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PREFACE
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The primary purpose of this book is to reveal a fantastic, scientific discovery about the nature of man whose life, as a direct consequence of this mathematical revelation, will be completely revolutionized in every way for his benefit, bringing about the long-awaited Golden Age prophesied in the Bible.  

However, it is necessary that you read this book in its entirety, chapter by chapter, in order to understand it because each part is mathematically related to the whole, which presents a solution to every problem of human conduct. Furthermore, so as to preclude your jumping to conclusions, this book has nothing whatever to do with communism, socialism, capitalism, government, religion, or philosophy; only with the removal of beliefs among the top echelon of your educated who have been unconsciously passing along from generation to generation the most profound ignorance in the guise of genuine knowledge, for which they cannot be blamed.  

But because this book dares to oppose the three forces that control the thinking of mankind — Government, Religion, and Education (the most dangerous thinking of all, the kind that really doesn’t know the truth, as Socrates observed, but because of some fallacious standard only think they know; the kind of thinking that is responsible for the slaughter of six million Jews, for mental illness, for all wars, prejudice, hate, unemployment, poverty, etc.), I have found it necessary to resort to this manner of introducing my work in the fervent hope that I may break through this sound barrier of learned ignorance and reach the intelligent, thinking portion of mankind before an atomic explosion destroys millions of lives.

It is not necessary to jump to conclusions as ignorance is wont to do because the facts in the book are absolutely undeniable, provided you are not blinded by this mathematical revelation as you come out of Plato’s cave, where you have lived so many years in the shadows that distorted your beliefs into a semblance of reality.  Remember, your opinion that Earth was flat never altered the truth that it was always round, which discovery did not require your approval for its validity, although your understanding was necessary for recognition and development. 

THE AUTHOR

Seymour Lessans passed away in 1991 at the age of 72.  This book was his 2nd attempt (7 in all) to demonstrate a scientific discovery regarding the nature of man which has the power to prevent what no one wants:  war, crime, discrimination, poverty, and many other evils plaguing mankind. Although some examples in this edition are outdated (this book was first written in 1962) — and certain other changes were made to the economic system in his later writings — the core of his discovery remains sound.  It is our hope that you will contain your skepticism long enough to learn what this is all about.  
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Shortly after my arrival from Mars (I’m sure this sounds strange to your ears, especially with all the science fiction stories available), I was so completely taken aback by the terrible hurt and general unhappiness that prevails among your relations with each other that at first I couldn’t believe my eyes, until the reason for this was made apparent by the realization that your scientists in the field of psychology had not yet discovered the mathematical law of man’s nature, which, many years ago, brought about on our globe what we refer to as the Great Transition. We have no war, no crime, absolutely nothing that hurts another individual, and what is much more important—no weapons or threat of punishment to control what no one can possibly desire to do.

However, the only reason you have not made this discovery before now is because life began on our planet long before it did on yours, and as a consequence our mental development is far superior. You still play chess, which is an obsolete game on Mars because the person who moves first must lose, and our children in the elementary grades, to draw up a comparison, work on this kind of a problem: They are given 105 alphabetical squares divided equally between A and O, and are told to arrange these in groups of 3 so that each of the identical 15 letters on a line is never twice with the same letter in all 35 groups. When first arriving here, and to test the thinking ability of what you refer to as your intelligentsia, I gave this problem to 10 professors. Eight gave up in despair after working on it for two weeks, and the other two revealed by their answer that they never even understood the problem.

My purpose in making you conscious of this great difference between us is to prepare you for knowledge so fantastic that if it were not mathematically undeniable the utter confusion of your mind would reject what you cannot understand and yet have been taught through natural ignorance to believe. Truth on your planet is judged not by any mathematical standard, because you have none yet, but by who said what. If your doctor, priest, professor, etc., tells you that something is true or right, you believe him because you have no way of knowing that his knowledge may be false, and he is compelled to justify the truth of his knowledge in order to have you support his manner of earning a living; consequently, he really believes that he knows although in reality he only thinks he knows, as your philosopher Socrates observed. However, this is not a criticism because no one is to blame for what came about out of necessity.

But since I know the solution to your problem, for it is something with which everyone on Mars is familiar, I shall submit this book for the express purpose of revealing a most amazing law which will demonstrate, in a manner your scientists will not be able to deny, 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 your Golden Age cannot commence until the knowledge pertaining to this law is accurately understood.

Consequently, I shall set sail on a voyage that will perform a virtual miracle by igniting a chain reaction of thought which will explode across your planet and destroy, with its fallout, every possibility of hurt that exists among your relations with each other. So put on your thinking caps and try to deny the mathematical relations soon to be revealed which permit you to foresee this miracle. While God is proven to be a mathematical reality as a consequence of your becoming conscious of the truth, all religion is compelled to take leave of your planet; while crime and war are wiped from the face of Earth, never to return, so likewise are all forms of government, unions, and authority in general; and while your moral code, your Ten Commandments, your standards of right and wrong are completely extirpated, all premarital relations, adultery and divorce will become relics of the past without hurting one single individual and of your own free will. Where did you ever hear anything so fantastic or paradoxical? Is it possible for you to believe it? And aren’t you jumping to the conclusion that this is against all human nature?

But shouldn’t this news make those individuals who have been trying to correct the evil in the world very happy?  If the cry of the clergy is “Faith in God,” they should be simply thrilled at the miracle he is about to perform, which reveals his reality, even though it means putting them out of work. If the communist and capitalist governments are truly interested in the welfare of their people, then just imagine how excited they will be to learn that the most perfect relations between man and man will soon be developed, even though it makes their services unnecessary. If a writer is just about ready to submit his book to the public for the express purpose of revealing knowledge 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 bring 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 psychiatry will be to learn that all its patients will be healed overnight by this miracle, making this service a thing of the past. There is a good deal of humor to this Great Transition which we experienced many years ago, for it reveals how completely dishonest you were compelled to be with yourselves and each other. The only difference between a salesman selling books and a doctor, theologian, etc., is that the former must convince only his prospects, while the latter must also convince himself. The former doesn’t care if no one ever reads his books, just so he is paid a commission.  The latter is compelled to justify that he knows what he is advising and treating; otherwise, he could never accept a fee, gratuity, or income for his service. A man who struggles to earn a living doesn’t need the same kind of justification, and he will even steal with a clear conscience; but those who have found a certain amount of security in what a part of the world criticizes are compelled to convince themselves that these others don’t know what they’re talking about.  However, everything was necessary. Now it is time to draw an infallible line of demarcation between what is true and what is false, and you are going to be simply amazed at how much of what is false passed for what is true. But before I begin, let me make certain that I am welcome. Do you want war or peace, unhappiness or happiness, insecurity or security, sickness or health? Do you prefer losing the one you have fallen in love with, or winning and living happily ever after? Do you like when your husband or wife, whom you love, commits adultery and then leaves you for another?  If any people on this planet can actually prefer for themselves what they do not want, then I shall be only too glad to return. Since this is a mathematical impossibility, because I know that happiness is preferable to unhappiness, health to sickness, etc., I shall now begin a revelation of knowledge which no one will be able to deny — providing the relations are understood. But remember, because a chimpanzee doesn’t understand that 3 is to 6 what 4 is to 8 does not negate the validity of this simple equation.  Consequently, any truth that is revealed in a mathematical manner does not require your approval, although it does necessitate your understanding and recognition. However, if you are afraid of the truth because it disturbs you to discover how wrong you have been in your opinion of what is right, then I suggest you read another book since what follows is not meant for your ears.

PART ONE

The Foundation and Development of A Mathematical Standard

CHAPTER 1 — Words, Not Reality

CHAPTER 2 — The Great Impasse of Blame
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CHAPTER 1 — Words, Not Reality
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Your problem of hurting each other is very deep-rooted and begins with words through which you have not been allowed to see reality for what it really is. Consequently, your expression — “Sticks and stones will break your bones, but names will never hurt you” is completely fallacious because you have been unconsciously hurt. This unconsciousness has its source in your failure to understand how the eyes function, which is revealed by the fact that you still include them as one of the five senses.

The word sense is defined in general as — “Any of certain agencies by or through which an individual receives impressions of the external world; popularly, one of the five senses. Any receptor, or group of receptors, specialized to receive and transmit external stimuli, as of sight, taste, smell, etc.” But this is a wholly fallacious observation because nothing from the external world strikes the optic nerve as stimuli do upon the organs of hearing, taste, touch, and smell. An apple, pear, orange, peach and telescope could not be called five fruits obviously because one does not belong in this category.

It can easily be demonstrated at the birth of a child that the eyes are not a sense organ when it can be seen that no object is capable of getting a reaction from the wide-open eyes because absolutely nothing is impinging on the optic nerve, although any number of sounds, tastes, touches, or smells can get a reaction. Furthermore, and quite revealing, if this child, immediately after birth, was placed in a soundproof room with the eyelids removed and kept alive for 50 years or longer on a steady flow of intravenous glucose without allowing any stimuli to strike the four organs of sense, this baby, child, young and old man would never be able to see any objects existing in that room no matter how much in motion or colorful they might be, because there is absolutely nothing that travels from an object to the optic nerve that causes sight.

If a lion roared in that room, the child would hear the sound because this impinges on the eardrum and is then transmitted to the brain, and the same holds true for anything that makes direct contact with the body; but this is far from the case with the eyes. Consequently, to call them a sense organ when this describes stimuli from the outside world making contact with a nerve ending, is completely erroneous.

Sight takes place for the first time when the repetition of sense experience makes the child aware that something will soon follow something else, which then arouses attention, anticipation, and a desire to see the objects of the relation.  This desire is an electric current which turns on or focuses the eyes to see that which exists, completely independent of man’s perception, in the external world. He doesn’t see these objects because they strike the optic nerve; he sees them because they are there to be seen. But in order to look, there must be a desire to see. Consequently, if a child were placed in surroundings that eliminate the possibility of sense experience, even though the eyelids were permanently removed, this baby could never desire to see, which is a prerequisite of sight.

The brain is like a very complicated tape recorder, projector, movie camera all rolled into one. As sense experiences become related or recorded, they are projected, through the eyes, upon the screen of the objects held in relation and photographed by the brain. Consequently, everything in the external world is distorted if the words through which man looks at what he calls reality are inaccurate symbols, or if the relation which is photographed becomes, as in “five senses,” an inaccurate negative which is then projected realistically upon undeniable substance. The brain photographs all relations, whether true or false, but believing that the eyes were a sense organ unconsciously confirmed what man saw with them because he was unaware that it was possible to project a fallacious relation realistically. To understand this better, let us observe a baby learning his first word.

As his gaze is fixed on a dog, let us repeat rapidly in his ear the word “dog,” stopping when his eyes wander. Soon, this relation is formed, which makes him conscious of a particular difference that exists in the external world. As he learns more and more words, such as cat, horse, bird, sun, moon, etc., he becomes conscious of these differences which no one can deny because they are seen through words or slides that accurately circumscribe these various bits of substance. But in the course of development, he learns other kinds of words that form inaccurate relations, and when this happens, he doesn’t see a true picture of reality.

The word “beautiful,” for example, has no external reality, and yet, because it is learned in association with a particular physiognomy, a beautiful girl is created when no such person exists. There is obviously a difference between the shape and features of individuals, but to label one beautiful and another ugly only reveals that you are conscious of a fallacious difference that is projected through your eyes upon substance that cannot be denied. If a young child, while looking at one type individual, heard over and over again “Look how beautiful!” with the proper inflection, it wouldn’t take long before this child would desire to associate with the one type while avoiding the other, and as he would get older you wouldn’t be able to convince him that an ugly or beautiful person does not exist as a definite part of the real world.  

As a consequence of this belief that one person is more beautiful or handsome than another, which places a greater value on certain features, many people have nose operations while others squeeze their teeth together in an effort to attract someone whom they feel has more to offer, and the doctor, who must earn a living, justifies his professional advice on the undeniable grounds that they will definitely be more attractive when their teeth are together and their nose straightened.

As a further consequence of these fallacious differences that do not exist, but are only a projection of deceptive relations, you have been led to believe that you are more important than someone else, more valuable in the scheme of things, and from this source a host of evils stem.  However, it is mathematically impossible to expect you to give up what is also a source of satisfaction, but the change does not depend on those who are happy in their pride and self-importance, which includes everyone to a degree, but on those who are seriously hurt and who are shown how they, too, can become happy.

It is absolutely true that just as long as others consider you more beautiful when you look a certain way, or more educated and intelligent when you do certain things, there is ample justification to change, but what would happen if you lived in an atmosphere where there were no fallacious values? Supposing your ugliest and stupidest girl were placed on our planet, there would be absolutely nothing to prevent her from living a normal life because none of our males would judge her in terms of ugliness or stupidity, for no such thing exists except as a projection of your realistic imagination. But on Earth, this girl is handicapped from the day of her birth, not only because she has an aquiline or straight nose, her teeth are apart or together, but because she may be a Jew, Catholic, Protestant, Black, Japanese, German, etc. She is constantly judged not in any direct manner but in a way you cannot correct because you see her through a kaleidoscope of words that transform her realistically into what she is not. Every other word you use stratifies external differences, which cannot be denied, into fallacious values that appear realistic because they are seen with your eyes.

Although you look back with smiling incredulity to the days of yore and wonder about the many ignorant beliefs that your ancestors used to imagine were true, is it impossible for your professors to believe that they are not one whit more educated or intelligent than anybody else?  Have they any conception that these are only words?  Didn’t I look at the people on your planet with smiling incredulity until I realized the true source of your problem?  In reality, no one is more intelligent or educated than anyone else, as you will see, but we on our planet appear to be because all the ignorance has been removed and we know ourselves at last for what we really are. You earthlings do not know yourselves and are consciously unconscious of your reason for doing things because of words, nothing else.  Your psychologists, theologians, philosophers, as well as all others who read books but don’t know the difference between mathematical and logical relations, think that by learning a lot of words in various combinations, they have been studying reality. These people came into existence not because they knew the truth, but only because ignorance was pleading for help and was willing to pay for it. Man will pay anything if he believes you can help him, and you, knowing this, will do anything to get him to believe that you can.  You are going to get a lot of laughs in this book, but at nobody’s expense.

Now, two words that you believe are true, just as you did with “five senses,” but which are absolutely and positively false, are Free Will. However, the problem 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 and Will Durant would be willing to bet their life that will is free. I shall illustrate how confused your thinkers are by making a few mathematical observations, those which cannot be denied.

First, it is obvious that man’s will is or is not free, just as it is undeniable that God is or is not a reality.  Consequently, if it can be demonstrated that it is mathematically impossible to prove free will true, it is also mathematically impossible to prove determinism, as the opposite of free will, false, and this can be done very simply.

To prove this, just ask yourself: “Is it possible for any person not to do what he has just done?” Impossible, correct? This is a mathematical relation that is undeniable and is equivalent to asking, is it possible for anyone not to get four as an answer to two plus two? Now, if what has just been done was the choosing of B instead of A, is it possible not to choose B, which has already been chosen? Since it is absolutely impossible not to choose B instead of A once B is selected, how is it possible to choose A in this comparison of possibilities once A has not been preferred, when only one of them can be chosen at that single moment of time? Yet free will, in order to prove itself true, must do just that, the impossible. It must go back, reverse the order of time, undo what has been done, and then show that A could have been chosen instead of B. Is it any wonder free will is still a theory? The great humor in this particular instance lies in the fact that, though it was always possible to prove determinism true, theology considered it as absolutely false while dogmatically promulgating, in obedience to God’s will, that free will was an absolute reality.

Since it is absolutely impossible for free will to ever be proven true (I take for granted this is now understood), nothing in this universe can prove determinism an unreality (and in this context it shall only mean the opposite of free will as death is the opposite of life), simply because this would automatically prove the truth of free will which has been shown to be an impossibility. Consequently, the belief in free will and all conceptions regarding it can only remain in existence as a plausible theory just as long as no undeniable evidence is produced in contravention. Yet your philosopher Will Durant, to show you how confused the mind can get when mathematical relations are not perceived, does not agree with this obvious fact because he offers a different reason as to why the belief in free will continues to exist. He writes: “If there is an almost eternal recurrence of philosophies of freedom” (free will) “it is because direct perception can never be beaten down with formulas, or sensation with reasoning.” Can you not see how mathematically impossible are his observations? If free will was proven, once and for all, to be that which is nonexistent (and remember this is a possibility only because the reverse is impossible), and accepted as such by your world at large because the proof cannot be denied by anyone anywhere, would it be possible — think about this carefully — for philosophies of freedom to recur anymore? Isn’t it obvious that the recurrence of this philosophy is a mathematical impossibility once freedom of the will is proven to be a figment of the imagination, or to phrase it differently, a realistic mirage? Consequently, its continued return can only be due to the fact it is still a theory or plausible conception that has never been dethroned, allowing the belief and its philosophies to persist. But Durant states that philosophies of freedom eternally recur not because of this, which cannot be denied by the common sense of anyone anywhere, even by this philosopher himself once it is pointed out, but “because direct perception can never be beaten down with formulas, or sensation with reasoning.” Isn’t it apparent to you now that such words have no relation to reality whatever? If this is an example of what he calls direct perception and he considers it superior to reasoning, is it any wonder he is so confused and his reasoning so fallacious since the word because, which denotes the perception of a relation, indicates that he is criticizing reasoning while reasoning. This simple paraphrase will clarify a point: “If there is an almost eternal recurrence of” four equaling two plus two, “it is because” two equals one plus one, and one plus one plus one plus one totals four. He unconsciously uses syllogistic reasoning which is logical though completely fallacious by setting up an understandable assumption for a major premise. But when a person perceives certain undeniable relations is it necessary to make an equation out of four equaling two plus two, or out of the fact that once free will is proven untrue, it can no longer exist and its philosophies of freedom return? Durant begins with the assumption that direct perception, which are words that symbolize what he cannot possibly understand, is superior to reasoning in understanding the truth, which made a syllogistic equation necessary to prove the validity of an inaccurate perception. Then he reasons thus in his minor premise: Free will is not a matter of reasoning like determinism, but is the result of direct perception, therefore — and here is his fallacious conclusion — “since philosophies of freedom employ direct perception which can never be beaten down by the reasoning of determinism, the belief in free will must eternally recur.” You earthlings have no conception yet of how distorted your words, in various logical combinations, have made your world.

However, the really important factor is not that man’s will is not free, but what does this knowledge reveal when sucked dry of its meaning. Your discussions of whether man’s will is or is not free, whether God is or is not a reality, are equivalent to the discussions as to what came first, the chicken or the egg, but you were not supposed to know the truth until after the discovery of atomic energy. Consequently, since the real importance lies in the meaning of will not being free, it really doesn’t make any difference whether proof is established beforehand because undeniable proof is established in the meaning; but despite this it is still of value to know why man’s will is not free, so to familiarize you with mathematical reasoning before we attack the heart of the problem I shall demonstrate in an undeniable manner exactly why will is not free.

Now the dictionary states that free will is “The power of self-determination regarded as a special faculty of choosing good or evil without compulsion or necessity. Made, done, or given of one’s own free choice; voluntary.” But this is only part of the definition since it is implied that man can be held responsible and blamed for doing what he does. In other words, it is believed that man has the ability to do other than he does — if he wants to — and therefore can be held responsible for doing what he is not supposed to do. These very words reveal the fallacy of this belief to those who have mathematical perception: Man is held responsible not for doing what he desires to do or considers right, better, or good for himself under his particular set of circumstances, but for doing what others judge to be wrong or evil, and they feel absolutely certain he could have acted otherwise had he wanted to. Isn’t this the theme of free will? But take note, supposing the alternative judged right for him by others is not desired by himself, what then? Does this make his will free? Can’t you see the humor here?

Supposing a father is desperately in need of work to feed his family but can’t find a job. Let us assume he is living 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 food, clothing, shelter, etc.; what is he supposed 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 good, which, in this case, was almost any other alternative. But supposing this individual preferred stealing because he considered this act good for himself in comparison to the evil of asking for charity or further credit, does this make his will free? It 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 the laws did not have to punish him if they didn’t want to, but both sides wanted to do what they did under the circumstances.

Now 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. Furthermore, the most severe tortures and even the threat of death cannot compel him to do what he makes up his mind not to do. Since this observation is mathematically undeniable, the words free will, which signify this, are also absolutely true because they symbolize what mathematical perception cannot deny, and here lies the unconscious source of all the dogmatism and confusion because man is not caused or compelled to do anything he makes up his mind not to do. 

The words “free will” contain an assumption or fallacy, for they imply that if man is not compelled to do anything against his will, it must be preferred of his own free will.  This is one of those logical, not mathematical conclusions.  Consequently, determinism was faced with an impossible task because it assumed that heredity and environment caused man to choose evil when it was obvious that nothing, absolutely nothing, could cause him to do what he makes up his mind not to do. He was not caused or compelled to commit a crime; he did it of his own free will; he wanted to do it, he didn’t have to. The words cause and compel are the perception of an improper or fallacious relation because in order for them to be developed and have significance, it was absolutely necessary that the words “free will” be born as their opposite. But none of these words actually describe reality unless interpreted properly. The expression, “I did it of my own free will,” is perfectly correct when it is understood to mean, “I did it because I wanted to do it; nothing compelled or caused me to do it since I could have acted otherwise had I desired.” But the truth of the matter is that at any particular moment of time, the motion of man is not free for all life obeys an invariable law, which I shall prove in an undeniable manner. It is extremely important, however, that you understand the expression “I did it of my own free will” is correct, but in no way indicates that man’s will is free. In fact, I shall use it frequently myself. 

During every moment of a person’s existence he is carried along, completely beyond his control, on the wings of time or life. He cannot stop himself from getting older, and is compelled to either live or commit suicide if not satisfied with life; can anyone disagree?

It is taken for granted you understand that a great many motions of man are under the normal compulsion of living and therefore do not play any part in what pertains to the belief in free will because no choice is involved; consequently, these are not my concern. For example, free will does not hold any person responsible for what he does in an unconscious state, like hypnosis, nor does it believe that man can be blamed for growing, aging, sleeping, eating, defecating, urinating, etc. Obviously, a great part of our lives offers no choice, and therefore it is unnecessary to prove that these actions, which come under the compulsion of living, are beyond control.

Since it is mathematically impossible for man to be both dead and alive at the same time, and since it is mathematically impossible for a person to commit suicide unless dissatisfied with life, we are given the ability to demonstrate a revealing and undeniable relation.

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

I shall now call the present moment of life or time here, for the purpose of mathematical clarification, and the next moment coming up there. You are now standing on this present moment of time called here and are given two alternatives: either live or kill yourself; either move to the next spot called there or remain right where you are without moving a hair’s breadth, which is death or here. Which do you prefer, here or there, death or life? If you are still reading, it is obvious and mathematically undeniable that you are not satisfied to stay in one position forever and always, which is death, and prefer moving off that spot here to there, which motion is life. Consequently, the motion of life, which is any motion from here to there, is a movement, however slight or imperceptible, away from that which dissatisfies; otherwise, had you been satisfied to remain here in this one position, which is death, you would never have moved to there. Since the motion of life constantly moves away from here to there, which motion is an expression of dissatisfaction with death or a motion away from that which dissatisfies, it must obviously move constantly in the direction of satisfaction. This reasoning is completely mathematical in every way and does not require your approval for its validity. However, it is not imperative that you grasp these relations the first time around, as the rest of the book will confirm their veracity. My suggestion is to take your time and study them anyway, for they cannot be denied unless by someone who does not understand this reasoning at all. Three is to six what four is to eight, but if you cannot understand this relation, your inability does not invalidate the truth.

This simple demonstration proves conclusively that from moment to moment all through his life man can never move in the direction of dissatisfaction, and that his every motion, conscious or unconscious, is a natural effort to get rid of some dissatisfaction or move to greater satisfaction; otherwise, as has been shown, not being dissatisfied, he could never move from here to there. Every motion of life expresses dissatisfaction with the present position.  Scratching is the effort of life to remove the dissatisfaction of the itch, as urinating, defecating, sleeping, working, playing, mating, etc., 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 times, especially when the relation of words has never been understood adequately, to understand the innumerable subconscious factors often responsible for the malaise of dissatisfaction. Consequently, although your mind is still unable to grasp these relations, this demonstration also proves conclusively that man’s will is not free, but let us put this to a mathematical test.

Supposing you wanted very much of two alternatives, A, which we shall designate something considered evil by society, instead of B, the humdrum of your regular routine; could you possibly pick B at that particular moment of time if A is preferred as a better alternative when nothing could dissuade you from your decision, not even the threat of the law? Supposing the clergy were choosing between two alternatives: A, which shall now represent something considered good, instead of B, which is judged evil; is it possible for them to prefer the latter when the former is available as an alternative? If it is utterly impossible to choose B when one of the two must be chosen, are they not compelled by their very nature to prefer A; and how can they be free when the favorable difference between A and B is the compulsion of their choice and the motion of life in the direction of greater satisfaction? To be free, according to the definition of free will, man would be able to prefer of two alternatives — either the one he wants or the one he doesn’t want, which is an absolute impossibility because selecting what one doesn’t want when what one does want is available as an alternative is a motion in the direction of dissatisfaction. For example, it would permit a woman to spend on a dress she does not want when a dress she does want is available as an alternative. If she does not want either dress, she is compelled to prefer the one that is the least undesirable of the two; therefore, her choice in this comparison is the most preferable or satisfying under her particular circumstances.

Supposing you were taken prisoner in wartime for espionage and condemned to death, but mercifully given a choice of two exists: A is the painless hemlock of your philosopher Socrates, while B is death by having your head held under water; which do you prefer, and have I given you a choice? Is it humanly possible to prefer exit B if A is offered as an alternative? Yet it is stated that good or evil can be chosen without compulsion or necessity, despite the obvious fact that there is a tremendous amount of compulsion. Once it is understood that life is compelled to move in the direction of satisfaction, and two such alternatives are presented, what choice can you possibly have but to accept the lesser of two evils? Since it is absolutely impossible to prefer B as long as A is available as an alternative, although it could be chosen to something still worse, are you not compelled, completely beyond your control in this set of circumstances, to prefer A; and since the definition of free will states that man can choose good or evil without compulsion or necessity, how is it possible for the will of man to be free when choice is under a tremendous amount of compulsion since B was evil and could not be selected in this comparison of alternatives? “But this is ridiculous,” you might reply, “for you are not giving us any choice.” I most certainly am giving you a choice, and if you are free, you should be able to choose B just as well as A.

The word ‘choice’ is very misleading for it assumes that man has two or more possibilities but in reality this is a delusion because the direction of life, always moving towards satisfaction, compels man to prefer of differences what he considers better for himself, and when two or more alternatives are presented for his consideration, he is compelled, by his very nature, to prefer not that one which is considered by him worse, but what gives every indication of being better for the particular set of circumstances involved.  The purpose of thinking things through is to avoid, as much as possible, making a mistake, which is hindsight recognition of what should have been done where the reactions of others are concerned. The purpose of choice is to compare meaningful differences to decide which alternative
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