had to be done first since the paths 1ea(1ing up to this
understan&ing were camouﬂagecl with 1ayers upon 1ayers of words that
concealed the truth.”

“Is proving that man’s will is not free the 12ey to open the door and
your second discovery?”

“Of course not; | just told you that the ﬁery clragon must be killed
to get the lzey. First, I must prove that man’s will is not free so we
can come face to face with the ﬁery clragon (the great impasse of

blame) , and I will prove it in a mathematical, undeniable manner.
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Then I shall jalo him in the right eye, then the left, then I shall cut
out his tongue. | took fencing lessons for the jol). And finaﬂy [ shall
pierce him in his heart. Then when I have made certain he is dead.”

“I though’c you killed him alreacly.”

“Idid, but there was a clragon for each person, so instead of giving
everybocly a sword; steel is high these days, [ shall slay him so the
whole world can see he is dead.”

“Do you mean to tell me there is absolutely no way all evil can be
removed from our lives without lenowledge of your cliscovery? ”

“That’s absolutely true.”

“Then your cliscovery must be the most fantastic thing ever
discovered.”

“Tt truly is because God is showing us the way at last. However,
before I show how it is possil)le to resolve the implica’cions, it is
necessary to repeat that T will proceecl in a step by step manner. This
dragon has been guarding an invisible 1eey and door for many years,
and this could never be made visible except for someone who saw these
undeniable relations. If, therefore, you would like to learn that Man
Does Not Stand Alone as Morrison understood from his scientific
observations ; that God, this Supreme Inteﬂigence, is a mathematical
reality of infinite wisdom, then what do you say we Legin our voyage
that will 1iteraHy change the entire world. We are not interested in
opinions and theories regarcﬂess of where they originate, just in the
truth, so let’s proceecl to the next step and prove conclusively, Leyoncl
a shadow of c].ouljt, that what we do of our own free will (of our own
desire because we want to) is done absolutely and positively not of our
own free will. Remember, by proving that determinism, as the
opposite of free will, is true, we also establish undeniable proof that
free will is false.” So without any further ado, let us laegin.

The clictionary states that free will is the power of
self-determination regardecl asa special faculty of choosing good and
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 responsi]ale, blamed and

punished for cloing what is considered wrong or evil since it is believed
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he could have chosen otherwise. In other worcls, it is believed that
man has the al)ility to do other than he cloes, if he wants to, and
therefore can be held responsﬂ)le for cloing what he is not suppose& to
do. These very words reveal the faﬂacy of this belief to those who have
mathematical perception. Man is held responsil)le not for cloing what
he desires to do or considers right, better or good for himself under
his par’cicular set of circumstances, but for cloing what others juclge to
be wrong or evil, and they feel absolutely certain he could have acted
otherwise had he wanted to. Isnt this the theme of free will? But
take note. Supposing the alternative judgecl right for him l)y others
is not desired ]3y himself because of conditions known only to him,
what then? Does this make his will free? It is obvious that a great
part of our lives offers no choice, consequently, this is not my
consideration. For example, free will does not hold any person
responsilale for what he does in an unconscious state like hypnosis , nor
does it believe that man can be blamed for l)eing l)orn, growing,
sleeping, eating, cle£ecating, urinating, etc.; therefore, it is
unnecessary to prove that these actions, which come under the normal
compulsion of hving , are Leyoncl control.

Supposing a father is clesperately in need of work to feed his
family but cannot find a jola. Let us assume he is hving in the United
States and for various reasons doesn’t come under the consideration
of unemployment compensation or relief and can’t get any more
credit for £ood, clothing, shelter, etc.; what is he suppose(l to do? 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 an option which was good. In this case almost any other
alternative would have sufficed. But supposing this individual
pre£errec1 stealing because he considered this act good for himself in
comparison to the evil of asleing for charity or further credit because
it appearecl to him, at that moment, that this was the better choice of
the three that were available to him — so does this make his will free?
[t is obvious that he did not have to steal if he didn’t want to , but he
wanted to, and it is also obvious that those in law enforcement did not
have to punish him if they didn’t want to , but both sides wanted to do
what they did under the circumstances.
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In reality, we are carried along on the wings of time or life cluring
every moment of our existence and have no say in this matter
whatsoever. We cannot stop ourselves from laeing born and are
compelled to either live out our lives the best we can, or commit
suicide. Is it possﬂ)le to clisagree with this? However, to prove that
what we do of our own free WlH, of our own desire because we want to
do it, is also Leyond control, it is necessary to employ mathematical
(undeniable) reasoning. There£ore, since it is al)solutely impossil)le
for man to be both dead and alive at the same time, and since it is
absolu’cely impossible fora person to desire committing suicide unless
dissatisfied with life (regarcﬂess of the reason), we are given the aloility
to demonstrate a revealing and undeniable relation.

Every motion, from the laeating heart to the slightest reflex action,
from all inner to outer movements of the l)ocly, indicates that life is
never satisfied or content to remain in one position for always like an
inanimate ol)ject, which position shall be termed ‘death.” 1 shall now
call the present moment of time or life @ for the purpose of
clariﬁca’cion, and the next moment coming up tl’lﬂ. You are now
stan&ing on this present moment of time and space called @and
you are given two alternatives, either live or kill yourself; cither move
to the next spot called there or remain where you are without moving
a hair’s breadth l)y committing suicide.

“I prefer..." Excuse the interruption, but the very fact that you
started to answer me or didn’t commit suicide at that moment makes
it obvious that you were not satisfied to stay in one position, which is
death or @ and prefer moving off that spot to Jtl’lﬂ , which motion
is life. Consequently, the motion of life which is any motion from
@ to thﬂ is a movement away from that which dissatisfies,

otherwise, had you been satisfied to remain here or where you are, you

would never have moved to there. Since the motion of life constantly

moves away from here to there, which is an expression of

dissatisfaction with the present position, it must ol)viously move
constantly in the direction of greater satisfaction. It should be
obvious that our desire to live, to move off the spot called @, is
determined ]3y a law over which we have no control because even if we
should kill ourselves we are choosing what gives us greater satisfaction,
otherwise we would not kill ourselves. The truth of the matter is that
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at any particular moment the motion of man is not free for all life
ol)eys this invariable law. He is constantly compelle(l l)y his nature to
make choices, decisions, and to preter of whatever options are
available (luring his lifetime that which he considers better for himself
and his set of circumstances. For example, when he found that a
(liscovery like the electric bulb was for his benefit in comparison to
canclleligl'it, he was compellecl to preter it for his motion, just l)eing
alive, has always been in the direction of greater satisfaction.
Consequently, cluring every moment of man’s progress he always did
what he had to do because he had no choice. Altliougti this
demonstration proves that man’s will is not free, your mind may not
be accustomed to grasping these type relations, so I will elaborate.

Supposing you wanted very much of two alternatives A, which we
shall (lesignate sometliing considered evil l)y society, instead of B, the
humdrum of your regular routine; could you possil)ly piclz B at that
particular moment of time if A is preterrecl as a better alternative
when notl'iing could dissuade you from your decision, not even the
threat of the law? What if the clergy, given two alternatives, choose
A, which shall now represent sometl'iing considered goocl, instead of
B, that which is juclge(l evil; would it be possil)le for them to preter the
latter when the former is available as an alternative? If it is utterly
impossil)le to choose B in this comparison are tliey not compelle(l, l)y
their very nature, to preter A; and how can tlley be free when the
favorable difference between A and B is the compulsion of their
choice and the motion of life in the direction of greater satisfaction?
To be tree, accor(ling to the definition of free Will, man would be able
to preter of two alternatives, either the one he wants or the one he
doesn’t want, which is an absolute impossil)ility 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. In other wor(ls, if man
was free he could actually preter of several alternatives the one that
gives him the least satistaction, which would reverse the direction
of his life, and make him preter the impossilale.

To give you a more familiar example, if it were possil)le that B
could be selected even tliougl'i A was the desirable choice, it would
permit a woman to spen(l on a dress she doesn’t preter when a dress

she does preter is available, or to piclz from a selection of dresses the
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one she finds the least desirable. Let us imagine for a moment that
this woman is late for a business meeting and must quiciziy choose
between two dresses. If both are undesiraioie, she is compeiied to
select the dress that is the least undesirable of the two; consequently,
her choice in this comparison is the preteraiaie alternative. O]aviousiy
she has other options; she could leave both dresses and wear
sometiiing from home, continue to siiop and call in late, etc. This is
a tiypottieticai situation for the purpose of demonstrating that once
she decides to louy a dress as a solution to her proi)iem — and
regardiess of the factors that contribute to her final decision — she is
compeiied to preter the dress that gives every indication of ioeing the
best possii)ie choice under the circumstances. For exampie, if cost is
an important consideration she may desire to iouy the less expensive
dress because it fits within her price range, and ttiougti she would find
great satisfaction seeing herself in the more expensive dress, she finds
greater satisfaction ctioosing the dress that appeais to her the least.

Tileretore, regardiess of her choice it is good, not evii, for her. This

is where there may be some misunderstanding. Moving toward greater

satisfaction does not mean we are aiways satisfied; it just means that
we are compeiied to preter what we believe to be the best possii)ie choice
of the options that are available to us. [Note: This does not mean
that we have considered all possit)ie options; oniy those options that
come to mind or have been i)rougi'it to our attention at any given
moment in time. Nor does it mean that our choices are unlimited for
the avaiial)iiity of choices depends ona myriad of cultural, economic,
and social factors|. After coming home she may have a ctiange of
heart and wish she had spiurged on the more expensive dress. She
may decide to go back to the store to make an exctiange, or she may
decide to just ieeep the dress because returning it involves too much
time and effort maieing this the least favorable option. Each moment
offers a new set of options but aiways in the direction of greater
satisfaction.

“Is that it? You mean there is noti'iing else, and this is supposed
to satisty me? Let’s assume for the sake of argument that other
peopie are just as confused as me. Franiziy, you could never prove i)y
me that man’s will is not free simpiy because I can’t follow your

reasoning. Isn’t there sometiiing else you can add to prove your
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equation, just as we can prove that two from six leaves four because
four plus two equals six?”

To satisty you | shall put this to a mathematical test for further
proot and clarification. [magine that you were taken prisoner in war
time for espionage and condemned to death, but mercituﬂy given a
choice between two exits: A is the paintess hemlock of Socrates, while
B is death ]3y tlaving your head held under water. The letters A and
B , representing smaﬂ or 1arge ditterences are comparect. The
comparison is a]osolutely necessary to know which is pretera]ole. The
difference which is considered tavorat)te, regarctless of the reason, is
the compulsion of greater satisfaction desire is forced to take which
makes one of them an impossit)le choice in this comparison simply
because it gives less satisfaction under the circumstances.
Consequently, since B is an impossit)le ctloice, man is not free to
choose A. Ts it humanly possi]ote, providing no other conditions are
introduced to affect your (tecision, to preter exit B if A is offered as
an alternative?

“Yes, if this meant that those I loved would not be harmed in any
way.”

“Weﬂ, if this was your preterence under these con(titions, could
you preter the other alternative?”

“No I couldn’t, but this is ridiculous because you reaHy haven't
given me any choice.”

You most certainty do have a ctloice, and if your will is tree, you
should be able to choose B just as well as A, or A just as well as B. In
other Worcts, if B is considered the greater evil in this comparison of
alternatives , oneis compeﬂect, completely laeyonct control, to preter A.
It is impossit)te for B to be selected in this comparison (although it
could be chosen to something still worse) as 1ong as A is available as
an alternative. Consequently, since B is an impossit)te choice you are
not free to choose A, for your preterence is a natural compulsion of
the direction of life over which you have at)solutely no control. Let
me explain this in another way. Once it is understood that life is
compelled to move in the direction of satisfaction, and if two such
alternatives were presentect to you as in the example aloove, what
choice would you possit)ly have but to accept the lesser of two evils?
Since it is a]osolutely impossi]ole to preter something considered still
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worse in your opinion, regarcﬂess of what it is, are you not compeiieci,
compieteiy i)eyon(i your control in this set of circumstances, to preier
A; and since the definition of free will states that man can choose
goocl over evil without compuision or necessity, how is it possii)ie for
the will of man to be free when choice is under a tremendous amount
of compuision since B was evii, as the worse alternative, and could not
be selected in this comparison of possibiiities?

The word ‘choice” itself indicates there are meaningiui differences
otherwise there would be no choice in the matter at all as with A and
A. The reason you are confused is because the word choice is very
misieaciing for it assumes that man has two or more possibilities , but
in reaiity this is a delusion because the direction of life, aiways moving
towards greater satisiaction, compeis a person to preier of differences
what iie, not someone eise, considers better for himseii, and when two
or more alternatives are presentecl for his consideration he is
compeiie(i i)y his very nature to preier not that one which he considers
worse, but what gives every indication of loeing better or more
satisiying for the particuiar set of circumstances involved. Choosing,
or the comparison of differences, is an integral part of man’s nature,
but to reiterate this important point.. he is compeiiecl to preier of
alternatives that which he considers better for himself and tiiougi'i he
chooses various things all through the course of his iiie, he is never
given any choice at all. Aitiiougi'i the definition of free will states that

man can choose good or evil without compuision or necessity, how is

it possiiaie for the will of man to be free when choice is under a
tremendous amount of compuision to choose the most preierai)ie
alternative each and every moment of time?

“T agree with all this, but 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 oi)viousiy superior in value
where you are concerned that no hesitation is require(i to decide which
is preierai)ie, while other differences need a more careful
consideration, does not change the direction of life which moves
aiways towards greater satisfaction than what the present position
offers. You must bear in mind that what one person juciges goocl or
bad for himself doesn’t make it so for others especiaiiy when it is

remembered that a juxtaposition of differences in each case present
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alternatives that affect choice.

“But 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
[ am very dissatisfied? It seems to me that it is still possﬂ)le to give
an example of how man can be made to move in the direction of
dissatisfaction. If I could do this, all your reasoning would be shot to
hell.”

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

“Let us imagine that of two apples, ared and a yeﬂow, I prefer the
yeﬂow because I am extremely aﬂergic to the red, consequently, my
taste lies in the direction of the latter which gives me greater
satisfaction. In fact, the very thought of eating the red apple makes
me feel sick. Yet in spite of this T am going to eat it to demonstrate
that even though [ am dissatisfied — and pre£er the yeHoW apple —
[ can clefinitely move in the direction of dissatisfaction.”

In response to this demonstration, isn’t it obvious that regar(ﬂess
of the reason you decided to eat the red apple, and 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 yeHow? The normal circumstances
under which you £requent1y ate the yeHow apple in preference were
changecl by your desire to prove a point, therefore it gave you greater
satisfaction to eat what you did not normaﬂy eat in an effort to prove
that life can be made to move in the direction of dissatisfaction.
Consequently, since B (eating the yeuow apple) was an impossi]ole
choice (because it gave you less satisfaction under the circumstances),
you were not free to choose A.

Regarcuess of how many examples you experiment With, the results
will always be the same because this is an immutable law. From
moment to moment all through life man can never move in the
direction of clissatisfaction, 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 }ﬁ to thﬂ. Every motion
of life expresses dissatisfaction with the present position. Scra’cching
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is the effort of life to remove the dissatisfaction of the itch — as
urinating, de£eca’cing, sleeping, Worlzing, playing, mating, waﬂzing,
taﬂeing, and 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 responsi]ole
for the malaise of dissatisfaction. Your desire to take a bath arises
from a feeling of unseemliness 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 bathtub arises from a feeling of
dissatisfaction with a position that has su(lclenly grown uncomfortable.
This simple demonstration proves conclusively that man’s will is not
free because satisfaction is the only direction life can talee, and it
offers only one possibility at each moment of time.

The government holds each person responsil)le to ol)ey the laws
and then punishes those who do not while alosolving itself of all
responsil)ility; but how is it possible for someone to ol)ey that which
under certain conditions appears to him worse? Tt 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 those who
enforce the laws do not have to punish if they don’t 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 communistic
revolution against the tyranny that prevailecl ; they were not compeﬂecl
to do this; they wanted to. The Japanese didn’t have to attack us at
Pearl Harljor; Jchey wanted to. We didn’t have to clrop an atomic
bomb among their people, we wanted to. 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 cleath, cannot compel or cause him to do what he
makes up his mind not to do. Since this observation is
mathematicaﬂy undeniable, the expression “free will,” which has come
to signify this aspect, is absolu’cely true in this context because it
symljolizes what the perception of this relation cannot cleny, and here
lies in part the unconscious source of all the clogrnatism and

confusion since MAN IS NOT CAUSED OR COMPELLED TO
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DO TO ANOTHER WHAT HE MAKES UP HIS MIND NOT
TO DO — but that does not make his will free.

In other worcls, if someone were to say — ‘1 didn't reaﬂy want to
hurt that person but couldn’t help myself under the circumstances,”
which demonstrates that though he believes in freedom of the will he
admits he was not free to act otherwise; that he was forced by his
environment to do what he reaﬂy didn’t want to do , OF should he make
any effort to shift his responsi})ility for this hurt to heredity, God, his
parents, the fact that his will is not free, or something else as the
cause, he is ol)viously 1ying to others and l)eing dishonest with himself
because al)solutely nothing is forcing him against his will to do what
he doesn’t want to do, for over this, as was just shown, he has
mathematical control.

“It's amazing, all my life I have believed man’s will is free but for
the first time I can actuaﬂy see that his will is not free.”

Another friend commented: “You may be satisfied but I'm not.
The definition of determinism is the philosophical and ethical
doctrine that man’s choices, decisions and actions are decided by
antecedent causes, inherited or environmental, acting upon his
character. According to this definition we are not given a choice
because we are loeing caused to do what we do Ly a previous event or
circumstance. But I know for a fact that nothing can make me do
what I make up my mind not to do — as you just mentioned a
moment ago. If T don’t want to do something, nothing, not
environment, heredity, or any’ching else you care to throw in can make
me do it because over this I have absolute control. Since I can’t be
made to do anything against my will, doesn’t this make my will free?
And isn't it a contradiction to say that man’s will is not free yet
nothing can make him do what he doesn’t want to do?”

“How about that, he l)rought out something I never would have
thought of.”

All he said was that you can lead a horse to water but you can’t
make him clrinlz, which is unclenialale, however, though it is a
mathematical law that nothing can compel man to do to another what
he makes up his mind not to do — this is an extremely crucial point
— he is nevertheless under a compulsion during every moment of his
existence to do every’ching he does. This reveals, as your friend just
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pointecl out, that man has absolute control over the former but
absolu’cely none over the latter because he must constantly move in
the direction of greater satisfaction. Itis true that nothing in the past
can cause what occurs in the present, for all we ever have is the
present; the past and future are only words that describe a cleceptive
relation. Consequently, determinism was faced with an almost
impossi]ole task because it assumed that hereclity and environment
caused man to choose evil, and the proponents of free will believed the
opposite, that man was not caused or compeﬂecl, ‘he did it of his own
accor(l; he wanted to do it, he didn’t have to.” The term ‘free will’
contains an assumption or £aHacy for it implies that if man is not
caused or compelled to do anything against his wiﬂ, it must be
preferred of his own free will. This is one of those logical, not
mathematical conclusions. The expression, ‘| did it of my own free
will is perfectly correct when it is understood to mean ‘I did it because
[ wanted to; nothing compeﬂed or caused me to do it since I could
have acted otherwise had I desired.” This expression was necessarﬂy
misinterpreted because of the general ignorance that prevailecl for
although it is correct in the sense that a person did something because
he wanted to, this in no way indicates that his will is free. In fact I
shall use the expression ‘of my own free will frequently myseH which
only means ‘of my own desire.” Are you beginning to see how words
have deceived everyone?

“You must be 1eiclding? Here you are in the process of
clernonstrating 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.”

This is clarified somewhat when you understand that man is free
to choose what he pre£ers, what he desires, what he wants, what he
considers better for himself and his family. But the moment he
prefers or desires anything is an indication that he is compelled to this
action because of some clissatis£ac’cion, which is the natural
compulsion of his nature. Because of this misinterpretation of the
expression ‘man’s will is free,’ great confusion continues to exist in
any discussion surrouncling this issue, for although it is true man has
to make choices he must always prefer that which he considers goocl
not evil for himself when the former is offered as an alternative. The

words cause and compel are the perception of an improper or
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fallacious relation because in order to be clevelopecl and have meaning
it was absolutely necessary that the expression “free will' be born as
their opposite, as tall gives meaning to short. But these words do not
describe reality unless interpretecl properly. Nothing causes man to
build cities, clevelop scientific acl'lievements, write looolzs, compose
music, go to war, argue and fight, commit terrible crimes, pray to
God, for these things are mankind alreacly ata par’cicular 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 mistalzes, and moving in the direction of
greater satisfaction Ly better removing the dissatisfaction of the
moment, which is a normal compulsion of his nature over which he
has alasolutely no control. Looleing back in hindsight allows man to
evaluate his progress and make corrections when necessary because he
is always 1earning from previous experience. The fact that will is not
free demonstrates that man, as part of nature or God, has been
unconsciously developing at a mathematical rate and cluring every
moment of his progress was doing what he had to do because he had
no free choice. But this does not mean that he was caused to do
anything against his will, for the word cause, like choice and past, is
very misleading as it implies that something other than man himself
is responsﬂ)le for his actions. Four is not caused by two plus two, it
is that alreacly. As 1ong as history has been recorclecl, these two
opposing principles were never reconciled until now. The amazing
’ching is that this ignorance, this conflict of ideas, icleologies, and
desires, theology’s promulgation of free WlH, the millions that
criticized determinism as fallacious, was exactly as it was supposecl to
be. It was impossible for man to have acted digerently because the
mankind system is olaeying this invariable law of satisfaction which
makes the motions of all life just as harmonious as the solar system,;
but these systems are not caused lay, tl'ley are these laws.

“Can you clari{:y this a little bit more?”

“Certainly. In other words, no one is compeﬂing a person to work
at a jol) he doesn’t like or remain in a country against his will. He
actuaﬂy wants to do the very things he dislikes simply because the
alternative is considered worse and he must choose something to do

among the various things in his environment, or else commit suicide.
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Was it humanly possi]ale to make Gandhi and his followers do what
they did not want to do when unafraid of death which was judged,
accorcling to their circumstances, the lesser of two evils? There£ore,
when any person says he was compeﬂed to do what he did against his
wiu, that he didn’t want to but had to — and innumerable of our
expressions say this — he is ol)viously confused and unconsciously
dishonest with himself and others because everything man does to
another is done only because he wants to do it, done to be humorous,
of his own free will, which only means that his preference gave him
greater satisfaction at that moment of time, for one reason or
another; but rememl)er, this desire of one thing over another is a
compulsion Leyoncl control for which he cannot be blamed. All Tam
cloing is clarifying your terms so that you are not confused, but make
sure you understand this mathematical difference before proceecling
further.”

“His reasoning is perfect. [ can’t find a flaw although | thought
[ did. T think I understand now. Just because I cannot be made to do
Something against my will does not mean my will is free because my
desire not to do it appeare& the better reason, which gave me no free
choice since I got greater satisfaction. Nor does the expression, ‘I did
it of my own free will, nobody made me do it,” mean that | ac’cuaﬂy
did it of my own free will — although I did it because I wanted to —
because my desire to do it appearecl the better reason which gave me
no free choice since I got greater satisfaction.”

“He does understand.”

“Does this mean you are also in complete agreement so [ can
proceecl?"

“Yes it does.”

Then let me summarize by taleing careful note of this simple
reasoning that proves conclusively (except for the implica’cions already
referred to) that will is not free. Man has two possi]ailities that are
reduced to the common denominator of one. Either he does not have
a choice because none is involved, as with aging, and then it is obvious
that he is under the compulsion of 1iving regar(ﬂess of what his
par’cicular motion at any moment migh’c be, or he has a choice and
then is given two or more alternatives of which he is compeﬂed by his
nature to prefer the one that appears to offer the greatest satisfaction
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whether it is the lesser of two evils, the greater of two goocls, ora goocl
over an evil. There£0re, it is absolutely impossible for will to be free
because man never has a free choice, though it must be remembered
that the words gooa] and evil are judgments of what others think is
right and wrong, not symlools of reality. The truth of the matter is
that the words goocl and evil can only have reference to what is a
benefit or a hurt to oneself. Kiﬂing someone may be goocl in
comparison to the evil of having that person kill me. The reason
someone commits suicide is not because he is compeﬂed to do this
against his will, but only because the alternative of continuing to live
under certain conditions is considered worse. He was not happy to
take his own life but under the conditions he was compeﬂecl to pre£er,
by his very nature, the lesser of two evils which gave him greater
satisfaction. Consequently, when he does not desire to take his own
life because he considers this the worse alternative as a solution to his
prol)lems , he is still faced with malzing a decision, whatever it is , which
means that he is compeﬂecl to choose an alternative that is more
Satisfying. For example, in the morning when the alarm clock goes
off he has three possi]ailities ; commit suicide so he never has to get up,
go back to sleep, or get up and face the day. Since suicide is out of
the question under these conditions , he is left with two alternatives.

Even though he doesn't like his jol) and hates the thought of going to
work, he needs money, and since he can’t stand having creditors on
his back or being threatened with lawsuits , it is the lesser of two evils
to get up and go to work. He is not happy or satisfied to do this when
he doesn't like his jol), but he finds greater satisfaction doing one
’ching than another. Dog food is g@ to a starving man when the
other alternatives are horse manure or death, just as the prices on a
menu may cause him to prefer eating something he likes less because
the other alternative of paying too high a price for what he likes more
is still considered worse under his particular circumstances. The law
of self—preservation demands that he do what he believes will help him
stay alive and make his life easier, and if he is harcl—pressecl to get what
he needs to survive he may be WiHing to cheat, steal, kill and do any
number of things which he considers goocl for himself in comparison
to the evil of finding himself worse off if he doesn’t do these things.

All this simply proves is that man is compeﬂed to move in the
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direction of satisfaction cluring every moment of his existence. It does
not yet remove the implica’cions. The expression ‘[ did it of my own
free will' has been seriously misunderstood for although it is
impossil)le to do any’ching of one’s own free WlH, HE DOES
EVERYTHING BECAUSE HE WANTS TO since alasolutely
nothing can make him do what he doesn’t want to. Think about this
once again. Was it humanly possilole to make Gandhi and his
followers do what they did not want to do when unafraid of death
which was juclged, accorcling to their circumstances, the lesser of two
evils? In their eyes, death was the better choice if the alternative was
to lose their freedom. Many people are confused over this one point.
Just because no one on this earth can make you do anything against
your will does not mean your will is free. Gandhi wanted freedom for
his people and it was against his will to stop his nonviolent movement
even though he constantly faced the possibility of death, but this
doesn’t mean his will was free; it just means that it gave him greater
satisfaction to face death than to £orego his fight for freedom.
Consequently, when any person says he was compelled to do what he
did against his will, that he reaﬂy didn’t want to but had to because he
was Leing tortured, he is ol)viously confused and unconsciously
dishonest with himself and others because he could die before Leing
forced to do something against his will. What he actuaﬂy means was
that he didn't like being tortured because the pain was unbearable so
rather than continue sugering this way he pre£erre(l, as the lesser of
two evils, to tell his captors what they wanted to know, but he did this
because he wanted to not because some external force made him do
this against his will. Tf by taﬂzing he would know that someone he
loved would be ins’cantly killed, pain and death might have been judged
the lesser of two evils. This is an extremely crucial point because
though it is true that will is not free, ABSOLUTELY NOTHING
ON THIS EARTH CAN MAKE MAN DO ANYTHING
AGAINST HIS WILL. He might not like what he did — but he
wanted to do it because the alternative gave him no free or better
choice. Itis extremely important that you clear this up in your mind
before proceecling.

This 12now1e(1ge was not available before now and what is revealed

as each individual becomes conscious of his true nature is some’cl’ling
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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. 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.

And now I shall demonstrate how these two undeniable laws or
principles — that nothing can compel man to do any’ching against his
will because over this his nature allows absolute control, and that his
will is not free because his nature also compels him to prefer of
available alternatives the one that offers greater satisfaction — will
reveal a third invariable law — the cliscovery to which reference has

been made.
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CHAPTER TWO

THE TWO-SIDED EQUATION

nce it is established as an undeniable law that man’s will

is not free, as was just demonstrate(l, we cannot assume

that it is free because philosophers like Durant could

not get Ly the implica’cions. Therefore, we must begin

our reasoning where he left off which means that we are going to
accept the magic elixir (caﬂ it what you Wlll, coroﬂary, slide rule or
basic principle), THOU SHALL NOT BLAME, and transmute the
baser metals of human nature into the pure golcl of the Golden Age
even though it presents what appears to be an insurmountable
prol)lem, for how is it possible not to blame people who hurt us when
we know they didn’t have to do this if they didn’t want to. The
solution, however, only requires the perception and extension of
relations which cannot be cleniecl, and this mathematical coroHary,
that man is not to blame for anything at all, is a 1zey to the infinite
wisdom of God which will unlock a treasure so wonderful that you will
be compeﬂed to catch your breath in absolute amazement. This slide
rule will adequately solve every pro]olem we have not only without
hurting a hving soul, but while l)enefiting everyone to an amazing
clegree. You can prepare yourselves to say goocl—l)ye to all the hurt
and evil that came into existence out of necessity. However, the
prol)lems that confront us at this moment are very complex which
make it necessary to treat every aspect of our lives in a separate, yet
related, manner. God, not me, is ﬁnaﬂy going to reveal the solution.
Since time immemorial the two opposing forces of good and evil
compeﬂed theologians to separate the world into two realms, with God
responsil)le for all the good in the world and Satan responsible for the
evil while enclowing man with free will so that this separation could be
reasonable. Giving birth to Satan or some other force of darkness as
an explana’cion for the evil that existed illustrates how religion tried
desperately to cling to the belief in a merciful God. But this dividing
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line between gooci and evil will no ionger be necessary when the
coroiiary, Thou Shall Not Blame, demonstrates that once it becomes
a permanent condition of the environment, all the evil (ilurt) in
human relations must come to a peaceiui end. The absolute prooi
that man’s will is not free is the undeniable fact that we are given no
alternative but to move in this direction once it is understood that
this law can control man’s actions only l)y o]oeying this coroiiary for
then everytiiing that came into existence which caused us to blame
and punisii must, out of absolute necessity, take leave of this earth.
Mankind will be given no ciioice; this has been taken out of our
hancls, as is the motion of the earth around the sun.

The first step is realizing that the solution requires that we work
our pro]olem backwards which means that every step of the way will be
a forced move which will become a loose end and oniy when all these
ends are drawn together will the l)iueprint be compiete. It is only i)y
exten(iing our slide rule, Thou Shall Not Blame, which is the 12ey,
that we are given the means to unlock the solution. An exampie of
Worizing a proi)iem i)aciewar(is, follow this: If you were told that a
woman with a pocieetloooie full of money went on a spenciing spree to
ten stores, pai(i a dollar to get in every one, a dollar to get out, spent
half of what she had in each and came out of the last piace alosoluteiy
i)roiee, it would be very easy to determine the amount of money she
had to start because the dollar she paici to get out of the last store
which broke her must represent one-half of the money spent there.
Consequently, she had two dollars left after paying a dollar to get in,
giving her three just before entering. Since she pai(i a dollar to get
out of the penultimate store, this added to the three gives her four
which represents one-half of the money spent there. Continuing this
process eight more times it is alasoiutely undeniable that she must
have i)egun her spending spree with $3,069. As we can see from this
example, when a 12ey fact is available from which to reason it is then
possii)ie to solve a proi)lem, but when it is not, we must form
conjectures and express opinions with the aid of iogic. At first glance
it appears impossii)ie not to blame an individual for murder, or any
heinous crime, but when we extend this ieey fact it can be seen that
these acts of evil are not condoned with the unclerstan(iing that man’s

will is not free, but preventecl. Reganﬂess of someone’s opinion as to
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the riglltness or wrongness of the answer to the prol)lem [ just gave,
an opinion that would have to be based upon a logical conclusion as
is that of our experts when consiclering the impossil)ility of removing
all evil from our lives, we know the answer is correct because the
reasoning that follows from this lzey fact is scientitically sound.

By a similar process of Worlzing our prol)lem backwards we can
otticially launch the Golden Age which necessitates the removal of all
forms of blame (tlle ju(lgment of what is riglat for anotller) so that
each person knows he is completely free to do what he wants to do.
Altllougla solving the prol)lem of evil requires l)alancing an equation
of such magnitucle, it is not difficult when we have our infallible slide
rule which God has given us as a guicle. By now I llope you
understand that the word God is a syml)ol for the source of everytlling
that exists, whereas tlleology draws a line between good and evil using
the word God only asa syml)ol for the former. Actually no one gave
me this slide rule, that is , o one handed it to me, but the same force
that gave birth to my l)ocly and brain compellect me to move in the
direction of satisfaction and for me to be satisfied after rea(ling Will
Durant’s analysis of free will it was necessary to clisagree with what
ol)viously was the reasoning of logic, not mathematics. I was not
satisfied, which forced me to get rid of my dissatisfaction l)y proving
that this philosopher did not know whereof he Spolee. To say that God
made me do this is equivalent to saying | was compellecl, l)y my
nature, to move in this direction of greater satistaction, which is
al)solutely true. Definitions mean al)solutely notlling where reality is
concerned. Regar(lless of what words I use to describe the sun;
regarclless of how much there is I don’t know about this ball of fire
does not negate the fact that it is a part of the real world, and
regarclless of what words employ to describe God does not cl'range the
fact that He is a reality. You may ask, “But isn’t there quite a
difference between seeing the sun and seeing God? T know that the
(lescription of the sun could be inaccurate, but I know it is a part of
the real world. However, we cannot point to any particular tlling and
say this is Gocl, therefore we must assume because of certain tlaings
that God is a reality, correct?”

We assumed energy was contained within the atom until a

ctiscovery was made that provecl this, and we also assumed or believed
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that there was a ciesign to this universe i)y the fact that the solar
system moves in such mathematical iiarmony. Did the sun, moon,
earth, pianets and stars just fall into periect orcler, or is there some
internal urgency pushing everytiiing ina particular direction? Now
that it has been discovered that man’s will is not free and at the very
moment this cliscovery is made a mathematical demonstration
compeis man to veer siiarpiy in a new direction ai’ciiougi'i still towards
greater satisfaction, then it can be seen just as ciearly as we see the
sun that the mankind system has aiways been just as harmonious as
the solar system oniy we never knew it because part of the harmony
was this ciisiiarmony between man and man which is now loeing
permanentiy removed. This (iiscovery also reveals that God is a
mathematical, undeniable reaii’cy. This means, to putit another way,
that Man Does Not Stand Alone. Tiiereiore, to say God is goocl is
a true observation for noti'iing in this universe when seen in total
perspective is evil since each individual must choose what is better for
himseii, even if that choice hurts another as a consequence.

Every human i)eing is and has been oi)eying God’s will —
Spinoza, his sister, Nageii, Durant, Menciei, Christ and even those
who nailed him to the Cross; but God has a secret pian that is going
to shock all mankind due to the revolutionary changes that must
come about for his benefit. This new world is coming into existence
not because of my WlH, not because I made a ciiscovery (sooner or later
it had to be found because the iznowie(ige of what it means that man’s
will is not free is a definite part of reaiity) , but oniy because we are
compeile(i to oi)ey the laws of our nature. Do you reaHy think it was
an accident the solar system came into existence; an accident that the
sun is just the proper distance from the carth so we don’t roast or
freeze; an accident that the earth revolved just at the rigi'it speecl to
fulfill many exacting functions; an accident that our bodies and brains
cieveiopeci just that way; an accident that I made my ciiscovery exactiy
when I did? To show you how fantastic is the infinite wisdom that
controls every aspect of this universe tiirougil invariable laws that we
are at last getting to understand, which includes the mankind as well
as the solar system, just follow this: Here is versatile man — writer,
composer, artist, inventor, scientist, piiiiosopiier, theoiogian,

arci'iitect, mathematician, chess piayer, prostitute, murcierer, tiiiei,
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etc., whose will is a]osolutely and positively not free clespite all the
learned opinions to the contrary, yet compelled by his very nature and
lack of clevelopment 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 permittecl to perceive the necessary relations as to
Why will is not free and what this means for the entire world which
perception was utterly impossﬂ)le without the clevelopment and
absolu’cely necessary for the inception of our Golden Age. In all of
history have you ever been confronted with any’ching more incredible?

In reality we are all the result of forces completely l)eyond our
control. As we extend the coroﬂary, Thou Shall Not Blame, we are
able to see for the very first time how it is now within our power to
prevent those things for which blame and punishment came into
existence. Although Spinoza did not understand the full significance
of this enigmatic coroﬂary, he accepte& it by rejecting the opposite
principle ofan eye for an eye Ly re£using to defend himself against his
sister or blame her for chea’cing him out of his inheritance. Neither
he nor his sister had a free choice because the one was Wiﬂing to cheat
to get what she wanted while he was wiuing to be cheated rather than
hold her responsil)le. Spinoza made matters worse for himself
financiaﬂy, but at that moment of time he had no free choice because
it gave him greater satisfaction to let her cheat him out of what he was
entitled to by law. Both of them were moving in the direction of what
gave them satisfaction. Spinoza’s sister had no understanding of this
12now1ec1ge nor did the world at that time, althoug}l Spinoza himself
knew that man’s will is not free. Consequently, he allowed others to
hurt him with a first blow l)y turning the other cheek. He was
excommunicated from the synagogue while l)eing God—intoxicatecl,
which seems to be a contradiction. You would think that a person
would be thrown out for Leing an atheist but not for Leing a God-
intoxicated man. The fact that I know God is a reality doesn’t
intoxicate me. I know that the sun is also a reality but when the heat
gets unbearable, should I jump for joy? There is no comparison
between Spinoza and myself. He was a gentle man, [ am not. He
refused to blame his sister for stealing what right{:uﬂy belonged to him

because he was confused and believed she couldn’t help herself. I, on
the other hancl, would never advocate turning the other cheek when
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someone can get the acivantage i)y not turning it. He excused her
conciuct, but if someone tried to take what i)eiongecl to me I'd iigiit
him tooth and nail. If an aggressive country should start a war before
this iznowie(ige is reieaseci, it is oniy natural that we iigiit back with
everyti'iing we've got. Turning the other cheek under these conditions
could lead to further harm, which is Wily most peopie reject the
paciiist position. How is it iiumaniy possii)ie not to ﬁgilt back when
one is i)eing hurt first, which goes back to the justiiication of ‘an eye
for an eye and a tooth for a tooth.” T personaiiy would get greater
satisfaction cieien(iing myseii or retaiiating against those peopie who
would cio, or have cione, tiiings to hurt me and my iamiiy. I'm not a
saint, but a scientist of human conduct. Most of mankind is
compeiieci, for greater satisfaction, to move in this direction.
Thereiore, it should be clear that the coroiiary, Thou Shall Not
Biame, does not mean that you should sucicieniy stop i)iaming because
you have discovered that man’s will is not free. It oniy means at this
point that we are going to follow it, to extend it, to see exactiy where
it takes us, sometiiing that investigators like Durant have never done
because the implications preventeci them from opening the door
i)eyon(i the vestibule. The fact that man’s will is not free oniy means
that he is compeiie(i to move in the direction of greater satisfaction.
If you sock me [ migiit get greater satisfaction in socizing you back.
However, once man understands what it means that his will is not
iree, this desire to sock me is preventecl i)y your realization that I will
never blame you for i'iurting me. Until this ienowiecige is understood
we will be compeiie(i to continue iiving in the world of free Wiii,
oti'ierwise, we would oniy make matters worse for ourselves.

To show you how confused is the un(ierstan(iing of someone who
doesn’t grasp these principies, a local columnist interested in my
i(ieas, so he called tiiem, made the statement that I believe that man
should not be blamed for anytiiing he does which is true oniy when
man knows what it means that his will is not free. If he doesn’t iznow,
he is compeiieci to blame i)y his very nature. Christ also received
incursions of tiiougiit from this same principie which compeiie(i him
to turn the other cheek and remark as he was iaeing nailed to the
Cross, “Tiiey know not what tiley (io," iorgiving his enemies even in
the moment of death. How was it possi]oie for him to blame them
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when he knew that t}ley were not responsi]ole? But t}ley knew what
they were doing and he could not stop them even by turning the other
cheek. Religion was compeﬂed to believe that God was not responsil)le
for the evil in the WOI‘lCl, whereas S pinoza and Christ believed correctly
that there was no such thing as evil when seen in total perspective.
But how was it possible, except for people like Christ and Spinoza, to
forgive those who trespasse& against them? And how was it possﬂ)le
for those who became victims of this necessary evil to look at it in
total perspective? Is it any wonder man cried out to God for
understancling? The time has arrived to clear up all the confusion and
reconcile these two opposite principles , which requires that you 1eeep
an open mind and procee(l with the investigation. Let me show you
how this apparent impasse can be rephrasecl in terms of possi]oﬂity.
If someone is not l)eing hurt in any way, is it possiMe for him to
retaliate or turn the other cheek? Isn't it obvious that in order to do
either he must first be hurt? But if he is alreacly l)eing hurt and by
turning the other cheek makes matters worse for himself, then he is
given no choice but to retaliate because this is demanded Ly the laws
of his nature. Here is the source of the confusion. Our basic
principle or coroﬂary, Thou Shall Not Blame , call it what you wiﬂ, is
not going to accomplisl'l the impossﬂ)le. [t is not going to prevent
man from desiring to hurt others when not to makes matters worse
for himself, but it will prevent the desire to strike the very first blow.
Once you have been hurt it is normal and natural to seek some form
of retaliation for this is a source of satisfaction which is the direction
life is compeﬂed to take. Therefore this lenowledge cannot possil)ly
prevent the hate and blame which man has been compeﬂed to live with
all these years as a consequence of crimes committed and many other
forms of hurt, yet God’s mathematical law cannot be denied for man
is truly not to blame for anything he does notwiths’canding, so a still
cleeper analysis is require&. Down through history no one has ever
known what it means that man’s will is not free and how it can benefit
the world, but you will be shown the answer very shortly. There is
absolu’cely no way this new Worlcl, a world without war, crime, and all
forms of hurt to man Ly man can be stoppecl from coming into
existence. When it will occur, however, depends on when this

12now1ec1ge can be ln'ought to hght.
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We have been growing and cleveioping just like a child from
iniancy. There is no way a i)ai)y can go from birth to old age without
passing tiirougi'i the necessary steps, and no way man could have
reached this tremendous turning point in his life without also going
tiirougi'i the necessary stages of evil. Once it is established, iaeyonci a
shadow of (ioui)t, that will is not free (an(i here is Wiiy my (iiscovery
was never found; no one could ever get i)eyonci this impasse because
of the implications), it becomes ai)soiuteiy impossii)le to hold man
responsiiaie for anyti'iing he does. Is it any wonder the solution was
never found if it lies hidden i)eyon(i this point? If you recaH, Durant
assumed that if man was allowed to believe his will is not free it would
lessen his responsii)iiity because this would enable him to blame other
factors as the cause. If he committed crimes , society was to blame ; if
he was a fool, it was the fault of the machine which had siippecl a cog
in generating him. Tt is also true that if it had not been for the
(ieveiopment of laws and a penai cocle, for the constant teaciiing of
rigi'i’c and wrong, civilization could never have reached the outposts of
this coming Golden Age. Yet (iespite the fact that we have been
brought up to believe that man can be blamed and punisiie(i for cioing
what he was taugiit is wrong and evil (this is the cornerstone of all law
and order up to now, aiti'iougii we are about to shed the last stage of
the rocket that has given us our thrust up to this point); the force that
has given us our i)rains, our i)oclies, the solar and the mankind
systems; the force that makes us move in the direction of satisfaction,

or this invariable law of God states expiicitiy, as we perceive these

mathematical reiations, that SINCE MAN’S WILL IS NOT
FREE, THOU SHALL NOT BLAME ANYTHING HE DOES.
This enigma is easiiy reconciled when it is understood that the
mathematical coroiiary, God’s commanclment, does not apply to
anytiiing after it is done — oniy before.

“I dont understand wiiy God’s commandment applies to
something before it is done, and not after. Does this mean you can
blame after a crime has taken piace? And doesn't this go back to the
same proi)iern man has been faced with since time immemorial; how
to prevent the crime in the first piace, which is the purpose of our
penal code? Howis it humaniy possii)ie not to juclge, not to criticize,

not to blame and punish those acts of crime when we know that man
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was not compeﬂed to do them if he didn’t want to? If someone killed
my loved one how is it possible not to hate the individual responsil)le,
not to juclge this as an act of evil, not to desire some form of revenge?

[ still dont understand how not Maming will prevent man from
hur’cing his fellow man if this is his desire. Though this may be an
undeniable corouary, how is it humanly possible not to hold someone
responsilale for murder, rape, the 1ziﬂing of six million people, etc.?

Does this mean that we are suppose(l to condone these crimes or
pretend t}ley didn’t happen? Besides, what will prevent someone from
Haming and punishing clespite the fact that will is not free — if it
gives him greater satisfaction? Just because man’s will is not free is
certainly not a sufficient explanation as to Why there should be no
blame.”

This has always been the greatest stumbling block which 1eept free
will on the throne until the present time. [tisa natural reaction to
blame after you've been hurt. The reason God's commandment does
not apply to anything after it is done, only before, is because it has the
power to prevent those very acts of evil for which a penal code was
previously necessary, as part of our clevelopment. At this juncture, |
shall repeat a passage from Chapter One to remind the reader of

important facts that must be understood before continuing.

To solve this proL/em o][evi/ with the aid o][our enigmatic coro//ary —
Thou Shall Not Blame — (][or this seems matlzematica/]y impossib/e since
it appears that man will a/ways desire sometlzing ][or which blame and
punislrment will be necessary), it is extreme/y important to go tlzrough a
a’econ][usion process regaraiing words ]yy emp/oying the other scientiﬁc ][act
revealed to you carlier. Consequent/y, as was pointea] out, and to reveal
this relation, it is an alaso/ute/y undeniable observation that man does not
have to commit a crime or do anytlzing to hurt another unless he wants to.
As lzistory revea/s, even the most severe tortures and the threat o][ death
cannot make him do to others what he makes up his mind not to do. He
is not caused or compe//ea] against his will to hurt another Ly his
environment and Zzerea[ity but pre][ers this action because at that moment
o][ time he derives greater satisffaction in his motion to tlzﬂ, which is a
normal compu/sion oflzis nature over which he has alvso/ute/y no control.

leougk it is a mathematical law that notln'ng can Compe/ man to do to
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another that which he makes up his mind not to do (this is an extreme/y
crucia/point), he is nevertheless under a compu/sion a’uring every moment
o][ his existence to do euerytlzing he does. This reveals that he has
mathematical control over the ][ormer (you can lead a horse to water but
you can't make him a]rink) but none over the latter because he must move
in the direction o][ greater satis][action. In other words, no one is
compe//ing a person to work at a joL he doesn't like or remain in a country
against his will. He actua//y wants to do the very tkings he dislikes
simp/y because the alternative is considered worse in his opinion and he
must choose sometlzing to do among the various tkings in his environment
or else commit suicide. Was it possila/e to make Gandhi and his ][o//owers
do what tlzey did not want to do when una][mia] o][ death, which was
jualgec[ the lesser o][ two evils? TZzey were compe//ea’ ]yy their desire ][or
][reezjom to pre][er non-violence, turning the other cheek as a solution to
their proZ)/em. Consequent/y, when any person says he was compe//ea] to
do what he did against his will because the alternative was considered
worse, that he rea//y didn’t want to do it but had to (ana] numerous words
and expressions say this), he is olwious/y con][usec! and unconscious/y
dishonest with Zzimse/fana’ others because everytlzing man does to another
is done on/y because he wants to do it which means that his preference

gave him satis][action at that moment o][time, ][or one reason or another.

Let me repeat this crucial point because it is the source of so
much confusion: Although man’s will is not free there is absolutely
nothing , not environment, heredity, God, or any’ching else that causes
him to do what he doesn’t want to do. The environment does not
cause him to commit a crime, it just presents conditions under which
his desire is aroused, consequently, he can’t blame what is not
responsi]ole, but remember his particular environment is different
because he himself is different otherwise every})ody would desire to
commit a crime. Once he chooses to act on his desire whether it is a
minor or more serious crime he doesn’t come right out and say, ‘I
hurt that person not because I was compeﬂed to do it against my will
but only because I wanted to do it,” because the standards of right and
wrong prevent him from cleriving any satisfaction out of such honesty
when this will only evoke Mame, criticism, and punishment of some

sort for his desires. Therefore he is compeﬂecl to justify those actions
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considered wrong with excuses, extenuating circumstances, and the
siiifl:ing of guiit to someone or something else as the cause, to absorb
part if not all the responsii)iiity which allowed him to absolve his
conscience in a world of juclgment and to hurt others in many cases
with impunity since he could demonstrate Wl’ly he was compeiieci to do
what he reaiiy didn’t want to do. You see it iiappen all the time, even
when a child says, “Look what you made me do” when you know you
didn’t make him do anytiiing. Spiiiing a giass of milk because he was
careless and not wisiling to be blamed, the i)oy searches quicieiy for an
excuse to shift the responsibility to sometiiing that does not include
him. Wiiy else would the i)oy blame his own carelessness on
Somei)ociy or something else if not to avoid the criticism of his
parents? It is also true that the Loy’s awareness that he would be
blamed and punisiie(i for carelessness — which is exactiy what took
piaoe — makes him think very carei;uiiy about all that he does to
prevent the blame and punishment he doesn’t want. A great
confusion exists because it is assumed that if man does someti'iing to
hurt another he could aiways excuse his actions i)y saying, “I couldn’t
heip myseii because my will is not free.” This is another aspect of the
impiications which turned phiiosophers off from a thorough
investigation. In the ioiiowing ciiaiogue, my friend asks for
clarification regar(iing certain critical points.

“You read my mind. | reaiiy don’t know how you pian to solve
this enigmatic coroiiary but it seems to me that this iznowiecige would
give man a periect excuse for taieing acivantage of others without any
fear of consequences. If the i)oy knows for a fact that his will is not
free, Wiiy couldn’t he use this as an excuse in an attempt to shift his
responsii)iiity?"

“This last question is a superiiciai perception of inaccurate
reasoning. Because of this generai confusion with words tiirougii
which you have been compeiieci to see a distorted reaiity, it appears at
first giance that the dethronement of free will would allow man to
shift his responsi]oiiity all the more and take acivantage of not iaeing
blamed to excuse or justiiy any desires heretofore izept under control
i)y the fear of punisi'iment and pui)iic opinion which jucigeci his actions
in accordance with standards of rigiit and wrong, but this is inaccurate

simpiy because it is mati'iematicaiiy impossii)ie to shift your
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responsilaility, to excuse or jus’cify getting away with something , when
you know that you will not be blamed for what you do. In other
words, it is only possilole to attempt a shift of your responsi]oility for
hurting someone or for doing what is juclged improper when you are
held responsﬂ)le l)y a code of standards that criticizes you in advance
for doing something considered wrong Ly others. The very act of
justifying or excusing your behavior is an indication that the person
or people to whom you are presenting this justification must judge the
behavior unacceptal)le in some way, otherwise, there would be no need
for it. They are interested to know Why you could do such a thing
which compels you for satisfaction to think up a reasonable excuse to
extenuate the circumstances and mitigate their unfavorable opinion
of your action. If you do what others juclge to be right is it necessary
to lie or offer excuses or say that your will is not free and you couldn’t
help yourself, when no one is saying you could help yourself? Let me
claborate for greater understanding.

If someone does what everyljocly considers rig}lt as opposecl to
wrong, that is, if this person acts in a manner that pleases everyl)ody,
is it possﬂ)le to blame him for cloing what society expects of him?
This isn’t a trick question, so don’t look so puzzled. If your boss tells
you that he wants something done a certain way and you never fail to
do it that way, is it possil)le for him to blame you for doing what he
wants you to do?”

“No, it is not possible. [ agree.”

“Consequently, if you can't be blamed for cloing what is right,
then it should be obvious that you can only be blamed for doing
something juclgecl wrong, is that right?"

“I agree with this.”

“These people who are juclging you for cloing something wrong are
interested to know Why you could do such a thing , which compels you
for satisfaction to lie or think upa reasonable excuse, to extenuate the
circumstances and mitigate their unfavorable opinion of your action,
otherwise, if they were not juclging your conduct as wrong you would
not have to do these things, right?”

“You are right again.”

“Now if you know as a matter of positive lenowleclge that no one
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is going to blame you for what you did, wrong or right, that is, no one
is going to question your conduct in any way because you know that
they must excuse what you do since man’s will is not free, is it possi]ole
for you to blame someone or something else as the cause for what you
know you have done, when you also know that no one is Maming
you?”

“Why are you smiling?”

“You're the greatest with your mathematical reasoning, and I
agree that it is not possilole."

“This proves conclusively that the only time man can say, ‘I
couldn’t help myself because my will is not free,7 or offer any other
kind of excuse , 1s if someone said he could help himself or blamed him
in any way so he could make this effort to shift his responsi]oility,
right?”

“You are alasolutely correct.”

Which means that only in the world of free WlH, in a world of
juclgment, can this statement, “I couldn’t help myself because my will
is not free” be made , since it cannot be done when man knows he will
not be blamed. Remember, it is only possi]ole to attempt a shift of
your responsibﬂity for hurting someone, or for doing what is ju(lge(l
improper, when you are held responsil)le by a code of standards that
criticizes you in advance for cloing something considered wrong by
others. But once it is realized, as a matter of positive 12nowle&ge, that
man will not be held responsible for what he does since his will is not
free (don’t jump to conclusions, just follow the reasoning — my
problem is difficult enough as it is), it becomes ma’chematicaﬂy
impossi]ole for you to blame someone or something else as the cause
for what you know you have done simply because you know that no
one is Maming you. To paraphrase this another way: Once it is
realized that no one henceforth will blame your doing whatever you
desire to do, regarcuess of what is done, because your action will be
considered a compulsion over which you have no control, it becomes

mathematicaﬂy impossi]ole to blame something or someone for what

you know you have a’one, or shift your responsibﬂity in any way,
because you know that no one is l)laming you. Being constantly
criticized by the standards that prevailed man was compeﬂed, as a
motion in the direction of satisfaction, to be dishonest with everyone,
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inclucling himself, while re£using to accept that which was his
responsil)ility. He blamed various factors or causes for the many
things he desired to do that were considered wrong, because he didn’t
like being in the wrong. But the very moment the dethronement of
free will makes it known that no one henceforth will be held
responsil)le for what he does since his will is not free, regar(ﬂess of
what is clone, and there will be no more criticism or blame , regarcﬂess
of his actions, man is also preventecl from malzing someone else the
scapegoat for what he does, preven’cecl from excusing or justifying his
own actions since he is not l)eing given an opportunity to do so which
compels him completely beyoncl control, but of his own free will or
desire, not only to assume full responsibility for everything he does,
but to be al)solutely honest with himself and others. How is it
humanly possiMe for you to desire 1ying to me or to yourseH when
your actions are not being juclgecl or blamed, in other words, when you
are not being given an opportunity to 1ie; and how is it possible for
you to make any effort to shift your responsi]oility when no one holds
you responsible? In the world of free will man was able to absolve his
conscience in a world of right and wrong and get away with murder in
a figurative sense — the very things our new 12now1e(1ge positively
prevents.

It should be obvious that all your judgments of what is right and
wrong in human conduct are based upon an ethical standard such as
the Ten Commandments which came into existence out of God’s WlH,
as did every’ching else, and consequently you have come to believe
through a fallacious association of symbols that these words which
juclge the actions of others are accurate. How was it possﬂ)le for the
Ten Commandments to come into existence unless religion believed
in free will? But in reality when murder is committed it is neither
wrong nor right, just what someone at a certain point in his life
considered better for himself under circumstances which included the
judgment of others and the risks involvecl; and when the government
or personal revenge retaliates by talzing this person’s life, this too, was
neither right nor wrong, just what gave greater satisfaction. Neither
the government or the murderer are to blame for what each juclgecl
better under their particular set of circumstances; but whether they

will decide to think and react as before will clepencl not on any moral
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Values, not on halait, not on custom, not on any standards of right
and wrong, but solely on whether the conditions under which they
were previously motivated remain the same, and they do not remain
as before because the 12now1edge that man’s will is not free reveals
facts never before understood. We can now see how the confusion of
words and the inability to perceive certain type relations have
compeﬂed many thinkers who could not get beyoncl this impasse to
assume, as Durant dicl, that if man knew his will was not free it would
give him a per£ec’c opportunity to take aclvantage of this lznowleclge.

“I am still not satisfied with the explanation. If it was not for the
laws that protect society, what is to prevent man from taleing more
easily what he wants when the risk of retaliation is no more a
condition to be considered? Further, what is to stop him from
satisfying his desires to his heart’s content when he knows there will
be no consequences or explanations necessary? In the previous
example it is obvious that the l)oy who spiﬂed the milk cannot desire
to shift the blame when he knows his parents are not going to
question what he did, but Why should this prevent him from spiﬂing
the milk every clay if it gives him a certain satisfaction to watch it seep
into the rug? Besides, if the father just spent $1000 for carpeting,
how is it humanly possi]ale for him to say alasolutely nothing when the
milk was not carelessly but deliberately spiﬂed?"

“These are thoughtful questions but they are like aslzing if it is
mathematicaﬂy impossible for man to do something, what would you
do if it is done? How is it possi]ale for B (the father) to retaliate when
it is impossible for B to be hurt? Contained in this question is an
assumption that deliberate and careless hurt will continue. As we
proceecl with this investigation you will understand more clearly Why
the desire to hurt another will be entirely preventecl Ly this natural
law.”

“Even though [ cannot clisagree with anything you said so far, |
still don’t understand how or Why this should prevent man from
stealing more easily what he wants when the risk of retaliation is no
more a condition to be considered; and how is it humanly possible for
those he steals from and hurts in other ways to excuse his conduct?”

“We are right back where we were Le£ore, the fiery clragon — but
not for 1ong. Now tell me, would you agree that if T did something to
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hurt you, you would be justifieci to retaliate?”

“I certainiy would be justiiie(i."

“And we also have agreeci that this is the principie of an eye for an
eye, correct?”

“Correct.”

“Which means that this principle, an eye for an eye, does not
concern itself with preventing the first blow from iaeing struck but
oniy with justii:ying punishment or retaliation, is this also true?”

“Yes it is.”

“And the principie of turning the other cheeie, doesn’t this
concern itself with preventing the second cheek from loeing struck, not
the first cheek?”

“That is aiasoiuteiy true.”

“Tiierefore, our oniy concern is in preventing the desire to strike
this first i)iow, for tilen, if this can be accompiisiieci, our pro]oiem is
solved. If the first cheek is not struciz, there is no need to retaliate or
turn the other side of our face. Is this hard to understand?”

“It’s very easy, in fact. lamnota coiiege gra(iuate, and I can even
see that relation.”

“Let us further understand that in order for you to strike this first
blow of hurt, assuming that what is and what is not a hurt has aireacly
been established (don’t jump to conclusions), you would have to be
taizing a certain amount of risk, that is, you would be risieing the
possii)iiity of retaliation or punisiiment , is that correct?”

“Not if I pianneci a periect crime.”

“The most you can do with your pians is reduce the element of
risk, but the fact that someiaociy was hurt i)y what you did does not
take away his desire to strike a blow of retaliation. He doesn’t know
who to blame but if he did, you could expect that he would desire to
strike back. Consequentiy, his desire to retaliate an eye for an eye is
an undeniable condition of our present world as is also your awareness
that there is this element of risk invoive(i, however small. This means
that whenever you do anytiiing at all that is risizy you are prepareci to
pay a price for the satisfaction of certain desires. You may risk going
to jaii, getting iiangeci or electrocuted, shot, beaten up, iosing your eye
and tootii, i)eing criticize(i, reprimancieci, Spanized, Scoi(ie(i, ostracize(i,
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or what have you, but this is the price you are Wiﬂing to pay, if caught.
Can you disagree with this?”

“T still say, supposing there is no risk; supposing [ was able to plan
a perfect crime and never get caught?”

“I am not clenying the possﬂ)ihty but you can never know for

certain, therefore the element of risk must exist when you do anything
that hurts another.”
“Then 1 agree."

“Now that we have a basic unclerstancling as to why man’s will is
not free because it is his nature that he must always move in the
direction of greater satisfaction, as well as the undeniable fact that
nothing can make man do to another what he makes up his mind not
to do — for over this he has absolute control — let us observe what
miracle happens when these two laws are brought together to reveal a
third law. Pay close attention because I am about to slay the ﬁery
dragon with my trusty sword which will reveal my discovery, reconcile
the two opposite principles ‘an eye for an eye’ and ‘turn the other
cheele,’ and open the door to this new world.”

At the present moment of time you are stancling on this spot
called @, and are constantly in the process of moving to thﬂ. You
know as a matter of positive lenowle(lge that you would never move to
thﬂ if you were not dissatisfied with here. You also know as a matter
of undeniable lznowleclge that nothing has the power, that no one can

cause or compel you to do any’ching against your will — unless you
want to, because over this you have mathematical control. And I, who

am stan&ing on this spot called there to where you plan to move for

satisfaction from here also know positively that you cannot be blamed

anymore for your motion from here to there because the will of man

is not free. This is a very unique two-sided equation which reveals
that while you know you are completely responsﬂ)le for every’ching you
do since nothing has the power to make you do anything you don’t
want to; and while it is mathematicaﬂy impossﬂ)le to shift your
responsi})ility to some extraneous cause when no one holds you
responsi]ole, every]aocly else knows that you are not to blame for
anything because you are compeﬂecl, l)y your very nature, to move in

the direction of greater satisfaction cluring every moment of your
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existence. Now if you know laeyoncl a shadow of doubt that not only
I, who am the one to be hurt, but everyone on carth will never blame
or punish you for hur’cing me in some way, never criticize or question
your action, never desire to hurt you in return for doing what must
now be considered a compulsion beyoncl your control since the will of
man is not free, is it humanly possﬂ)le (thinlz very care£uﬂy about this
because it is the most crucial point thus far — the scientific cliscovery
referred to) for you to derive any satisfaction whatever from the
contempla’cion of this hurt? Remember now, you haven’t hurt me
yet, and you know as a matter of undeniable 12nowleclge that nothing ,
no one can compel you to hurt me unless you want to, for over this
you have mathematical control, consequently, your motion from @
to thﬂ, your decision as to what is better for yourself, is still a choice
between two alternatives — to hurt me or not to hurt me. But the
moment it {:uuy dawns on you that this hurt to me, should you go
ahead with it, will not be blamed in any way because no one wants to

hurt you for cloing what must now be considered a compulsion laeyoncl

your control, ALTHOUGH YOU KNOW IT IS NOT BEYOND
YOUR CONTROLAT THIS POINT SINCE NOTHING CAN
FORCE YOU TO HURT ME AGAINST YOUR WILL —
UNLESS YOU WANT TO — you are compeﬂecl, completely of

your own free Wiﬂ, so to speale, to relinquish this desire to hurt me
because it can never satisfy you to do so under these changed
conditions. Furthermore, if you know as a matter of positive
12now1ec1ge that no one in the entire world is going to blame you or
question your conduct, is it possﬂ)le to extenuate the circumstances,
to lie or to try and shift your responsﬂ)ihty in any way? As was just
demonstrated, it is not possil)le, just as the same answer must apply
to the question, is it possi]ole to make two plus two equal five. This
proves conclusively that the only time you can say, “I couldn’t help
myseH because my will is not free,” or offer any kind of excuse, is
when you know you are l)eing blamed for this allows you to make this
effort to shift your responsilaility. Let me explain this in still another
way.

When you know you are not going to be blamed for what you do
it also means that you must assume complete responsibﬂity for what

you do because you cannot shift it away from yourself under the
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ci'iange(i conditions. We have become so confused i)y words in iogicai
relation that while we preacii this freedom of the will we say in the
same breath that we could not i'ieip ourselves, and demonstrate our
confusion still more i)y i)eiieving that the coroiiary, Thou Shall Not
Blame, would lessen our responsiioiiity when in ac’cuaiity,
responsibility is increased.  This one point has confounded
pi’iiiosopilers down tilrougi'i the ages because it was assumed that a
world without blame would make matters worse, ciecreasing
responsiioiiity and giving man the periect opportunity to take
a(ivantage of others. But, once again, this “taizing acivantage” can
oniy occur when man knows he will be blamed, which allows him to
come up with excuses. For exampie, he could just say, “I couldn’t
iieip puiiing the trigger because my will is not free.” Did you ever see
anytiiing more ironicaiiy humorous? The oniy time a person can use
the excuse that his will is not free is when the world believes it is free.

But the question remains: “Wiiy is an excuse necessary? Wiiy
can’t he just satisfy his desires to his heart’s content when there are
no consequences, without expiaining to others his reasons for (ioing
what he wants to do? Wiiy can’t he just walk into a store, take what
he wants since noi)ociy will be stopping him, and then just go about
his business?”

“You must constantiy bear in mind that man is compeiie(i to
choose the alternative that gives him greater satisfaction, and for that
reason his will is not free. Consequentiy, to solve our proi)iem it is
oniy necessary to show that when all blame and punishment are
removed from the environment, the desire to hurt others in any way,
siiape or form is the worst possii)ie choice.”

“I understand the principie of no blame but society does what it
must do to protect itself. A person with scarlet fever is not blamed
but is nevertheless quarantine(i.”

“Ifa person had something that was contagious, he would welcome
this precautionary measure. The iznowiecige that he would not be
blamed under any circumstances, even if he was responsi]aie for
sprea(iing his illness to the entire region, would prevent him from
ciesiring to take any chances that migilt cause further spreaci of the
disease. This is similar to the question that was asked carlier: If it is

mati'iematicaiiy impossii)ie for man to do something, what would you
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do if it was done? How is it possilole for B (society) to protect itself
when it is impossil)le for B to be hurt? Once again, there is an
assumption that deliberate and careless hurt will continue. When
man knows there will be no blame or punishment no matter what he
does, he can only go in one direction for greater satisfaction. He can
hurt others with a first blow if he wants to, but he won’t want to. It
is important to understand that if someone is being hurt first his
reaction is no 1onger a first blow, but a retalia’cory blow. Under these
conditions he would have justiﬁcation to strike back.”

In order to hurt another, cither delibera’cely or carelessly, man
must be able to derive greater, not less , satisfaction which means that
self—preservation demands and jus’ciﬁes this, that he was previously
hurt in some way and finds it preferal)le to strike back an eye for an
eye, which he can also justify, or else he knows al)solutely and
positively that he would be blamed by the person he hurt and others
if they knew. Blame itself which is a condition of free will and a part
of the present environment permits the consideration of hurt for it is
the price man is WiHing to pay for the satisfaction of certain clesires,
but when blame is removed so that the advance 12now1edge that it no
longer exists becomes a new condition of the environment, then the
price he must consider to strike the first blow of hurt is completely
out of reach because he cannot find satisfaction in hurting those who
will refuse to blame him or retaliate in any way. To hurt someone
under these conditions he would have to move in the direction of
conscious dissatisfaction, which is mathematicaﬂy impossﬂ)le. From
a superficial standpoint it might still appear that man would take
aclvantage of not Leing blamed and punished and risk hur’cing others
as a solution to his prol)lems , but this is a mathematical impossil)ility
when he knows that blame and punishment are requirecl for advance
justification. In other Words, the chaﬂenge of the law absolves his
conscience with threats of an eye for an eye and a tooth for a tooth,
which is payment in full for the risks he takes. He may risk going to
prison or be wiHing to pay the ultimate price with his life for the
satisfaction of certain desires. An individual would not mind talzing
all kinds of chances involving others because he could always come up
with a reasonable excuse to get off the 110012, or he could pay a price,
if caught. If he borrowed a thousand dollars and was unable to pay all
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of it back, he could easily say, “Sue me for the rest.” If he tries to
hold upa banlz, however, and fails , the legal system does not allow him
to excuse himself and he is sent to prison. Without the 12now1ec1ge
that he would be blamed and punished should he fail; without this
advance justifica’cion which allowed him to risk hur’cing others, the
price of this hurt is l)eyon(l his purchasing power. How could
someone plan a crime 12nowing that no one — not even the ones to
be hurt — would ever blame him or retaliate in any way — even if
they knew what he was about to do? Has it been forgo’cten alreacly
that we are compeﬂed, l)y our very nature, to choose the alternative
that gives us greater satisfaction, which is the reason our will is not
free? Consequently, to solve this prol)lem it is only necessary to
demonstrate that when all blame and punishment are removed from
the environment — and when the conditions are also removed that
make it necessary fora person to hurt others as the lesser of two evils
— the desire to hurt another with a first blow will be the worst
possible choice. In the world of free will man blamed man and
excused himself. In the new world man will be excused by man for
every’ching he does and consequently will be compeﬂed, of his own free
Wiﬂ, to hold himself responsible without jus’ciﬁcation. In other words )
once man knows that he is Jcruly responsﬂ)le for what others will be
compelled to excuse and he would be unable to justify, he is given no
choice but to forgo the Contempla’cion of what he foresees can give
him no satisfaction. It becomes an impenetrable deterrent because
under these conditions no person alive is able to move in this
direction for satisfaction , even if he wanted to. This natural law raises
man’s conscience to such a high clegree because there is no price he
can pay when all humanity, including the one to be hurt, must excuse
him.

“T am still having a difficult time. Could you explain the two-
sided equation again?”

At this present moment of time or life you are stancling on this
spot called @, and are constantly in the process of moving to thﬁ.
You know as a matter of positive 12nowleclge that nothing, no one can
cause or compel you to do anything to another you don’t want to clo,
and this other who is standing on this spot called thﬂ to which you

plan to move from here, also knows positively that you cannot be
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blamed for your motion from here to there , regarcﬂess of what is done.

Now if you know as a matter of positive 12now1edge that not only [ but
everyone on the planet will never blame or punish you for hurting me
in some way, because you know that we are compeﬂed to completely
excuse what is Leyond your control, is it mathema’cicaﬂy possi]ale
(thinlz about this carefuﬂy) for you to derive any satisfaction whatever
from the Contempla’cion of this hurt when you know laeyoncl a shadow
of doubt that no one, including myseH, will ever hold you responsil)le,
ever criticize your action, ever desire to hurt you in return for cloing
what is completely beyond your control? But rememl)er, you haven’t
hurt me yet, and you know (this is the other side of the equation) that
you do not have to hurt me unless you want to, consequently your
motion from here to there is still within your control. Therefore the
moment it {-uuy dawns on you that this hurt, should you go ahead

with it, will not be blamed, criticized or juclged in any way because no

one wants to hurt you for doing what must be considered a
compulsion Leyond your control (once it is established that man’s will
is not free), you are compeﬂecl, completely of your own free Wiﬂ, to
relinquish this desire to hurt me because it can never give you any
satisfaction under these conditions, which proves that A — everyl)ody
on the planet — has the power to control B — every]aocly else — 1)y
letting B 12now, as is being done with this boolz, that no one will ever
be blamed for any’ching that is done. In other WOI’dS, the 12now1ec1ge
that there will be no consequences presents consequences that are still
worse malzing it impossi]ole to consider this as a prefera]ale alternative
for how is it possible to derive satisfaction 12nowing there will be no
consequences for the pain you Wlﬂfuﬂy choose to inflict on others?

The reaction of no blame would be worse than any type of punishment
society could offer. Ttis important to remember that punishment and
retaliation are natural reactions of a free will environment that permit
the consideration of strilzing a first blow because it is the price man
is wiﬂing to risk or pay for the satisfaction of certain desires. But
when they are removed so the lenowledge that t}ley no 1onger exist
becomes a condition of the environment, then the price he must
consider to strike the first blow of hurt — all others are justifiecl —
is completely out of his reach because to do so he must move in the

direction of conscious dissatis£action, which cannot be done. If will
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was free we could not accornpiisi'i this simpiy because we would be able
to choose what is worse for ourselves when sometiiing better is
available, but this law of our nature will give us no alternative when we
are forced to oi)ey it in order to derive greater satisfaction.

The solution to this impasse which removes the implications is
now very obvious because the advance iznowie(ige that man will not be
blamed for the hurt he does to others (ti'iis is the solution worked
i)acizwar(is) matiiematicaiiy prevents those very acts of evil for which
blame and punisi'iment were previousiy necessary. Instead of i)eing
able to absolve one’s conscience i)y justiiying an act of crime or some
other form of hurt because of the iznowiecige that he will be blamed
and punishe(i (wiiicii permitte(i efforts to shift his responsii)iiity while
encouraging what had to be criticized and conciemnecl), he is
prevente(i from (ieriving any satisfaction from the contempia’cion of
this hurt i)y the realization that he will never be i)iamecl, criticizeci,
punishe(i or ju(ige(i for (ioing what he knows everyone must condone,
while i)eing denied a satisiactory reason with which to excuse his
contempia’ce(i conduct. I will repiirase this in a siightiy different way:
Instead of i)eing able to absolve one’s conscience i)y laeing given the
opportunity to justiiy an act of crime or some other form of hurt
which permitteci the siiiiting of one’s responsi]oiiity while at the same
time encouraging the crime, the iznowie(ige that will is not free and
what this means actuaiiy prevents an individual from cieriving any
satisfaction from the contempiation of this hurt to another i)y the
realization that he will not be blamed, criticized, juclgecl, or punisiie(i
for this act. The difference between this principie and the principie
Christ preaciiecl — “Turn the other ciieeie, " is that the former
prevents the first cheek from ever i)eing struck whereas Gan(iiii, in his
bid for freedom and his belief in nonvioience, was forced to turn the
other cheek aitiiougii the first cheek was struck over and over again
which took an untold number of lives. Seconciiy, man must be Wiiiing
to die in order for turning the other cheek to be effective,
consequentiy innumerable abuses cannot be preventeci which starts a
chain reaction of retaliation. Besides , how is it possii)ie not to strike
back when your very loeing moves in this direction for satisfaction?
Gandhi saicl, “Kill us all or give us our iree(iom; we will not resist

any’ci'iing you do to us,” compeiiing those in power, after many were
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alreacly slain, to find more satisfaction in 1eaving them alone. Many
minorities, such as the Blacks, cannot apply this psychology because
the situation does not call for such a sacrifice. How are these people
to turn the other cheek when they are unclerpaid, overtaxe(l, and
juclged by Whites as one of the inferior races? It has been their effort
to correct these abuses — not by turning the other cheek — that has
brought these people this far. By turning the other cheek (which also
proves in a mathematical manner that man’s will is not ﬁee), it
alasolutely prevents the second cheek from being struck because it is
impossible, as the people of India demonstrated, to get satisfaction
from continuing to hurt those who refuse to ﬁght back, but as his’cory
has shown many were killed just })y being struck on the first cheek.
My imparting the 12now1ec1ge that no one will again blame you in any
way, juclge your actions or tell you what to do will mathematicaﬂy
prevent your first cheek from being struck which is necessary in a
world of atomic energy when an entire nation can be Wiped out from
being struck on the first cheek. Let us, once again, observe what the
perception of undeniable relations tells us.

At this moment of time in our present world of free will you are
trying to decide whether to hurt me in some way but you have had
every’ching removed that could be used to justify this act. You simply
see an opportunity to gain at my expense, but should you decide
against it you will not be a loser. In other words, you are consiclering
the first blow which means that you are planning to do something to
me that I do not want done to myself. You realize that there is a
certain risk involved, if caught, because you must face the
consequences. If the crime, misdemeanor or offense is not that
serious, although you know you will be questioned and blamed, you
may be able to get away with it ]3y oﬁering all kinds of reasonable
excuses as to Why you had no choice. But if no excuse is acceptal)le
as in a court of law after you have been found guilty, or when your
parents, boss or others know you are ol)viously at £au1t, you could be
sent to prison, electrocutecl, hangecl, gassecl, whippecl, severely
punished in some other way, scolded, reprimanded, ostracized,
criticized, discharged, beat up or any number of things. You don't
want this to happen if it can be avoided, but if you can't satis{:y your

desire unless the risk is taken, you are prepared to pay a price for the
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crime of l'lurting me with a first blow. Under these conditions it is
impossil)le for your conscience to exercise any control over your
desires because you cannot feel any guilt just as long as you are
prepared to suffer the consequences. Now let’s imagine for a moment
that you are liying in the new world and are confronted with a choice
of whether or not to hurt me.

As before you are trying to decide whether to hurt me in some way
but you have had everyttling removed from which you migtlt have been
able to justity your act. You simply see an opportunity to gain at my
expense, but you will not be a loser if you decide against it. In other
words, youare conternplating the first blow under cl'langecl conditions.
You know as a matter of undeniable lznowle(lge that notlnng in this
world has the power, that no one can compel you to do anytlling
against your Will, for over this you know you have absolute control
(you can lead a horse to water but you can't make him ctrinlz). This
means that you are completely responsil)le for your actions even
tllougll, due to circumstances , you may preter llurting me. To make
al)solutely certain that you know this is an undeniable law, try to shift
away from yourselt what is your responsil)ility or to some extraneous
factor when you know that no one in the world will ever hold you
responsilole. [t cannot be done, which was alreacly proven. This does
not mean that other people are not often responsil)le for the hurt we
do as part of a chain reaction as when an employer is forced to lay off
his employees because the money to pay them has stoppe(l coming in
to him, but no one is l)laming him for what is oloyiously not his
responsil)ility and therefore it isn’t necessary for him to offer excuses.

As you are contemplating llurting me in some way, | know as a
matter of positive lznowle(lge that you cannot be blamed anymore
because it is an undeniable law that man’s will is not free. This is a
very unique two-sided equation for it reveals that while you know you
are completely responsilale for everytlling you do to hurt me, | know
you are not responsil)le. For the very first time you tully realize that
I must excuse you because it is now known that man must always
select of available alternatives the one that offers greater satistaction,
and who am I to know what gives you greater satisfaction.
Consequently, you are compelle(l to realize that should you desire to

hurt me in any way whatsoever you must also take into consideration
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the 12now1ecige that under no conditions will I strike you back because
it can never satisfy me to hurt you for (ioing what I know you are
compeﬂeci to do. This prevents you from thinieing excuses in advance
because you know you are airea(iy excused. You cannot say, ‘I
couldn’t i'ieip myseii because my will is not free,” because you know I
airea(iy know this. You cannot apologize or ask for iorgiveness
because you are alreaciy iorgiven and no one is i)iaming you. This
means that should you decide to hurt me with this first blow or be
careless and take the risks that lead to a first ljiow, and I would have
to choose between retaliating or turning the other cheeie, you would
know that T would be compeiiecl l)y my nature to find greater
satisfaction in turning the other cheek because of the undeniable fact
that I would know you had no choice, since your will is not free.

Rememi)er, you haven’t hurt me yet; consequentiy, this is still a
choice under consideration. And when it iuiiy dawns on you that this
hurt to me will never be i)iame(i, ju(igecl or questione(i in any way
because I don’t want to hurt you in return for cloing what must now
be considered a compuision i)eyon(i your control — ALTHOUGH
YOU KNOW IT IS NOT BEYOND YOUR CONTROL AT
THIS POINT SINCE YOU HAVEN'T HURT ME YET — you
are compelieci, compieteiy of your own free WIH, so to speaie, to
reiinquish this desire to hurt me because it can never give you greater
satisfaction under the changeci conditions. [Note: It must be
understood that the expression ‘of your own free Will,7 which is an
expression [ use throughout the i)oolz, oniy means ‘of your own
(iesire,r but this does not mean will is free. If you need further
clarification, piease reread Ci’iapter Onel. In other words, when you
know that others will never blame or punish you for what tiiey are
compeﬂeci to excuse, but also that the other factors truiy responsi]ole
for the dissatisfaction which engenclere(i the consideration of iiurting
others as a possii)ie solution will be permanentiy removed as a
consequence of ioilowing our slide rule in all of its ramifications, you
will be given no opportunity to ever again strike another blow of hurt.
It becomes the worst possii)ie choice to hurt another when it is known
there will be no blame because there is no acivantage in hur’cing those
whom you know are compeiie(i to turn the other check for their

satisfaction. Conscience, this guiity ieeiing over such an act, will not
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permit it because you will get less satisfaction, not more. Let me say
again that if man’s will was free we could not accomplish this because
we would be able to choose what is less satisfying when something
more satisfying is available.

The 12nowlec1ge that man will no longer be blamed for strileing a
first blow since his will is not free — when he knows that nobody,
alasolutely nothing , can compel him to hurt another this way unless
he wants to for over this he knows he has absolute control — enters
a condition or ca’calyst never before a permanent factor in human
relations and ma’chema’cicaﬂy prevents those very acts of hurt for
which blame was previously necessary in a free will environment.
Remember, it takes two to tango — each person and the rest of
mankind — therefore this cliscovery which prevents man from
desiring to hurt others is only effective when he knows in advance, as

a matter of positive 12now1eclge, that he will never be blamed or

punished no matter what he does.

“Wait a second. Will you admit that if T strike you first you are
perfectly justified in strilzing back?”

“Of course you are not justifiecl in s’crﬂzing a person who is
compelled to do what he does l)y the laws of his nature.”

“But you know that an individual doesn’t have to strike another
if he doesn’t want to.”

“But if he wants to, isn't it obvious that this desire is completely
beyond his control because it is now known man’s will is not free?”

“Are you trying to tell me that if someone strikes me I must turn
the other cheek because he couldn’t help himself?”

“That’s exactly right. How is it humanly possilole to jus’cify some
form of retaliation when you know that the person who hurt you is
moved Ly laws over which he has alasolutely no control?”

“But I do have mathematical control over not hurting you, if 1
don’t want to.”

“I don’t know that, because it is impossil)le for me to ju(lge what
you can and cannot do since you are compeﬂed to move in the
direction of greater satisfaction, and I don’t know what gives you
greater satisfaction. Consequently, you are compeﬂecl to realize that

should you desire to hurt me in any way Whatsoever, you must also

87



take into consideration the 12now1edge that under no conditions will
I strike you back because it can never satisfy me to hurt you for doing
what I know you are compeﬂe& to do, since your will is not free.”

“Now I get it. Then when [ £uﬂy realize that under no conditions
will you ever strike back because you must excuse what you know I am
compelled to do — when I know that I am not compeﬂecl to hurt you
unless I want to for over this I have mathematical control — T am
given no alternative but to £0rgo the desire to hurt you simply
because, under the new conclitions, it is impossi]ole for me to derive
even the smallest amount of satisfaction.”

Wonderful! If each reader is able to understand that there are two
sides to this equation, then he will be able to follow me as I extend it
into every part of our lives. [Please note that [ am clernonstrating how
the basic principle can prevent the first cheek from ever Leing struck.
If our cheek has not been s’crucle, there is no need to strike back or
turn the other side of our face. If you find it con£using as to how the
basic principle prevents the desire to hurt others as a preferal)le
alternative, it is important that you reread this chapter in order to
grasp the two-sided equation, which is the very foundation of this
discovery]. As we follow the coroHary, Thou Shall Not Blame, which
will act as an infallible slide rule and standard as to what is right and
wrong while Solving the many problems that lie ahead, we will be
o]oeying the mathematical wisdom of this universe which gives us no
choice when we see what is truly better for ourselves. By removing all
forms of blame which include this juclging in advance of what is right
and wrong for others, we ac’cuaﬂy prevent the first blow of injustice
from being struck. This coroﬂary is not only effective by your
realization that we (aﬂ manlzin(l) will never blame you for any hurt
done to us, but also ]3y our realization that any advance blame, this
judging of what is right for someone else strikes the first blow since it
is impossﬂ)le to prevent your desire to hurt us l)y teHing you we will
never blame this hurt when we blame the possil)ility Ly teﬂing you in
advance that it is wrong. In other words, 1)y judging that it is wrong
to do something, whatever it may be, we are Maming the possﬂ)ility of
it being done which only incites a desire to chaﬂenge the authority of
this advance accusation that has already given justification.
Therefore, in order to prevent the very things we do not want which
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hurt us, it is ai)soiuteiy imperative that we never jucige what is rigilt
for someone else. But rememi)er, it is not the iznowie(ige that man’s
will is not free that compeis him to give up this juciging in advance
what is rigiit for others , otherwise the government, the unions, the
religions, all the writers who make a iiving expressing their opinions
as to what is Iigi’lt and wrong with the world, with love, marriage,
ci'iiiciren, i)usiness, eciuca’cion, etc., would sucicieniy give up their
manner of earning a iiving which is a mathematical impossii)iiity. Do
you think that the manufacturers of candles and other inferior forms
of iigiiting wanted to give up what gave them a source of income when
electricity was discovered? Tiley were compeiieci to acijust because
tiiey couldn’t find a market for their obsolete products except on a
smaller scale. Do you think the adulterers want to give up their fun,
the singie males the pieasure of sexual intercourse before marriage?

Do you think the peopie who are getting Weaiti'iy on the sweat, iarawn,
tears and insecurity of extremeiy low wages will give this up just
because God thunders down from heaven — Thou Shall Not Blame?
Do you think that reiigion will Wiiiingiy give up its great power and
influence when it is learned that the will of man is not free — which
reveals that God is a mathematical reaiity? The truth of the matter
is that everyone will be compeiieci of his own free will to give up
anytiiing that hurts another in any way simpiy because this hurt will
be considered worse under the new conditions. Ti’iis, my irien(is, is
the great secret of God’s infinite Wisciom, which gives man no free
choice as to the direction he must travel for greater satisfaction.

However, it is extremeiy important for every individual to know that
what came about on our pianet was exactiy as it was supposeci to be.

Tiiis, of course, doesn’t mean that the future will continue like the
past, but it does mean that no one is to blame in any way for what
iiappene(i and consequentiy everyone is permitte(i to turn himself
upsicie down for the purpose of ciumping out any’ci'iing and everyti'iing
for which he holds himself responsii)ie; but remember we are
preventeci from repeating an action that iorrneriy hurt someone iay the
iznowie(ige that we will never be blamed for what we know we can
prevent, giving us no satisfaction. The solution lies in the fact that
the peopie truiy responsii)ie for all the evii, hurt and crime, for which

tiley cannot be held responsii)ie, are actuaiiy unconscious of this
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responsilaility, and instead blame an individual who is not at fault for
the very things of which they are innocently guilty. Therefore the
prol)lem is to Lring to the surface, with a mathematical, infallible line
of demarcation, these hidden facts. Your philosopher Socrates
graspecl this when he said “I know that I don’t 12now; other men don’t
know either but think they know.” But now we know that we lenow,
for the actual responsﬂ)ihty lies with everyone who juclges and tacitly
blames the actions of another before anything is even done. However,
this advance blame is not only contained in our customs , conventions,
morals and laws, but in the very words that describe fallacious
differences of value which permit superior, in£erior, laetter, worse,
goocl, bad, and innumerable other words and expressions to be used in
relation to different individuals. We are completely absolved of all
responsil)ility for anything we have ever done in the past, and will
never be blamed ]3y anyone in the future, but the present is our very
own responsibﬂity since no one will ever again tell us what to do or
what is better for ourselves.

As we end this chapter, there is one vital point that appears
contradictory and needs clarification. If the lenowledge that man’s will
is not free is suppose(l to prevent that for which blame and
punishment were previously necessary, and if a person who saw his
child deliberately leidnappe(l and killed would be compeﬂed to desire
revenge as a normal reaction in the direction of satisfaction, how can
this lznowle(lge prevent some form of retaliation? Just because you
have learned that man’s will is not free is not a sufficient explanation
as to Why you should not want to avenge this child’s murder l)y
traclzing down the criminal and cutting his heart out with a knife, so
once again we must understand what God means when He
mathernaticaﬂy instructs us not to blame. When the 12now1ec1ge in
this book is released and understood, every person as always will be

stan&ing on this moment of time or life called here, so to speale, and

preparing to move to the next spot called tl’lﬂ. As the principles set
forth in this book become a permanent part of the environment, you
will know that the person who lzidnapped and killed your child or
committed some other form of hurt which occurred prior to the
release of this 1enowleclge — regardless of how much you hate and

clespise what was done — will never blame in any way your desire for
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retribution, which means that he will never run and hide to avoid your
act of revenge because this is a form of tacit blame; and when it {-uuy
dawns on you that he will never make any effort to ﬁght back no
matter what you do to him, never lift a hand to stop whatever you
desire to do, it becomes impossi]ole for you to derive any satisfaction
from this act of retaliation especiaﬂy when you know that he will never
again be permitted Ly his conscience — because of the realization that
he will not be blamed — to do to another what was originaﬂy done to
you and your family. As a result, the chain of retaliation will be
broken which will prevent any further criminal behavior.

Time and time again a person clesiring personal revenge has been
able to experience a certain amount of control over his desire, but
never to the clegree that will permit this Great Transition to get under
way — with the help of our slide rule. Presently, the man Seelzing
revenge finds great satisfaction in contemplating what he is going to
do to get even, but is prevente(l not because he decides not to blame
when 1earning that man’s will is not free, but only because the other
person on whom he desires to vent his venom has been given the
12now1ec1ge of how to prevent this retaliation, while the one seeleing
revenge knows how to prevent the recurrence of a similar situation.
When he {:uuy realizes that the perpetrator whom he wishes to hurt in
return will never desire to retaliate with further hurt, or desire to
commit another crime to anyone anywl'lere, heis compeﬂed to lose his
desire for revenge because it is impossil)le to derive any satisfaction
from the advance 12nowleclge that he will be excused by the entire
world. The full realization that he can no 1onger justify this act of
personal revenge because no one will consider it wrong or tell him
what to do (remember, no longer will anyone ju(lge what is right for
another) ; that he will be able to do what he wishes to this person
without any form of justification because he knows in advance that he
will not be blamed and that everyone, inclucling the one to be
retaliated upon, will be compeﬂecl of their own free will to completely

excuse what is clefinitely not his responsi]oility — ALTHOUGH HE
KNOWS IT WOULD BE HIS RESPONSIBILITY — makes him
desire to forgo what he knows he doesn’t have to do. He knows he is
not under any compulsion to do what has not yet been clone, and

when he becomes aware that no one henceforth will juclge his actions;
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that he is completely free from the trammels of pulolic opinion to do,
without the sliglitest fear of criticism, whatever he thinks is better for
himself; that he will not even be punisl'iecl lay the laws that were
created for this purpose, it becomes matliematically impossil)le for
him to desire liurting this other person under these conditions
regar(lless of what was originally done to him. Tt would be equivalent
to cleriving satisfaction from continuing to beat up an individual who,
tliougli tully able to tiglit back, refuses to lift a hand in his own
defense. This allows the Great Transition to get under way without
any fear of harm. Let us observe Wl’ly the perpetrator can no longer
continue his crime spree under the cl'iange(l conditions.

The potential lzi(lnapper or criminal who is stan(ling on this

moment of time called here when this lenowle(ige is released and

before the act is clone, is prevente(l from further contemplation of his
crime l)y the realization that he will never be blamed, juclged,
criticize(i, or punislie(l for this act (an(i l)y the removal of all forms of
tacit blame which unconsciously gave him the motivation and
justitication), which compels him to get greater satisfaction in his
motion to Jtllﬂ lay giving up what he was contemplating. Up until
the present time there was notliing powertul enougli to prevent man
from risleing his life to satisty a desire regarclless of who got hurt
because the satisfaction of possil)le success outweiglie(l the
dissatisfaction of possilole failure; but when he becomes conscious that
a particular reaction of no blame will be the only response to his
actions l)y the entire world regarclless of what he is contemplating , he
will be compelle(i, completely l)eyoncl his control, but of his own free
will or desire, to refrain from what he now foresees can give him
al)solutely no satisfaction. How can he possil)ly find satisfaction in
cloing sometliing that the world must excuse, but he can no longer
justity? This natural law of man’s nature gives him no alternative but
to ol)ey it in order to derive greater satisfaction, and will prevent the
first blow from ever l)eing struck. As we extend the corollary, Thou
Shall Not Blame, and slowly unravel the causes of war, crime, and
hatred — which are (leep—rootecl and interwoven — we will get a
glimpse into the future and envision how life will be when all hurt in
human relations comes to a peacetul end.

There will be many volumes extencling this law into every area of
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human interaction. The answer to the world’s proi)iems will satisfy
Communism and Capitalism, the Blacks and the Wiiites, the Jews
and the Ci'iristians, the Catholics and the Protestants, the rich and
the poor, the cops and the robbers. However, it must be understood
that in the world of free will innumerable wars, revolutions, and
crimes were a reaction to various forms of hurt which did not allow
any alternative but to retaliate. Consequentiy, man was compeiieci to
i)iame, criticize and punish as the oniy possii)ie alternative when
jucige(i i)y his uncieveiopeci mind. When those about to iight back
discover that tiiey will no more be retaliated upon, it is also necessary
for them to realize that the factors responsii)ie for this consideration
of war and crime, as the lesser of two evils, will also be removed; and
are those responsii)ie given any choice but to remove these factors
when tiiey know that those who they have been iiurting will never
blame them for this?

To i‘uﬂy understand the fact that conscience — our ieeiing of guiit
— was never allowed to reach the enormous temperature necessary to
melt our desire to even take the risk of strilzing a first blow, it is oniy
necessary to observe what must follow when a crucible is constructed
wherein this new law can efiectiveiy operate. [t was impossii)ie for any
previous stage of our cieveiopment to have understood the cieeper
factors involved which was necessary for an a(iequate soiution, just as
it was impossilaie for atomic energy to have been discovered at an
carlier time because the (ieeper relations were not perceive(i at that
stage of cieveiopment ; but at last we have been granteci uncierstanciing
which reveals a pattern of iiarrnony in the mankind system equai in
every way with the mathematical accuracy of the solar system, and we
are in for the greatest series of beneficent changes of our entire
existence which must come about as a matter of necessity the very
moment this ienowie(ige is understood. Aithougii this book oniy
scratches the surface, it iays the foundation for scientists to take over
from here. The undeniable 12nowie(ige [ am presenting is a i)iueprint
of a new world that must come about once this ciiscovery is
recognize(i, and your awareness of this will preciu(ie you from
expressing that this work is oversimpiifie(i. Because it would take
many encyciopedias combined to delineate all of the changes about to

occur, it would have been much too iong for a book that was written
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for the express purpose of provicling mankind with a general outline.
It will be up to future scientists to extend these principles in much
greater depth. As we leave this chapter | hope [ have made it clear
that just as 1ong as man is able to justify hurting others, he is not
strileing a first blow. Before I demonstrate how this justification is
permanently removed Ly preventing the insecurities that have
permeatecl our economic system and jus’cify the act of self—preservation
by whatever means necessary, | will allow you an opportunity to see
exactly what happens in a human relation where this justification is
already removed. In the next chapter, | shall reveal how all automobile
accidents and carelessness must come to a permanent end. Before we
move on, | must clari{:y a very important point. Christ and Spinoza
turned the other cheek and paicl the consequences because the
justification to hurt them was never removed, but I am going to
demonstrate how it is now possible to prevent the first cheek from
being struck which renders obsolete the need to turn the other cheek
or retaliate. Although Gandhi won freedom for his people and
Reverend King won certain civil rights , they accomplished this at great
expense. However, all was necessary because we are moving in the
direction of greater satisfaction over which we have no control because
this is God’s law or will. At this point, I suggest that you stucly
carefuﬂy, once again, Chapter Two and then discuss it to make certain
you understand that if you find any flaw it exists only in your not
understancling the principles , for they are undeniable.
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CHAPTER THREE

THE END OF CARELESSNESS

uldn’t it be wonderful if we never had to WOTry about
people carelessly risleing the lives of our loved ones,
neighbors , and friends? Well, get reacly for a miracle.
[ shall clemonstrate, Ly applying this natural law, how
it is now possilole to change our environment and raise man'’s
conscience to such a clegree that all carelessness, inclucling automobile
accidents, will be Vir’cuaﬂy Wipecl from the face of the earth because
people the world over will do every’ching in their power to avoid the
carelessness and risks responsi]ole. Right now there are more people
killed in car accidents than we can {'uuy comprehend. These collisions
take place only because man operates on 75% of his potential power
which is insufficient to prevent what nobody wants, even though he is
cloing everything in his power to prevent it. By unclerstanding what
it means that man’s will is not free we plug in the extra 25%, and
then have the power to prevent the unintentional tragedies that
continue to plague our lives.
Carelessness, just as the word implies is an [ do not care attitude.
It arises from several factors. There are young l)oys and girls who
want to make an impression on their friends and this requires that
they demonstrate their al)ility to handle a car like a race car driver, but
they never give much thought to the other person because man’s first
concern has always been for himself. The show-off wants to give his
friends a thrill and demonstrate how to do what reaﬂy takes guts. He
doesn’t care if he is a menace to other drivers who happen to cross his
patl'l. If he is Wiﬂing to risk his own life — and happens to take
others with him — that’s their tough luck. For this reason you would
often hear, ‘Drive care{-uﬂy; the life you save might be your own.’ The
drunks and dope addicts and people in a hurry cannot stand Leing
behind a slow moving vehicle even if this means passing on a curve or
hill. They cither don’t fuﬂy realize the danger or they don’t care since
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the risk is primarily to themselves with no thought of those who may
be in the way.

There are other individuals who don’t care because this requires
great effort and they aren’t WiHing to exert the kind of energy it takes
to protect the lives of others. To apply brakes when the hght changes
yeﬂow as an alternative to speeding up and malzing it so stopping isn't
necessary is considered a nuisance. As a result, they often end up
going through on the red and crashing into the driver who starts off
before the light has changecl to green. Then there is the mother who
is so fed up with the struggle to take care of the house and her
children, and now that she is no 1onger in love with her hushand she
just doesn’t care. She leaves matches and other potentiaﬂy clangerous
items 1ying around and when the house catches on fire or t}ley get
hurt in some other way she always comes up with excuses. What has
added to her carelessness is that she never understood the meaning of
fatalism which is the doctrine that all things are subject to fate, or
that they take place by inevitable necessity. Consequently, when this
belief in fatalism was expresse(l to me by a mother who didn’t seem to
take much care in 1ooleing after her children, I asked her the following
question:

“If you saw your infant getting reacly to crawl in front of a truck,
would you picle him up or let him go?”

“Naturaﬂy, I would gralj him.”

“Why would you gra}) him, if you believe in fate?”

“I can see that clanger, " she repliecl.

“In other Words," I responded, “once you have done everything in
your power to prevent an accident and then it occurs, you can say it
was fate.”

Carelessness has allowed airplanes to crash into each other or to
explocle because the mechanics failed in their duty. It has allowed
ships to ram each other, hotels , night clu]as, houses, etc. to burst into
flames and people to perish. It has allowed tires to blow out and
brakes to fail; even buildings to coHapse. There is no teHing how
many lives have been lost or mutilated (Mindecl, crippled or what have
you) all because of someone’s carelessness. And hal)ility insurance

came into existence out of absolute necessity to help prevent the
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aftereffects of an accident, otherwise we would have more 1eiﬂing.

My friend remarked, “I don’t know about you but if it had not
been for my alaility to drive clefensively, I would have been killed or
hospitalized at least a dozen times. 1 agree that defensive driving is
extremely important in this world, that is. I don’t know about the
new WOI‘lCl, but not everyl)ody has this coordination and skill to drive
clefensively, just as they don’t have other talents and skills.”

“You're right, however everyl)ody does have the al)ility to apply the
rules of goocl clriving.” Now observe how God compels this to come
about.

When a car accident occurs in our present environment the people
involved are very dissatisfied because their car was just damaged, but
what do t}ley do for satisfaction? If there were no witnesses they hurl
accusations at each other until the police arrive. The person who did
not have the right—of—way could possilaly, in a courtroom with a clever
lawyer, make the innocent party appear guilty, in order to get his
insurance company to pay for clamages. If the one who had the
right—of—way was under the influence of hquor, even though the
accident was not his fault in any way, he is alreacly juclged guilty as
this offers a perfect reason for malzing the guilty party appear
innocent. But when an ex’cremely serious accident occurs where, let
us say, two children and their mother were instantly killed, while the
father and the other driver were thrown clear, to assume responsﬂ)ihty
for this is too horrible to bear which compels them to think up a
million and one excuses as to why it was the other person’s fault. If
there were witnesses, and both drivers know it was not the father’s
responsilaility, the guilty party would welcome whatever punishment
could be dished out so that he could pay dearly for what he dicl; and
the lialjility insurance he carries just in case, helps him, in a small way
to pay part of the price. If it was the father’s fault, he might not be
able to stand this terrible feeling of guilt and might be forced to find
some reason as to Why this accident was unavoidable otherwise he
could kill himself. However, to make it possﬂ)le for him to continue
living, just in case he can’t come up with a convincing reason for the
accident, the law will charge him with manslaughter and he will have
to serve a prison sentence, which he welcomes, because this also helps
him to pay for what he did. How many times, true or false, will the
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alaility to use just these words make someone feel so much better —
“I couldn’t help myseH. " “It was not my fault.” “It was unavoidable.”
“I'm terri]aly sorry.” And how many times in the course of history
have the innocent been compeﬂecl to pay the price of the guilty, just
because man was able to shift his responsﬂ)ility?

To understand Why all automobile accidents must come to an en(l,
out of absolute necessity, watch what happens when we apply our basic
principle to show you exactly what takes place in our present
environment before and after a collision, and then let you see the
same accident under changed conditions. Most people are concerned
with their own safety, but under the changed conditions they become
more concerned that they are not responsible for hurting others as
that alternative which gives them greater satisfaction. Remember,
however, the new world is not yet here so we are going to imagine the
same accident which will not occur, just so we can see why it will not.
Actuaﬂy, the only reason we are WiHing to drive carelessly and take
risks in our present environment is because when we do have an
acci(lent, which means that when we have made a careless mistake
resulting in a hurt to others, it is possi]ole to gain satisfaction ]3y
paying the price or shi{-ting responsil)ility. When it becomes
impossﬂ)le to do either, we must do everything in our power to prevent

the accident as that alternative which is better for ourselves.

Not so 1ong ago a truck was heading west inside the city limits,
cloing 50 miles an hour in a 35 mile zone. It was past midnight, and
very few cars were on the street. The driver was anxious to get home
because he hadn’t seen his £ami1y for a week. He had driven this same
route many times and knew it was safe to go this spee(l at that time of
the morning. His only concern was to leeep an eye out fora pa’crol car
so he wouldn’t get a ticket. Up ahead, four blocks away, he saw that
a traffic signal was green when about a half block away he knew that
it would soon be joined with the yeﬂow hght and followed in a few
seconds ]3y the red, indica’cing that he would have to stop. Because he
felt this was a nuisance since the amber hght had not yet gone on, and
since the darkness enabled him to see that no heacﬂights were coming
from other directions , he felt safe to increase his speecl to 65 miles an

hOU.I.
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Heaciing north was a car carrying five peopie — a father, mother,
and their three children. Tiiey had just attended a Wecl(iing and were
on their way home. The father had been cirinizing rather iieaviiy and
compieteiy iorgot to put on his iiea(iiigiits. He was also traveiing
aiong at 50 miles an hour when he slowed down to 35 so he wouldn’t
have to stop for the red iigl’lt up aiiea(i, but when he saw the yeHow
iigiit go on for the other direction, and ienowing that the iigi'i’c would
be green before he entered the intersection even if he resumed his 50
miles an hour, he did not hesitate to do just that. Now just before the
truck got to the crossing the light ciiange(i, which meant that the
driver would have to go tiirougi'i on the red. At that very moment he
saw the car without any iieacuigiits on enter the intersection a fraction
of a second ahead of i'iim, but it was too late to avoid the collision.
The father saw the truck at that instant too. They both jamme(i on
their brakes and turned their wheels instinctively, but the truck
pioughed head on at a Slig]’lt angie into the rear right side of the car.
The parents were somehow oniy injureci siigiitiy; the truck driver was
not hurt at all, but the three children were killed instantiy. Stan(iing
on the corner was someone who noticed that the car’s iigiits were not
on. Now let us anaiyze this.

If the truck driver had any iniziing that such an accident would
have resulted from his trying to beat the iigi’lt he certainiy would never
have considered it, but he chose to do what he did because it gave him
greater satisfaction at that moment. However, we are not concerned
now with what he should or should not have done but what he must
do for greater satisfaction ioiiowing the accident. It is obvious that he
feels aiasoiuteiy terrible over what he knows was his iauit, yet he does
not want to be blamed for the death of these children. There is
certainiy no satisfaction in ieeiing the Weigi'i’c of this responsi]oiii’cy;
consequentiy, he is going to do everytiiing in his power to shift it away
from himself. The poiice arrive and learn that the father was ciriving
without iiea(iiigiits on and that he was iiigiiiy intoxicated. The truck
driver izept saying over and over again — “It was not my fault. That
man went I'igl’lt through the red light and didn’t even have his iigiits
on. The death of those children is horrible, but it was not my fault!”
Before iong he was ai)soiuteiy convinced that the accident would never

have occurred had the headhghts been on, and he was rigi'i’c because
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what made him speed up to beat the yeuow hght was his certainty that
no car was coming. However, he could not tell the police the truth,
that the right—of—way still belonged to the father even though
intoxicated and without hghts — although it made him feel as if it
was not his responsﬂ)ility.

In court the father was found guilty of manslaughter even though
he was innocent, which infuriated him. But because the deaths of his
children were considered punishment enough, his sentence was
suspenclecl and he was placecl on pro]oation. His wife, however, was not
satisfied with the decision since she believed him guilty of 1ziﬂing their
children (she had warned him time and again about his clrinleing at
parties), and filed for divorce. The truck driver was awarded quite a
bit of money in damages because he discovered that he was not
physicaﬂy the same after such a traumatic experience. Had the
conditions been slightly different malzing it impossﬂ)le for the truck
driver to shift his responsibility, the only avenue open for greater
satisfaction would have been for him to pay a heavy price for what he
did. His insurance would have compensated the parents to a degree
for their tragic loss and they would have been satisfied to know that
he was sent to prison. When released he would feel that he paid his
debt to society and the family, and his conscience would be cleared.
If he felt the least bit guilty for 12iﬂing these children he could always
confess this sin to a priest or psychiatrist, or atone for it in various
ways. The £ather, on the other hand, who was found guilty although
he was completely innocent has built up a tremendous hate for the
entire system of justice and may desire to kill the truck driver in
retaliation if he thinks he can get away with it. His life has been
ruined and he wants to hurt Somebody in the worst way for what was
done to him. Had this accident not taken anyone’s life, the driver of
the truck might have volunteered that it was his fault so his insurance
company could reimburse them for property damage. This could help
compensate in some small way for what happenecl. Now pay close
attention to the same accident under changecl conditions so you can
see Why the truck driver when faced with the choice of speeding up or
slowing down is compeﬂed to prefer the latter — which avoids the
tragedy.

The truck driver feels a]osolutely horrible over what he knows was
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his responsi]oiiity because he went tiirougil the red iigi'i’c, but he also
knows that no one in the entire world will ever blame him for what
was done. Peopie stanciing around are shocked over the sigilt. The
father and mother are weeping i)itteriy over the loss of their children
but tiley will not say to the truck driver — “Look at what you just
did!” The poiice are not going to smell his breath or give him other
tests, because there are no more poiice (ti'iey will be ciispiaceci on a
gra(iuai basis, which will be expiainecl siiortiy). There are no
prosecutors who are going to try and prove his guiit in a court of law.
An ambulance arrives to carry off the (ieacl, and tow trucks to clean up
the debris. How do you think he feels? Wouldn't it be wonderful if
he was punisiie(i or could pay in some way for what he did? He would
like to be i)iameci, criticizeci, conciemneci, punisi'ieci, beat up i)y the
father and hated but he knows these tiiings will never take piace
because noiaociy alive holds him responsii)ie. He would like to write a
check to compensate for what he (ii(i, but noi)otiy is suing him or
i)iaming him in any way, which compeis him to hold himself
responsii)ie. Since he is unable to shift what is his responsibility or
find any satisfaction whatsoever, he finds himself in an unbearable
situation and will be compeiie(i to go through life with the death of
these ci'iiiciren, the sorrow of the parents, and the destruction of their
property, on his conscience. Let’s examine this from another point
of view.

What if the father didn’t see the truck at all and was not certain
of what i'iappene(i? No matter how unbearable it was for the truck
driver to feel this responsii)iiity, just imagine how the father must feel
to know that he was , Or migiit have i)een, responsii)ie for the death of
his loved ones , aitiiougii this difference could iiarciiy pass tiirougii the
eye of a needle.

“I am not sure I understand. What do you mean when you say
‘this difference could iiarciiy pass tilrougi'i the eye of a needle?”

If the father was even the siigiitest bit uncertain of what actuaiiy
iiappeneci, as iong as he knows it migi'i’c have been his fault, he will
suffer just as much as if he was certain because there is no way he can
find out when no one blames him. He migi'i’c actuaiiy believe that his
(irinizing was responsii)ie, that mayi)e it was the fact that he didn’t put
on his iigi'i’cs or that he went tiirougi'i the red iigi'i’c because he just
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didn’t see it. How do you think he feels 12nowing that his carelessness
might have caused the death of his own children? How will he ever
know that he was not responsi]ole unless he is £tu aware at all times
of what he is cloing?

This means that the very thought of hurting others through
carelessness is so terrifying when there will be no blame, punishment,
or a price to be paicl for what we know is, or might have been, our
responsil)ility, that when we are confronted with a similar situation as
the truck driver we could never find greater satisfaction in speeding
up, while the father 12nowing that drinlzing might cause him to get in
an accident figures out a way to solve his prol)lem so he can still drink
without talzing on the responsibility of driving. If he has no one to
drive his car but himself, and he feels that clrinlzing might cause an
accident for which he knows well in advance there will be no blame, he
cannot afford the risk of placing himself in a position from which his
conscience will torture him the rest of his life. People know they are
not compeﬂed to drink and clrive, not compeﬂecl to pass on a curve or
hiﬂ, not compeﬂecl to reclelessly show off and race unless they want to,
for over this they have mathematical control, and when it fuﬂy dawns
on them that should they hurt others with their carelessness they will
not be blamed or punishe& because everyone knows they were
compelled to do what they did — WHEN THEY KNOW THEY
WERE NOT COMPELLED — t}ley are given no alternative but to
do everything in their power to prevent a situation from arising that
gives them al)solutely no satisfaction.

The only reason that accidents resulting from carelessness were
able to take place was because people could blame something else as
the cause, thereby shi{-ting what was their responsil)ility; and hability
insurance didn't help because those with ample coverage felt they were
prepared to pay for their negligence.

“Does this mean there will be no more hal)ility insurance?”

“To be held liable means that you are l)eing blamed for the
damage that was clone, and since you are not to Mame, each person
will assume responsibﬂity for the damage done to his own car and
himself. In the new world the parties involved in any kind of accident
will assume the cost of the clamage done to them, which means that

when someone holds himself responsi]ole for hurting others he must
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also hold himself responsﬂ)le for all the other expenses the victim and
his insurance company must incur, thus hurting the victim of his
carelessness all the more since the money he will have to spencl ona
new or repaired car could have been used either Ly himself or the
insurance company, for other things. Ifa person doesn’t have this [no
fault] insurance or sufficient cash reserve to cover his share of the
clamage, then we, all the people, will pay the cost because we know this
person couldn’t help himseH, that he was compeﬂecl to neglect talzing
out this insurance, or else he couldn’t afford it. But when he will be
guaranteed his standard of hving (Which will be explained in the
economic chapter) , then he will desire to carry this protection for fear
that he will hurt others by maleing them pay for damages that he
should be sharing. If a driver was to blame for a bad accident there
would be no choice, as we have just Witnessed, but to live out his entire
life with this horrible £ee1ing of guilt, having no way to relieve it. This
eXplainS Why the al)ility to confess our sins allows the confessional to
be a plaoe where we can find the justification necessary to absolve our
conscience. But when it becomes mathema’cicaﬂy impossible to shift
the responsﬂ)ihty for our negligence away from ourselves — when we
are not l)eing blamed — there is no way carelessness can be justifiecl.

If for any reason an accident should occur and it was not our fault,
there would be no reason to feel remorse, but if we were not sure
whether our actions contributed in some way we would have to live
with this uncertainty lznowing that we might have been partly or
completely responsi]ole. Consequently, the only way a person would
know for sure that he was not responsﬂ)le is to be aware at all times of
what he is cloing.

The right—of—way system in the new world becomes a mathematical
standard ]3y which each motor vehicle operator is forced to juclge only
himself. The truck driver knows he did not have the right—o£—way;
consequently, he was aware he struck the first blow when the collision
took place. If he had gotten to the red light and no cars were coming,
he would not have been strﬂzing a first blow had he decided to cross
the intersection. By the same reasoning, his speed is no longer
controlled Ly a pa’crol car being present or absent but Ly what he
considers safe enough so that he will never have to encroach on
another driver’s right—of—way. He cannot afford to drive with bad tires
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or brakes because if the one should blow out and the other fail iorcing
him to collide with other cars i)y entering their territory, he will know
that he struck the first blow. If the tires were new but the mechanic
failed to tighten the bolts on one wheel which fell off at iiigii Spee(i
causing the accident, his conscience would be clear since this was
sometiiing that iiappene(i to him as a part of a chain reaction. This
appiies to all types of transportation where there is a chain of
responsii)iiity. For exampie, when a piane crashes it is the
responsi]oiiity of all those who have anytiiing to do with it — i)uiiciing p
repairing, maintaining, piioting it, ete. — consequentiy when these
individuals know that tiiey will never be blamed for taizing thousands
of lives or putting those lives in jeoparciy, tiiey will never allow a piane
to go up unless tiley are ai)soiuteiy certain that no one will be hurt.
Everyi)ociy will be compeiieci to assume the responsii)iiity of hurting
others in these piane crashes because the others will never blame them
for this hurt. The change(i conditions will force all mechanics to be
extremeiy careful so that tiiey are never responsii)ie for accidents due
to their carelessness. Right now the meciianics, engineers, etc. are
justifieci in i)eing careless because tiiey know that somei)ociy is going
to blame somei)ody else right down the line of comman(i, but when
tiley know that noi)ociy will ever blame any]oociy, tiiey will all feel the
Weigilt of a tremendous responsibility which compeis them to groun(i
a piane unless tiley can feel ai)soiuteiy certain tiiey are not sen(iing a
group of peopie to their death. There will be no reason for airpianes
to crash as we iaegin to understand the factors that make skilled piiots p
controllers , and mechanics vulnerable to human error, and find better
methods of cieiusing those errors before an accident occurs.
Furthermore, now that cocizpit instruments can provi(ie the piiot with
information regarciing altitude, spee(i and direction — aiong with
other technoiogicai advancements that can detect potentiai proi)iems
iong before take-off — airline travel will be safer than ever before. All
engineers and mechanics who ciesign, maintain, and repair aircraft
systems will have no choice but to make safety a number one priority.
In the private sector ciriving a car, mo’corcycie, or any other type
vehicle that operates on pu]oiic roads will be considered a serious
un(iertaieing. For exampie, before (iesiring to drive a car in the new

world we will want to know everytiling that could possi]oiy make us
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responsilale for hur’cing others in an accident which will then, never
occur. It will also prevent us from delaying other drivers from getting
to their destination. If l)y not using directional signals when requirecl
(Which excludes having to use signals when we are alone on the street
or in a lane that only goes to the right or 1e{'t), or ]3y not moving over
far enough when malzing a turn we sce that we are holcling up traffic
for which we will not be blamed l)y the honleing of horns, we will soon
find greater satisfaction in not cloing those things that interfere with
the flow of traffic. By Llowing horns in blame, and Ly caﬂing people
names, we not only find justiﬁca’cion to repeat that for which we are
preparecl to pay for in terms of going to court, getting a ticket, etc.,
but we get a certain satisfaction in irritating those whom we know will
criticize this annoying habit. When it becomes impossﬂ)le to pay a
price for hurting or annoying others because there are no
consequences, in other words, when all jus’ci{ication for tying up traffic
has been removed, we are given no choice but to change our ways.

“I'm beginning to see the effect of this even in smaller accidents,
because the person who caused it is made to realize how much
inconvenience and trouble he puts people through who refuse to blame
him in any way for doing what he knows they must excuse, and he, for
the very first time, cannot justify."

As a consequence of 12nowing what it means that man’s will is not
free, all carelessness is automa’cicaﬂy removed because to hurt
someone who will not blame you for doing what you know could have
been preventecl had you not been careless, gives you no choice.
Driving a car under these new conditions ) unless you know what you
are cloing, is equivalent to playing with a loaded gun; and if you can
get any satisfaction out of standing around while the parents weep
over the death of their child just killed ]3y you who will not be blamed
or punished in any way, then, my ﬁiends, you will be able to do the
impossﬂ)le. Consequently, a great responsﬂ)ihty is placecl upon the
shoulders of anyone who has anything whatever to do with cars, and
instead of Leing anxious to drive each person will be more anxious to
make certain that he reaﬂy knows how first. The miracle about to
unfold is that once all mankind are taught what it means that man’s
will is not ﬁee, and certain other changes are made which I will soon

discuss, people are permittecl to see, well in advance, a situation that
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is too horrible to contempiate, consequently, the oniy avenue open for
needed satisfaction is to prevent it from arising because there is no
way Jciiey can do anyti'iing afterwards under the ciiangeci conditions.

This means that whatever the other driver did that caused the accident
would be listed among the DON'TS OF GOOD DRIVING and no
one would desire to go against these. Peopie in a hurry to beat a
traffic signai will do just the opposite, never try to beat it, and never
be in a position where they are forced to go through a red light, or
screech their brakes. Ii, iiowever, there is no traffic coming and the
iight is red, there is no reason to stay because its purpose is to stop the
other traffic so tiiey can go.

As for whether we need permission from the government to drive?

In our present environment we need a license and before this is
grante(i we are given certain tests to see if we quaiify which means that
part of our responsﬂ)iiity has aireaciy been shifted. In other words,
peopie who are reaily not quaiiiie(i to sit behind a wheel are made to
think that tiiey are i)y receiving permission, and should someone make
the comment, “You shouldn’t be allowed to clrive,” the response would
i)e, “The government thinks so or I wouldn’t have been given a
license.” In the new world there will be no such thing as a license to
drive because man has become of age and can now assume
responsibility for himseii, thereiore, the oniy person to tell you that
you are sufiicientiy trained and reaciy will be you yourseii. No driver
henceforth will ever again be issued a license i)y a government agency
to determine his quaiiiications. This means that the division of the
Department of Motor Vehicles which determines the eiigii)iiity of a
new driver i)y aciministering a passing or a iaiiing gracie will be
permanentiy (iispiace(i. The fact that certain inaciequate standards
were set up for others to determine our qualifications allowed many
unquaiiiiecl peopie to assume tiiey were quaiiiiecl because tiiey passecl
the require(i exam. We will never again have to prove to anyone but
ourselves that we are quaiiiiecl to drive and our vehicle is in gooti
condition. We can see very cieariy wiiy our responsi]oiiity must
increase to the maximum (iegree since this is the oniy way we can
prevent what we don’t want. Where before we couldn’t wait to pass
the test so we could iinaiiy go wherever we Wante(i, we will not be that

anxious to sit behind the wheel until we know for sure we can drive
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without causing collisions or clelays. Even clriving instructors will
never tell us when they think we are reacly because they would not
want to assume this responsﬂ)ility. Their jol) will be to teach us all the
causes of accidents and delays, and show us how to handle a car
properly. They will have a thorough course of training which will
include all the causes of accidents through carelessness, but it will be
up to us to determine whether we are capaljle of clriving without
hurting anyone by comparing our al)ility with the tough driving
standards set up l)y the clriving schools. There will be no need for
statutory Speecl limits that try and force compliance because nol)ocly
will desire to drive at a speecl that enclangers others. The speecl limit
will serve as a general guicleline to indicate the maximum reasonable
and safe speed to travel, as well as to alert the driver of clangerous road
and weather conditions. Today we say — “Ql)ey the laws or else you
will be punishe&." Tomorrow we say — “Don’t o]oey the laws of goocl
driving if you don’t want to, but if someone gets hurt as a
consequence it will be impossi]ole to blame anyljocly but ourselves.”

Therefore, every suggestion to guide the new driver in the right
direction will be wiﬂingly heeded because of this fear that someone,
other than ourselves (this is the least consideration in the new Worlcl) ,
could be seriously hurt. Driving a car becomes a very hazardous
profession because the very thought that someone might get hurt for
which there would be no blame or punishment, and no questions
would be asked as to whose fault it was, compels everyone to become
an extremely skillful driver before unclertalzing what could very easily
lead to the kind of accident just clescril)ecl, and there is no more
unbearable form of punishment than to know that you are responsﬂ)le
for someone’s death or serious injury. However, to launch this new
world and create the environment necessary to prevent crime, war,
hate, and all the other evils plaguing our lives we must remove every
form of hurt to us that could justify retaliation, which is a separate
problem that will be solved very shortly.

“Although [ agree with everything you have demonstrated so far,
reluctantly, and think it is absolutely marvelous, [ can't see how you
can satisfy the whole human race and that's what you must do with
your equation which includes communism as well as capitalism.”

You 12eep forgetting one thing. I am not the one who will solve
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this prolaiem. The astronomer who first observed the invariable laws
between the planets, moon and sun didn’t cause the eciipse; he
perceiveci certain relations that made him aware it would occur at a
certain time. And just because I have observed the invariable laws
inherent in the mankind system which allowed me to see the end of
all war and crime because of what it means that man’s will is not tree,
does not mean that [ am causing this to come about. The most [ am
able to do is reveal God’s laws , which gives me no choice but to move
in a certain direction for satisfaction because we are all a part of His
laws. At this juncture, let me recapitulate certain salient points.
Man is compeiiect i)y his nature to move constantiy in the
direction of greater satisfaction and when he is blamed for tiurting
others tilrougti carelessness he is permittect to find satisfaction in one
of three ways. He can apoiogize, shift his responsii)iiity to somettiing
or someone else as the cause for what he knows he has done, or if
there is no way he can shift his responsibility he can pay a price for
the hurt he knows he caused. However, when he 12nows, well in
a(ivance, that all mankind are competie(i to excuse everyttiing he does
because it is now known that his will is not free — while he knows
that he doesn’t have to hurt anyt)ody unless he wants to (tor over this
he knows he has mathematical controi) — heis given no choice but
to do everything in his power to prevent a situation from which he
cannot find any satisfaction. How is it possit)ie for him to find
satisfaction in careiessiy tiurting others when he is denied an
opportunity to apoiogize, to shift his responsiioiiity, or to pay a price
of atonement for what he did? Since this will eat at his conscience,
and since he knows this well in advance, he is given no choice but to
preter the alternative that offers greater satisfaction and in this case
the oniy avenue open is for him to prevent such a situation from
arising. | realize that there is quite a difference between hurt that
results from carelessness which is something a person reaily doesn’t
want... and deliberate hurt. There is also a vast difference between the
blame that follows a hurt and blame that is in advance which is a
ju(igment of what is rigtit for someone else. This latter blame is
discussed ttiorougtiiy in the ctiapter on marriage, where it is also
demonstrated how such advance blame or ju(igment of others must

come to an end out of mathematical necessity. This is the kind of
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blame that tells you how to wear your hair, how to clress, how you
should live. It is the l)uﬂy in various forms. These things are your
business only as 10ng as nobody is hurt l)y what you do. You will
understand this much better as we proceecl.

The belief in free will and the concomitant blame are equivalent
to the thrust of a rocket in getting a satellite into space, for without
it we could never have reached the outposts of this Golden Age. But
just as the astronauts shed their excess baggage when their rocket has
expendecl its energy in reacl'ling orbit, so likewise will we shed this
theory and all the blame that helped us reach this tremendous turning
point in our lives. Well, is it any wonder this cliscovery was never
found because the solution ac’cuaﬂy lies Leyoncl the framework of
modern thought since it cannot be understood in terms of our present
lznowledge? As I said, there are no prececlents. [ realize how difficult
it must be for you to conceive a world without ha]oﬂity insurance and
the Department of Motor Vehicles, but you will learn soon enough
that millions of people are going to be permanently clisplacecl from
their manner of earning a hving but they will not be hurt in any way,
so don't jump to any conclusions; just be patient. If you are slightly
less sleeptical and more wiﬂing to continue the investigation, you will
see how effective are these laws as God puts an end to all war, crime,
adultery and divorce. Last but not least, though our magic elixir will
not apply here, [ shall reveal some’cl’ling about death in a
mathematical, undeniable manner which will make every reader very
happy. Don’t you think it strange that of all the millions of years
Earth has been in existence (and what is a million years when the
words t}lrough which you see this relation are clarifiecl) you, of all
people, should have been born to see the universe now; Why weren't
you born 5000 years ago, or Wl’ly shouldn’t you be born in the future?
My friends, you are in for quite a pleasant surprise, but your mind is
so filled with words like spirit, soul, reincarnation, heaven, etc., which
have absolutely no meaning Whatever,that you are terribly confusecl,
especiaﬂy those who think they know. You will soon learn that there
is absolu’cely nothing to fear in death, which in itself will revolutionize
your lives, but everything is related, so please bear with me since it is
mathematicaﬂy impossible to put everything down at one time. As
said, you will catch your breath in utter amazement at the infinite
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wisdom that governs this universe, and you will be given no choice but
to change your ways. But first, [ shall reveal my second cliscovery
which will play a vital role in the new world.
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