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Should One Worry?

[] If one worries a lot, one is obviously unhappy, since worry
itself is one of the most painful things in life. If one fails to
worry enough, then (at least so I have been told) one may be
even worse off because one may fail to take the precautions
necessary to ward off even greater catastrophes than worry.

Who is really better off, the happy-go-lucky who enjoys
himself from day to day and lets tomorrow take care of itself, or
the worrying, prudential person who takes all conceivable
precautions for the future but is always worrying that he is not
taking enough precautions?

All my life, people have told me that my main trouble is
that I do not worry enough. And I must admit, this thought has

O ‘IIO‘ID ‘l7 r‘
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The Man Who Did Not Want to
Be Envied

[] Once upon a time there was a man who could not stand
being envied. He was a very creative individual and was a

nvnrnoor\v- nt "N I'»' thn s r\v‘r‘ ot Mmracts ivarcitine All
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his colleagues outside his university envied him his position.
This he could not stand. So he gave up his position and
deliberately chose a teaching position at a fifth-rate university.
Still his creative work persisted and he published. Everyone

envied him for the marvelous mmhtv of his work. and also for
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ﬂlS marvelous moaeSIy in not seeng more presuglous
position. So he decided to publish anonymously. This did not
fool anybody; nobody but ke could write the way he wrote! So
he then decided that he would continue his writing, but not
publish any more in his lifetime. He would arrange that all his

L chn~ IAL\ TJlichad A f+ hic A +l. 1f 1 LAreld o
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him posthumously, how would that hurt Aim? Thus years went
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FABLES AND FANCIES
y, and he did not publish. So he got tired. Ihe lilth-rate

university said, “You see, we want our professors to publish; we
want them to amount to something.” When he reminded them
of his past publications, they said, “Yes, but what have you
done for us recently?” Actually, the man did not very much
mind being fired; it fitted in quite well with his present way of
life. So he took his savings (which were quite large, since he
had always lived very frugally), retired to the country, where he
found an incredibly beautiful spot, and with his own hands
built a small but absolutely gorgeous house. The spot he had
chosen was by far the most beautiful for miles and miles and
miles around. Everybody who passed it turned green with
envy. Indeed, sometimes he could not tell whether he was
luukmg at a tree or at an envious Spt‘ECtawl tul mis, 01 course,
he could not stand. So he sold all his wordly possessions and
gave every cent to the poor. Then he entered life as a wandering
mendicant. For the first time in his life, he was free from being
envied. For the first time in his life, he was truly happy. Until

one AQ\I_\IPQI"Q ]afpr_hp met an nlrl PnI]PQO‘IIP Fr'nm I"HQ nreca.
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tigious university. After they had lunched and chatted together,
the colleague said, “How radiantly happy you look; God, how I

'"

envy you!

The Man Who Wanted a
Tranquil Life

[ ] Once there was a man who wanted a life of complete
serenity. The funny thing is that he spent all his days griping

that he didn’t have one.
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Selfish or Unselfish?

|_| Once there was a white man who devoted all his time and
energies to wnrkmo for the cause of the black people—working

aawa VWA aAnaa Aw W ASAN AR VY Wwa anaa

to obtaln complete economic, political, and psychological
equality. One day a black friend told him: “We certainly
admire you! Making every sacrifice under the sun to help us!
We have seldom met anybody that devoted, that unselfish!”
The man replied: “Unselfish? No, you don’t understand; you
don’t understand at all! I don’t have an unselfish bone in my
body; everything I do is for an ulterior motive!

“You see, I happen to believe in reincarnation. When I die,
many babies will be born, some black and some white. My
chances of being black or white in my next life are roughly
equal, and I want to be sure that if I come back black, I don't
get hurt!”

Happiness

Jim: Are you happy at this very moment?

Tohn: In one wav ves: in another way, no.

D ASZ AT AT A2 Wiiw VYA y) JWwVU)y Aii Riavvaiwva

Jim: Can you be more explicit?

John: Yes, I have just heard the first really convincing
argument for the immortality of the soul. Now I know for sure
that I will survive my bodily death. This makes me very happy.
On the other hand, my steak is overdone.

Types of Optimists

Do you know the difference between an optimist and an

5
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incurable optimist? Well, an optimist is one who says: “Every-
thing is for the best; mankind will survive.”

An incurable optimist is one who says: “Everything is for
the best; mankind will survive. And even if mankind doesn’t
survive, it is still for the best.”

Then there is what I would call a pessimistic optimist. A
pessimistic optimist is one who sadly shakes his head and says:
“I'm very much afraid that everything is for the best!”

Story of the Egotist

[ ] Once upon a time there was an extremely egocentric man,
“I,” “I,” “1,” was all he ever talked about. He did it in a very
charming, witty, entertaining and delightful way—still it was
always “I,” “I,” “I.” Despite his extreme narcissism and exhibi-
tionism, he delighted and benefited everyone he contacted—
indeed everybody loved him. Still, all he could talk about was
“I" “I” “I"! He was terribly ashamed and guilty about his own
egocentricity! He kept saying, “How horrible, I am egocentric,
I am egocentric, I am egocentric.” You see, he had been taught
from earliest childhood that nothing on earth was more shame-
ful, disgraceful, and despicable than an egotist. So he was
ashamed, guilty, and disgraced in his own image, and in his
image of God's image of him. But all his shame and guilt were
totally powerless to cure him of his egotism—indeed, for
obvious reasons, it only made him worse. Then came the great
day of enlightenment! He read somewhere or other that his
approach to the problem of egotism was all wrong! The worst
thing you can do is be ashamed or guilty for your egotism; that
only accentuates it. The rlght way is not to approach the

P Py RS ..A 1 4~ 2amn Al....\ +hhas slao
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FABLES AND FANCIES

real disadvantage of being egocentric is that it makes you
suffer. You will be much happier if you abandon your ego-
centricity. At first our hero was quite puzzled about the idea of
abandoning his egotism just in order that /4e be happier—this
only seemed to be egotism all over again. But he soon got over
that hurdle and decided that this was his wisest course. So he
emerged a changed man. When he went forth into society, it
was no longer “I,” “I,” “I,” but “you,” “you,” “you,” “he,” “he,”
“he,” “she,” “she,” “she,” etc. And everybody was so delighted!
They all said, “How he has changed! How he has matured! He
is no longer an egotist! Instead of always talking about himself,
he now at last talks about me!” And so they all congratulated
him upon his magnificent change Unfortunately, what they
did not realize was that the terrible strain of this ex- E‘:g(’)ubl in
abandoning his former egotism was so great that he went into a

deep depression which lasted the rest of his life.

A Bit on Egocentricity

[] Moralist: Your whole trouble is that you are too egocentric.
All you ever think or speak about is yourself—your problems,
the ways you have been traumatized, your reactions to them,
etc. You seem to have absolutely no interest in other people.
Victim: This obviously can’t be so! As you well know, my

nnnnnnnnn L rln‘vn lﬂ\‘l‘\l\'t"'\“l‘\‘nﬂ nnA fn]"\ A ¥aYeh o~ T8
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phies. If I weren’t so utterly fascinated by these people, why
would I spend so much time reading and thinking about them?

Moralist: Because all these people you spend so much time
reading and thinking about are people who are exactly like

von!
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Portrait of an Unsuccessful Egotist

|_| A couple was visiting us, and the wife complained that the
hiichand wae a “tyrant " Tlhindlvy nc‘raA tho hirchand “Ara voua

AWMV UVELIW YVVEAVU B Jl.ul.lly & 1\111\41] ViAW W Lilw 11UV UVGLINv) AW J\I

tyrant?” He sadly answered, “Ah, yes, but unfortunately not a
very successful one!”
This made me realize that I might be most aptly described

as an “unsuccessful egotist.” Most people have been sufficiently
influenced by moralists to have a high esteem for altruism and

a poor esteem for egotism. Not so W1th me! I love egotists! My
problem is not that I am foo egocentric, but that I am not
nearly egocentric enough—at least for my tastes. I wish I could
be more egocentric, but I don’t know how to go about it! I am
an egotist in principle but fail to be one in fact. But don’t feel
too sorry for me—I'm working on it!

Incidentally, I'm also an unsuccessful altruist. The fact that
I love egotists doesn’t mean I don’t also love altruists: I do love
them—at least as much as I love egotists. And so I also would
like to be far more altruistic than I am. I don’t know how to go
about that either.

Story of the Fleas

ere was a man. This man had a dog.
ﬂcas fected the entire household. So

tbharn At Fivct lhpo teind Lilliv o
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)
individually with a fly swatter. ThlS proved highly inefficient.
Then he trled a flea swatter. This was also inefficient. Then he
suddenly recalled, “There is such a thing as science! Science is
efficient! With modern American equipment, I should have no

frnnl-\ln at n"'" Qn he niirchaced a can af tavie material

S
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guaranteed to “kill all the fleas,” and he sprayed the entire
house. Sure enough, after three days all the fleas were dead. So
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he joyously exclaimed, “This flea spray is marvelous! This flea
spray is efficient!”

But the man was wrong. The flea spray was actually totally
inefficient. What really happened was this: Although the spray
was inefficient, it was hlghly odiferous. Hence he had to open
all the windows and doors to ventilate. As a result, all the cold
air came in, and the poor fleas all caught cold and died.

Is Peekaboo a Machine?

This story—though completely untrue—will, I hope, con-

vince my readers of the value of mathematical analysis.
Peekaboo is one of my dogs. Is she a mere machine? If she

is, it is extremely difficult to find out how she works! I have

A Te¢ L A thia Lalla ~hin
often wendereu, Just now daoes tnis remarKaoie maciine

work?” Inorganic machines like automobiles or, for that mat-
ter, even the most advanced electronic equipment are often
quite complicated, but to discover their modus operandi is
child’s play compared with Peekaboo!

How does Peekaboo work, anyhow? This

- A e W AR W Swaan) A

problem vexed m
for a long time, until I finally found the answer! And here is
where Science and Mathematics come in. Without these two
disciplines, I would have remained in the dark forever. But now

It happened this way. I realized that no mere armchair

-

philosophical theorizing would solve the problem; what was

needed were experiments. And so I hired one hundred of the
world’s leading experimental psychologists to keep Peekaboo
under observation for several months, and to most carefully

record all relevant data. Finally I had sufficient data to solve
the problem completely, if only I could interpret them cor-

W AWIIS M ldspavwswa) & Tlaay - N weAwe eaazswvwa

rectly! I finally boiled down the correct interpretation to the
matter of simultaneously solving a system of 105 partial
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differential equations. Many of these equations are extremely
long—indeed, one of them fills several volumes. The task of
solving them is prodigious—even the most facile mathemati-
cian would require several lifetimes—assuming the equations
could be solved at all! If I had lived twenty years ago, the
solution would have been impossible to obtain. But now we
have high-speed computers! So I rented the fastest computer in
the world, programmed in all the information, and waited. It
took several months, but at last the day arrived when the
equations were solved! Now I have the whole key, and
Peekaboo’s behavior is no longer a mystery to me. I know now
exactly how she works. I can predict her every action to a T.
Given any stimulus whatsoever, I know exactly her response
1a1(e, IOT example U]e qUBS[lOl'l OI ODealeﬁce In [ﬂe paSI,
when I gave her a command, I had absolutely no way of
knowing how she would respond. Her responses seemed to me
so varied that I could find no general law which would govern
them all. Now I have such a law. But remember, I could never

I'\aun farimd ot thic law withant mathematical analvcic
diave LULULIU JUl Lo 1avw wiLliVUL dlldatllicliiatival aliaiyoio.

What is this law? I will tell you. Every time I have ever
given her a command, she has always responded in exactly the
same way, only I was not bright enough to recognize what the

way is. Unaided by mathematics, I kept looking at the dif-
ferences of the responses and was tota ]ly blind to the Q!m-
\
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does, and every time it is the
or she doesn'’t.

there is only one thing she eve
same thing! Either she obeys i

""'1

Story of the Suitor

[[] Once there was a man who was in love with a minister’s
daughter and planned to ask the minister for her hand in
marriage. One evening he got invited to the house for dinner.

10
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He spent the entire evening earnestly conversing with the
minister about religious topics; he tried his best to impress
him with his own theological erudition and great spirituality.
After he left, the minister said to his daughter, “Dear, I think

you should marry someone a little more practxcal."

Modesty

A: For a person of your accomplishments, you are remark-
ably modest!

R: I'm not modest.

s o & AAA AANJA ‘

A: Ah, I've caught you! By disclaiming your modesty,
you're trying to create the impression that you are so modest
that you won't take credit for anything—not even your mod-
esty! But I see through you! You are affecting the air of modesty,
but in so doing, you are being most immodest!

B: 1t’s like I said—I'm not modest.

Modesty?

[ ] A counterpart to the preceding picce is the story of a man

who had the reputation of being the world’s most modest
nercon. He clo'nn{l 2” ]’\IQ ]PHPI”S He Wh() 1S mgdcst:'

y\rl J\JARe A AW b w v ewa

Well, a student was once discussing this matter with his
rabbi. He said, “Now, how could he possibly be modest when
his signing himsell He who is modest clearly belies the fact?”

The rabbi replied: “You don’t understand; you don’t under-
stand at all! He is completely modest. Modesty has so thor-
oughly entered his soul that he no longer regards it as a virtue.”

11
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Illogicalities

The following stories are all true.

A reporter once gave the following account of an automobile
accident involving a woman: “She was physically unhurt, but
she was in such a state of shock that she was unable to confuse
fantasy with reality.”

A radical was once giving a speech on a soapbox in Greenwich
Village and was talking about the plight of the poor artist. He
excitedly said, “And a painter without paints can’t paint—
unless he has canvases!”

An employer once said to one of his employees, “Now, you tell
me your needs and I'll see to it that it ought to be done.”

A friend of mine who had not seen me for a year said, “You've
hardly changed at all! It's only been a year since I saw you.”

I once heard a bus driver say, “Federal regulations strictly
forbid smoking, only in the last three rows.”

I once saw a sign in a restaurant which read: “Special p
or schools, clubs, churches, and other occasions.”

A student I know told me that when he was in high school he
d d very poorly in mathematics. As a result, he was sent to the

f‘I“O] c nFFlf‘ﬂ Qﬂf" fl"\D ‘Fn]lr“nrnn‘ I“IO]I\(\"‘Q ﬂﬂQ‘IDf‘
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Prmczpal (in a thunderous voice): Why are you doing badly
in mathematics?
Student: I don't like mathematics!

’tS

Principal: Oh, but you've got to like mathematics! Just
think now, suppose you graduate without knowing any mathe-
matics. You go into a grocery store and your bill is eighty-seven
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cents. You give the grocer a dollar bill, and he gives vou only
thirteen cents change. If you knew no mathematics, you
wouldn’t even know the difference!

I once saw a sign by a fruit stand which read: “Bananas—8¢
apiece, or three for a quarter.”

The mathematician Professor Boas relates the following story:
He and another mathematician, Dan Finkbciner, had just
finished lunch in a restaurant. The waiter came over and asked,
“You want your checks separate or together?” Professor Boas
replied, “Separate.” The waiter then asked Professor Finkbeiner,
“You want yours separate t00?”

I know one philosopher who has the following remarkable
characteristic: He makes a statement. You challenge the state-
ment. He then gives a long, claborate (and highly confused)
argument which invariably ends up proving the very opposite

Ariagirmnal ctatarmaand

~f hic 1ot
O1 11iS Originai StatCimcint.

Oscar Collier of Prentice-Hall has kindly given me his permis-
sion to report the following incident.'
He passed a restaurant on which was the following sign:

MYV ATAT O

SPECIALS
MONDAYS—ROAST BEEF
TUESDAYS—CLOSED
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Can’t or Won’t?

[[] I know one woman who smokes. She says: “It’s not that I
have to smoke; I choose to. I could easily give it up any time I
wish to, but I see no reason why I should. But I can assure you,
I could if I wanted to.” Her husband says to her: “That’s only a
rationalization! You couldn’t give up smoking even if you
wanted to. You are not strong enough to give it up; you have to
smoke. So to make yourself feel better, and to avoid having to
confess your own weakness of cnaraaer, you fool yourself into
believing that you choose to. But it's only a rationalization!”

I know another woman who smokes. She says: “It's not that
I want to smoke; I can’t help myself! I have tried several times

giving it up, but I have failed! I'm afraid I just don’t have a very

ctrnno rharacntar T wniild lava tn ctan hitt T cirmnly nnn’f ” 1Tav
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husband says to her: “That’s only a rationalization! You cer-
tainly could stop immediately, if you really wanted to. No, you
choose to smoke (after all, nobody is making you) and you feel
ashamed and guilty for doing that which you know to be

harmful. So to avoid any moral responsibility for your acts,
ISR I S c_ ol _a . Ry Vi Py PURLDNE AL » BRI S
you lUUl yUUI SCIL lllLU UﬁllCVlflg tiidat you cali t llﬁlp 1t. DUl LillS

is only a rationalization.”
My only question about all this is: “Why are people so
incredibly stupid?”

A Rationalist and His Wife
Or “Why wives don’t wish their husbands to be
overly rational”

[] wife: Do you love me?
Ratianalist: Well of course! What a ridiculous question!
Wife: You don’t love me!
Rationalist: Now what kind of nonsense is this?

17
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Wife: Because if you really loved me, you couldn’t have done
what you did!

Rationalist: I have already explained to you that the reason
I did what I did was not that I don’t love you, but because of
such and such.

Wife: But this such and such is only a rationalization! You
really did it because of so and so, and this so and so would never
be if you really loved me.

Etc., etc.!

Next Day
Wife: Darling, do you love me?

nnt cn cniral
Rationalist: I'm not so sure!

Wife: What!
Rationalist: I thought I did, but the argument you gave me
yesterday proving that I don't is not too bad!

On Shutting Up!

I have heard much these days about “scream therapy.”
4+
L

PaYe 2o l-\ ~ Fosnasibal nv\rl -~ e P e WY S R o We 7~ r’

UPIC Ccome lUéClllCl lll a BIUUP alll alv clitvudliagtu
‘scream at” each other. It is said to be good to “scream one
hostility out of one’s system.”

This may not be a bad idea! But perhaps we should also

have group “shut up" therapy sessions. That is, people come
fnopthpr anr] lparn to chnt np nf pnrh nthpr T cay chnt np nt
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adv1sedly, because people sometimes do shut up at each other!
When we are angry, we scream at each other, and when we are
still angrier, we shut up at each other. Shutting up at a person
can be just as aggressive and deadly hostile as screaming at
him. Indeed, people sometimes threaten to shut up! Yes, it
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sometimes happens that a person in company says: “My
trouble is that I talk too much! I always get into trouble when I
open my mouth. What I must learn to do is to shut up! Yes, to
SHUT UP!! But don’t worry; I'm learning!” And so everyone
else in the company feels glum and guilty and worries that
maybe /e has been unjust and unkind to the “shut-upper” and
that he is responsible for the shut-upper’s drastic decision to
shut up.

I know of a stili more curious situation: There are two
people—call them A and B. Person A dogmatically states a fact
which Person B knows is false. And so B points out A’s error.
Then A descends on B with the fury of hell and says: “Why do
you always contradict me? Why can’t you let me say what I
want to Say’ VVIly must YUU dlways SIIUL i€ Llp ? I'CI‘SOT] D l.IlCIl
remonstrates: “I have contradicted you, yes! But that does not
mean that I am trying to shut you up. I objected only to the
content of what you said, not to the fact that you said it! Of
course you should be free to say what you want, but by the

same token I should be just as free to say the opposite. Why

when I contradict you, do you interpret it as ‘shutting you up'?
If anything, it seems that it is really you who are trying to shut
me up. I say this because you objected not to the content of
what I said, but to the fact that I said it. You in effect told me I
shouldn'’t contradict you. So who is really trying to shut up

” «“
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WIiOITl{ rersoii A tnen responas:  11ere you go snutting me up
again! Now you are trying to make me feel guilty for having
said what I said. Isn’t this a way of shutting me up?” Person B
responds: “I was not trying to make you feel guilty; I was
merely pointing out to you what in fact you are doing.” And so

the arcument continues each nnrtv opnlnnplv r‘nn\nnrpd that
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the other party is trying to shut h1m up. Yes, situations like this
really exist, unfortunately.

There is much more I could say on the subject of “shutting
up,” but I think I have already said more than I should. I really
should learn to shut up!

19



WHY IS LIFE SO RIDICULOUSLY PARADOXICAL?

On Remaining Silent

[] This essay is not self-contained. It presupposes my earlier
essay “On Shutting Up.” It can be appropriately regarded as a
sequel.

Just what is the difference anyhow between shutting up
and remaining silent? Do they mean the same thing? Well, they
may have the same denotation, but hardly the same con-
notation! I cannot give too good a logical analysis of the
difference, but I certainly have a feel for it! Consider, for
example, the Chinese sages: It is said “The true sage remains
silent.” It would hardly do to say “The sage shuts up!” Also, a
flower is silent. But it would sound most peculiar to say that a
flower shuts up (except in a purely botanical sense). For that
matter the Tao is silent (or at least it says it is; it is amazing
how the Tao manages to say it is silent but says it so silently
that it is true!). But to say the other about the Tao sounds so
horrible to my ears that I cannot even bring myself to do so.

Now let us consider people. What is the difference between
keeping silent and shutting up? It seems to me largely a
difference of motivation and attitude. Perhaps I could define
“shutting up” as “conspicuously remaining silent.” I have
already said that I regard shutting up—and even more so

“f reatenine to Ql'\llf I‘lﬂ _QQ enmpﬂ‘nna PQQPﬂfIQ]‘V QGO“I‘PQQ‘I‘IP
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nd hostile. But “remaining silent” seems to me something
more defensive than aggressive. Suppose you find that when-
ever you freely express your thoughts to another person—
whenever you are truthful, honest, open, and “truly yourself"—
the other person verbally hits you on the head—becomes

L 31 A« +3 Whaot 4
intensely angry, furious, hostile, and vituperative. What do you

do? Well, under these circumstances it might indeed be the
wisest thing for you to tactfully remain silent, in the true
manner of the sages! But this is very different from “shutting

up”! If you are truly tactful, if you are truly a sage, then your
silence will not be noticed: it will not appear that you are
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tactfully silent. Indeed if your opponent (?) feels that you are
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remaining silent on his account, in other words that you are
shutting up, he will be more furious with you than ever! So you
will have aggravated the situation rather than relieved it. I
think this is a key difference between shutting up and remain-
ing silent. The one intensifies the conflict; the other relieves it.

There are some other aspects of the situation to consider.
“Shutting up” connotes a certain degree of violence both to
oneself and others. “Shutting up,” besides being a rather
vulgar notion, has sadomasochistic overtones. Doesn’t “re-
maining silent” sound somehow more serene and peaceful
than “shutting up”? Also, “shutting up” sounds more active;
“remaining silent” seems more passive. “Shutting up” also
seems to involve a schism in the psyche there is the “shut-
upper” and the “shut-uppee.” Shutting up involves “effort” and
“discipline”; remaining silent does not. Remaining silent in-
volves rather the Taoistic “wu-wei” effortless action or “action
through inaction.” When one shuts up, he “does something”;
when one remains silent, he merely remains silent. In the

!unvrlc f\{" nno f\F fl"\n hrnannr"v ‘IT‘ICD
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The sage is quiet because he is not moved,
Not because he wills to be quiet.

Praise or Blame?

[] Ideally I would like to be praised for the good things I do
but never blamed for the bad things I do. It would be nice if

Iul‘\nnnnor T f‘ A cnmoflﬁnnn' ﬁf\nt" T !"ﬁlllf] “I"I\IIAI‘Y I‘\YQICQ m\ICQIF
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and pat myself on the back and say “I did it!” but whenever I
did something bad, I could take refuge in some form of
“determinism” and say things like: “It was not really I who did
it; it was ‘fated,” it was determined by past causes; I had
nothing to do with it, the action came not from me but through

me.” Yes, this is the attitude I would like to have. I reahze,
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however, that this is hardly a fair one! A more realistic and
fairer question would be “Would I rather be both praised for
the good things I do and blamed for the bad things I do, or
would I rather neither?” My answer is unhesitatingly and
wholeheartedly “Neither.”

In actual fact, though, I think I tend to praise myself for the
good things I do but not to blame myself for the bad things I
do. Or is it that I really do the reverse and only wish I did this?

On the Self-Perpetuating Nature

of Anxieties

I wish to give a few simple illustrations of a common
theme—one method by which anxieties “protect themselves.”

1. A glll V1ILC UIu

airplanes. Someone else present suggested that perhaps her
fear could be overcome. At which I said: “But I bet you're afraid
of losing your fear, aren’t you? Because if you lost your fear,
then maybe you actually would take a plane and get killed!”

2.1 knew a man who was QFI'QIA nF death. He was a]cn
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afraid that if he lost his fear of death, he might fail to take those
precautions necessary for him to survive.

3.1 knew a Catholic who believed his salvation to be
uncertain. He believed he had done everything necessary so far
to ensure his salvation but he had no guarantee that at some

G'*""Q ‘ “L “f\ froala% s st~ “I A §4 'S a2 ¥~ l nmv\‘-
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tions which he might not be able to resist. A Fundamentalist
present, who was sure that he himself already was saved, said,
“The Catholic Church really encourages anxiety, doesn't it?”

My Catholic friend replied, “Of course, it's supposed to.” He
1tinued the sition {WhICl“ I think he got from C. S. Lewis)

VaAvaAw a a wass AR AL AL NJAaaa wre



WHY IS LIFE SO RIDICULOUSLY PARADOXICAL?

that one has to be all one’s life feeling on the edge of a razor
between salvation and damnation, and that one was never safe
nor could relax; salvation requires a continually renewing
attempt. In other words, anxiety all one’s life is the price one
must pay for salvation. If one loses this anxiety and becomes
“smugly assured of one’s salvation,” one might thereby lose it.

I an1 not accusing the Catholic Church of this point of view,
I merely cite it as Ais version of Catholicism, and bring it up
merely to illustrate another case of one’s being anxious about
losing one’s anxiety.

4. Sometimes one has anxiety that someone else is
untrustworthy, and he fears that if he loses the anxiety he will
trust the other one and be betrayed.

The general formula is that one is afraid of something and that
only by fearing it can one protect oneself against it.
Anxiety is really vicious! It is like a slave owner who says,

“If you think you are badly off now, just try to rebel against me
apd you will see hn\u worse off you will hp'"
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Closed Systems of Thought

One of the human phenomena I find most disturbing is

that of a person whose system of thought is such that there is
no possibility of his ever finding out that he is wrong—even if

WoUaAL Radey aArAV w ALEALVALLLES WAL VAR aiw

he is. Any rational objection to his system can be explained
away by a rationalization within the system, whose validity
can be known only when one accepts the very premises of the
system which are in question. Consider some obvious
examples:
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1. A Calvinist who, when questioned as to the fundamental
tenets of Calvinism, will exclaim: “Of course you cannot see
that I am right. Your trouble is that you haven't been saved!”

2. A Dogmatic Theist who, when questioned as to God’s
existence, will say: “Of course you cannot believe in God! You
are too proud to admit the existence of a being greater than
yourself.”

3. A believer in the existence of the Devil who will say: “Of
course you don't believe in the Devil. The first thing the Devil
cleverly does is to convince people he doesn’t exist.”

4. An Atheist who will say: “No rational argument I can
give you will convince you there is no God. You have a childish,
superstitious need to believe in one.”

5. A Marxist who will say: “Of course you cannot ac h
Economic interpretation of History nor realize that the Class
Struggle is the central issue. Your upbringing has been too
bourgeois.”

6. A Freudian who will say: “Of course you cannot see that I

am richt All the reacnne vnir have oiven acainet nevechnana-
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lytic theory are purely defensive rationalizations against
realizing that which to you is most threatening.”

7. A Feminine Liberationist who will say: “Of course you
cannot realize that this is a man’s world and that men are
dominating women, not only on the economic level, but
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cannot see this; you are a man!” [Or, if she is speaking to a
woman: “Of course you cannot see this; you have been
dominated by male chauvinist ideology, which only proves my
point!”]

I have perhaps given more than enough examples. The interest-
ing thing is that in the majority of the cases, each of the groups
I have mentioned can easily see through the prejudices of the
others. And surely I must be in a similar category without
realizing it. I wonder what my prejudices could be?
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A Thought on Anxiety

|:| Yesterday I was having dinner with a group, and the

disct 1SSion fllrnpr‘ to thp cnl‘npr*t nf :\n)npfv One member said
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that we can’t get away from anxieties in life; anxieties are
necessarily part of the very life process. Now usually when [
hear such remarks, I get “up tight” and in a very superior—
almost condescending—manner I hold forth and ride my
favorite hobbyhorse, which is to the effect that anxieties are
not necessary in life; life can and should be lived without
anxiety. I still believe this as firmly as ever. I do not claim that I
personally have yet found a way to live without anxieties; I
merely believe that such a way can be found. I say this because
I have consistently observed that whatever worthwhile things I
have done in life I have done without any anxicty whatever,
whereas whatever anxietics I have had have all been to no
useful purpose. Thus I like to tell people that it is but a
superstition to believe that anxieties are necessary. But last
night I remained strangely silent through the conversation.
One reason is that the following thought occurred to me.
Relief of anxiety (as well as all other sufferings) is my main
interest in life. But I suddenly realized that for many people,

the belief that anxieties are necessary in life, this very belief, is
itself anxiety relieving! So is it not irrational for me to tell such
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people that anxieties are not necessary in life when my telling
them this only arouses anxiety on their parts?

When Your Friend Throws Darts
at You

[[] You have a friend—or a husband or wife or parent or child
or brother or sister or cousin, or something—who claims to
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love you—or who sometimes maybe does love you—who is
constantly throwing darts at you. What are you to do? You are
wearing a chain of armor, but it has certain chinks, certain
weaknesses. Your friend knows you very well and is extremely
adroit in finding the weaknesses and inserting the darts where
they really hurt. What are you to do? I can think of several
possibilities. One is to let him keep hurting you and to bear the
pain as gracefully as you can: indeed, don’t even let him know
that he is hurting you, because it might “hurt his feelings” to be
told that he is hurting you. Well, this is the first possible course
one can take. It is definitely not the course I recommend. Some
may call such a course “saintly,” but I think this is a totally
perverted notion of saintliness. I may return to this point later.

A second obvious course is to make your own darts and to
throw them back at him every time he throws darts at you. This
course is not too uncommon. But it is hardly without disad-
vantages. For one thing, it can lead to perpetual warfare. For
those who enjoy warfare, this may be the best course. But I

. . .
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should also be remembered that your friend may not even be
consciously aware that he is throwing darts! The capacity of the
human mind to rationalize is fantastic! Not every sadist knows
that he is a sadist! If your friend were told that he is throwing

darts, he might become highly indignant. He might say: “Who,

fl—. r davta! T 1 AMle chhnialAd
me? I never throw darts! I am a peace-loving man! Why should

I throw darts? It is really you who are throwing the darts! I am
only defending myself.” And so now if you start throwing real
darts at him, he may be overjoyed! He will say: “Sce, so I was

right! Now you cannot deny that you are throwing darts! It was
really you who was throwing the darts all the while. I was only

defendmg myself, as I sald!"
Let us now consider a third approach, which is my favorite
one. This is to carefully look over your own armor, inspccting it

In actual fact I don't!
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for all possible chinks and weaknesses, and then to carefully
reinforce every one of them. Thus fortified, your friend can
throw at you all the darts he likes, and they will harmlessly fall
from your armor like water from the back of an oiled duck.
Then you will be free! Free at last! Free from the arrows of
outrageous misfortunates (or whatever the saying is)! But,Iam
afraid, your friend will resent this most of all! You will really
hurt his feelings! He will tell you that he preferred the “good
old days” when you threw darts back at him. At least then you
were a man; now you are only a coward and a cop-out. At least
then you had some sort of relationship, even though the rela-
tionship may have had its “problems.” But after all, are not
“problems" part of a close “relationship"’ How can you have a
beautiful “close’ relationsmp without sometimes getting an-
gry (I would call it “spiteful,” but your friend will call it
“angry”), without getting “angry” and throwing darts? What's
the matter with a few darts, anyhow, can’t you take a “joke”?

Why are you so “sensitive”? And now, instead of throwing darts

. . . . . F f‘ ] F
I'\Qf“( at Mmoo QﬂA trvyino tn ]('I]l me 1N 2 enirit nt onn Nnlonan 11nm
WAANWIY AL A1l GAliNA LLJ 1115 L\J Adldd AllN 111 & Otll]. AL Ui 6\1\.’\-& Wil il LWill,

you now “withdraw” from me; you “isolate” yourself from me,
you “insulate” yourself, you “encapsulate yourself.” Your trou-
ble is that you have never had a really close relationship before!
Now that you have had a “close” relationship with me, you are
terrified that your real emotions will come out and you will

| +~ £ tha CA A« +h A, "t 1£1 D,»
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this can’t work! Sooner or later you must face reality and
realize that there are other people in the world too! No, you are
too isolated, too encapsulated; you run away from every “en

counter” that you face. What you are really doing is running
away from life. But you can’t keep doing this forever! You

should see a psychlatrlst!

Yes, indeed, your friend will say all that! What can you do
in such a world? I wish I could tell you. I wish I could help you.
But I am unfortunately not yet a complete sage.
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A Thought on Parents and Children

r-l Parents sometimes do things which the children absolutely

hate, assuring them (as well as other nr‘"lts) that these things

are really good for them. The parents say, “We are older, wiser,
and more experienced than our children and often know better
what is good for the children than the children know them-
selves.” And the parents say to the children: “You are too young
now to realize that what we are doing is really in your best
long-term interests. But when you grow up and become ‘ma-
ture,’ then you will realize that we were right.”

It must be awfully embarrassing to the parents when the
children grow up and continue to believe as firmly as ever that
the parents were not right! Say the child reaches seventy, and
the parents are somewhere in their nineties, and the “child”
keeps saying: “Nope! All my life experiences have convinced
me more than ever that you were totally wrong!” If the parents
would say, “Well, we did the best we could,” I'm sure the
“child” would forgive them on the spot. But suppose the
parents persisted: “We were right, only you were too young to
realize it at the time.” Now suppose the “child” replies: “But I
thought you said that when I grew up, I would realize you were

right. Well, now I have grown up. How come I don’t realize it?”
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on the embarrassing side! What can the parents possibly say?
The only reply I can think of is this: “We did not say that! What
we said was that when you grow up and become mature, then
you will realize we were right! Now, in your case, you have
grown up but clearly have not become mature. True, you are
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you still can’t see we were right only proves how immature you
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still are!
This argument, I admit, is unbeatable!
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On Cutting One’s Hair

[:I Adult: And therefore you should cut your hair. Maturity

consists in the realization that we ]nm 1ina cnmetv and we can f
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all do what we like. It would be a fine how do you do if we all
went around doing just what we pleased! There are other
people also to consider. As you get older, you will realize that
life can’t always be the way you like. We must learn to
compromise.

Teenager: Do you really believe me that simpleminded as
not to realize that we can’t all do what we like? Do you really
think that lowly of me as to believe that I would really want to
gratify all my desires—even those which hurt others? Of course
I realize that I can’t gratify my every whim, nor would I want
to. But I do not regard this limitation as a “compromise.” This
limitation (if it should be called such) is something I want.
Indeed, to call it a compromise strikes me as quite horrible!

Adult: Call it what you like. It is a compromise whether you
call it a COI’i’ipi‘umiac or not. It makes no difference what word
you use for it; the fact is that you have to compromise whether
you like it or not.

Teenager: I have nothing more to say about this than what I

have already said. However, the question of “cutting one’s hair”
t come within the scope of what we have been discuss-
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have a legmmate right to complain. But how can my letting
my hair grow possibly injure others?

Adult: Of course it hurts others! If you were living in a
society in which everyone grew his hair, I would not say a
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hair for men is the accepted norm. And your refusal to abide by
this norm is a direct act of aggression against society. And
think of your parents and those who care for you! You don't
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think it hurts them seeing you walk around like this? Could you
not have the kindness to cut your hair at least during the years
you are under our roof and providing for you, and later on in
life, when you are on your own, then you can make your own
decision.

Teenager: Okay, if my long hair hurts you that much, then
I'll be happy to cut it.

Adult (In great alarm!): No, no! I don’t want you to cut
your hair to please me! I don’t want to be the one to make you
cut your hair. I want you to cut your hair because you want to,
not because I want you to!

Teenager: Then I am afraid that you are asking for the
logically impossible If you ask me to cut my hair, then it is
pOSSiuw for me to do so. But if you demand that I want to cut
my hair—that I would cut my hair even had you not asked
me—that is simply impossible.

Adult: Then I think you should see a psychiatrist. I'm sure
that if you were in the hands of a competent analyst, then after

a counle of vears vou would be sufficientlvy mature to want to
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cut your hair. You would then do so of your own accord without
anyone's telling you to.

Teenager: But I don’t want to want to cut my hair!

Adult: You are playing silly word games! If you went to a
chiatrist, you would, after a while, want to cut your hair,
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Teenager: But since I don’t want to want to cut my hair,
then if, as you say, a psychiatrist would influence me in the
direction of wanting to cut my hair (which, incidentally, I don’t

believe would really happen, but let us assume for the moment
that it would) then, as I say, since I don’t want to cut my hair
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and a psychiatrist would influence a change in this “want,”
then I obviously don’t want to see a psychiatrist.

Adult: But you should see a psychiatrist.

Teenager: But I don’t want to.

Adult: There you go being selfish again! Because you don'’t

m 'U
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want to see a psychiatrist, you don’t see one. It never occurs to
you that with your immaturity and emotional instability you
are hurting countless others. But no! Because you are satisfied
with your condition it follows that you don’t change it.

Teenager: All right, if I am really hurting you with my so-
called “neurosis,” and you really want me to see a psychiatrist,
I will see one.

Adult: No, no! I don’t want you to see a psychiatrist just to
please me! I want you to see a psychiatrist because you want to,
not because / want you to.

Teenager: I'm afraid we are in the same position as before.
The only way I can see out of the difficulty is this: Do you know
of any other kind of being whom if I saw first, I would then
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Adult: More word games! I wish you would realize this is a
serious matter. Your jokes are not funny!

Teenager‘ I am being quite serious. I seriously cannot make
out what it is that you do want me to do. You say you want me
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And you want me to see a psychiatrist, but only if I want to,
which again I don’t. So I am quite confused! What do you want
me to do?
Adult: What do I want you to do? I don’t want anything! I

want you to do what you want to do, not what I want you to do.

Teenager: But that is exactly what I am doing. So what'’s the
problem?

Adult: What's the problem’ The problem is that you are not
cutting your hair!

Teenager: But you told me that you don t want me to cut
my hair unless T want to, and I told you I don’t want to, and
hence you don’t want me to, so I am not doing anything you
don’t want me to do.

Adult: Aren’t you clever, with your logic and sophistry!
Look, I'm not here to discuss Aristotle and Plato with you.
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Instead of spending all this valuable talent and energy on these
senseless word games, wouldn't it be simpler for you just to cut
your hair and look like a decent human being for a change?

Teenager: But I don’t want to cut my hair!

Adult: But I want you' to want to cut your hair!

Teenager: But I can’t want to cut my hair!

Adult: What do you mean you can’t? You mean you won't.
Of course you could cut your hair if you wanted to!

Teenager: I didn’t say I can’t cut my hair. Of course I can! I
said I can't want to cut my hair.

Adult: Then you should see a psychiatrist.

Teenager: Must we go through that again?

Adult: No, we don'’t have to go through anything again. I
aini perfeCu_y' satisfied with unngs as Lut:y' are.

Teenager: Good. Can I go now?

Adult: Of course you can go now! Why do you have to ask
my permission? Are you a child? You act as if I am restraining
you. You can go whenever you like. Only I wish you would cut
your hair.

Teenager: Tell me honestly, why is it so important for you
that I cut my hair?

Adult: It's not important for me, it's important for you! As
for me, I don’t care what you do. You are no longer a child. You
are old enough to make your own decisions. And you should

1 nt mo
decide to cut your hair. It is you who should decide it, not me

who decides it for you.

Teenager: But why should I decide to cut my hair?

Adult: T shouldn’t have to tell you why. You should know
why by yourself, without my having to tell you.

Teenager: I'm sorry but I don't know why.

Adult: Of course you know why! How can you go around
like that when you know it offends people?

Teenager: I'm sorry if it offends people. But I believe that I
have the right to decide how I shall wear my hair.

Adult: You're not sorry it offends pcople! You are only too
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happy to offend people, otherwise you would not go around
looking like that.

Teenager: No, that is not true. I do not do it because it
offends people. I do it despite the unfortunate fact that it
offends people.

Adult: But do you think it is right to go around offending
people?

Teenager: There is no yes or no answer to that question. It
obviously depends on the nature of the offense.

Adult: Well, would you walk around naked on the streets if
you felt like it?

Teenager: Of course not.

Adult: Why not?

Sae 3Ot L.. I.'
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feel like it.
Adult: Why not? What's so shameful about nudity?
Teenager: There is nothing objectively shameful about it.

It's just that my culture has induced in me a certain natural
modestv which would make it impossible for me to feel like it.
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st place, I cannot imagine that I would
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Teenager: As I said, it is very hard for me to imagine that I
could feel like it. But if I did feel like it? No, I'm sure I wouldn't
anyhow!

Adult: Why not?

Teenager: Because I would no

Adult: Oh boy! Speak about inconsistency! Why is it any
worse to offend others with nudity than with long hair?

Teenager: 1 don’t know why. It just seems worse—much
worse—to me.

Adult: Then you are being totally irrational! You disap-
point me. I thought at least that you were intelligent.

Teenager: I'm sorry, but I cannot agree that I am being
irrational. Just because I prefer one thing to another and am
unable to state any reason for my preference does not mean
that the preference itself is irrational. Nor am I irrational or

11d nat want tn of ond nt
L VVEAALL LW ANy i Vi

33



WHY IS LIFE SO RIDICULOUSLY PARADOXICAL?

inconsistent just because I don't know what the reason is. Does
this mean that I am therefore unintelligent? Possibly yes.
Perhaps if I were mentally quicker and could think better on
the spur of the moment, then possibly I could come up with a
fruitful analysis of why I prefer one to the other. But I admit
that I cannot—at least at the moment—do this.

Adult: Your whole trouble is that you won’t conform! You
won't accept the mature discipline of conforming with the not
unreasonable wishes of others. Again it is your ego. It is always
“I,” “I,” “1.” Because you like long hair, it makes no difference
how others feel.

Teenager: 1 don’t believe conformity has anything to do
with it.

Adult: Of course it does! But what you don't realize is that
although you are trymg not to conform, you are actually
conforming in the very act of letting your hair grow.

Teenager: What on earth are you talking about?

Adult: 1 mean that in letting your hair grow, you are

nfa + Aunls tv hat
COnior uuug not to adult socie ty, out to the SOClety of your own

age group. You grow your hair long to be one of them. So it’s not
a question of conforming or not conforming. You have to
conform whether you want to or not. The realistic question is

not whether you conform, but to which group you conform.
Teenager: At this nmnt I must tell vou
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using the term “conformlty in onstandard sense. True
enough, I do like my own age group more than I like adults.
And true enough, they like long hair. But since I myself like
long hair, I am not wearing it out of conformity with my peers,

but merely because I like it that way. If I actually preferred

short hair to long hair, then I would indeed be conforming to
my peers in wearing long hair. Or if I preferred long hair but
wore it short just for the sake of the so-called “adults,” then
again I would be conforming. But since I am wearing it the way
I like, then I am not conforming. To “conform” means to go

against one's natural 1nchnat10ns for the sake of anothers
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approval. Therefore you are totally contusing the issue when
you use the term “conform” in the way you did.

Adult: Again you play all this semantics on me! I told you
I'm not here to discuss with you the philosophy of words. You
should get your hair cut! Don'’t you realize that your long hair
makes you look effeminate!

Teenager: Oh, that’s what's bothering you! Why didn’t you
say so earlier? Well, I don’t believe for one moment that it
makes me look effeminate. To me it is inconceivable that
anything which naturally grows on a male body can make it
look effeminate. Next, perhaps you will be telling me that my
sexual organs look effeminate. Perhaps you would like me to
remove them also?

Adult: Now stop being facetious!

Teenager: I'm not being facetious. I quite seriously would
not be surprised if society is moving to a point of perversity in
which men will get the “brilliant” idea that their sexual organs
look effeminate and hence will remove them in order to look

more “maccnnline”

Adult: Enough of these sick fantasies! You know they are
ridiculous! I am not trying to “castrate” you, but just the
reverse. To me, a man should be a man, and a woman should be
a woman.

Teenager: What a sad state of affairs that people should

l‘\ ve tn tnll lil-a "lﬂie' TA ma n 1c n nd A wAMman 1c a
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woman, without having to believe they “should” be. I think all
this overanxiety about men being masculine and women being
feminine is doing far more harm than good.

Adult: Look, I think it is pointless to argue any more with
you about this. You stubbornly refuse to cut your hair, and

obv1ously nothing I can say W1ll change your mmd. I think
even if God himself came down to earth and told you to cut
your hair, you still wouldn't.

Teenager: Of course I wouldn't!

Adult: So even God himself can’t influence you!

Teenager: That does not follow. That does not follow at all!
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Look, in the first place, I don’t know whether or not there is
a God. But let us for the sake of argument assume there is.
Then, as you say, if he came down to earth (which, by the way I
think is a ridiculous concept, but let that point go)—if he came
down to earth and commanded me to cut my hair, I would
refuse. This means only that I am not sensitive to what might
be called the “external” voice of God. However this does not
imply that I am insensitive to the “internal” voice of God—to
the voice or influence which works within me. If God really
wanted me to cut my hair, he would know better than to come
down to earth and “tell” me to do so; he knows me well enough
to know that under those circumstances I wouldn’t. If he wants
me to cut my hair, then he will cause me to desire to do so. It is
llldl. Slmple

Adult: You speak as if you have no will of your own! There is
such a thing as free will, which God has given you. It is you, not
God, who decides whether you cut your hair.

Teenager: You raise a subtle but extremely important point.
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decide whether I cut my hair. But that does not at all rule out
that God also decides whether I cut my hair.
Adult: I don't understand you at all!
Teenager: Let me put it this way. If I am hungry, then it is
up to me whether I eat or not—/ then decide whether or not to

ant Dt T lr\ﬂ‘ y Vifa Aorsdod ¢~ ha st Q. 5 PN
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if I have the desire to cut my hair, then it is up to me whether I
cut my hair or not. Or if I desire not to cut my hair, it is again
up to me what I do about it. But it is not my efforts, my will, or

my power which determines my very desires. Whatever this
power is—call it Nature, God, or what you will—it is this power

whlch is the primary element in decndmg whether or not I cut
my hair. People do not recognize the importance of this power;
they think it is “they” who do everything. This is what is
sometimes referred to as the sin of “pride” or “arrogance.”
Really, it is more the result of ignorance.
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And your sin, my dear parent, if I may be so bold as to tell
you, is that you have constantly tried to usurp this power. You
have tried to take the role of God in my life.

Adult: What on earth are you saying?

Teenager: What I say is absolutely true, though I realize it
will be extremely difficult and painful for you to accept. Yes,
you have indeed attempted to usurp God’s role in my life, and
this has been the major cause of all our psychological diffi-
culties. Recall earlier parts of our conversation. It was not
enough that I finally agreed to cut my hair to please you; you
were totally enraged and frustrated that I would not cut my
hair to please myself. In other words, it was not enough for you
to bring various pressures on me to change my behavior; you
tried to force a change in my very desires. To try to make me cut
my hair is not usurping God's role—it is quite normal (unfor-
tunately) for parents to do that. But to be infuriated with me,
not for not cutting my hair, but for not wanting to cut my hair,
is something far more drastic and far more damaging. It is

rnn]]xr r‘nmmnnr‘inn cnmnfln;nn ;mnncc;“\ln Tf mol.rnc conco Fnr-
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you to command me to cut my hair. But it is senseless—far
worse than senseless—to command me to want to cut my hair.
It is this latter type of command, not the former, which is a
usurpation of what might be called “God’s role.”

Adult: Now don’t be ridiculous

coammand vorn nt to cut vour hai
command you to want to cut your h
”

and make you “want” what I want you to want. Who do you
think I am, God?

Teenager: No, that is the whole point. But you frequently
act as if you were, or rather that you wish you were. I have long

folt that vnnr mcnn nrobhlem in life ic fhs\f vnn are not God vou
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know that you are not, and you are furlously raging that you
can’t be. (That’s perhaps the real reason you left the church!) I
say this not only on the basis of your behavior toward me and
the other children, but also your behavior to your spouse and
many of your friends. I've constantly noticed that it is not
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enough for you to bend people’s actions to your will, but you
rage and fume and act hurt that you can’t bend people’s very
“will” to your will. And this, I say, is your major problem.

I'm sorry that I cannot be of more help to you in this
matter. I hardly expect you to believe what I'm saying as it is.
And now I really do wish to take leave.
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A Strange Paradox

I think this is implicit in much of our thinking. Consider
the man who says, “Oh God, I'm nothing! I'm nothing! I'm only
an insignificant speck in a vast universe. I'm really nothing!”
But this same man will also say, “I am human, and humans are
of course superior to animals (for God has privileged us by
giving us free will), and animals are of course on a higher level
than plants Now, flowers are plants But a flower! What could
be more beautiful and perfect than a flower? A flower is not
lacking in anything! A flower is as beautiful and perfect as it
can be. It is God’s creation at its best. It cannot be any better
than it is.”

So here am I obviously better than a flower. A flower is
' b g

thi
perfect, yet I am only a miserable nothing.

remarkabie?

w

< Y

course 1 Deueve in Ihe Gfeat
White Spirit.

Second Indian: How I envy you! I have always believed in
the Great White Spirit but never could feel the Great White

. .
Spirit.
.
Third Indian: How strange! My case is the opposite. I have

= RPN

always felt the Great White Spirit but never could believe in
the Great White Spirit. I believe that my feelings are but
childish superstitions reinforced by my ancestral teachings.

Fourth Indian: It seems I am the only wholly mature and
sane one among you! I neither feel the Great White Spirit nor
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believe in the Great White Spirit.
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Do Animals Perceive God?

[[] Assuming there is a God, I would not be surprised if

animals perceive Him directly whereas humans have somehow
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lost the ablllty to do so. In that case it may be that the real
reason why many humans believe in a God is that they actually
have dim archaic racial memories of the days in which they
perceived Him directly.

I am not altogether kidding! I often have the feeling that
my dogs Peekaboo and Peekatoo are in direct contact with the
Divine which we humans merely “reason” about. If my con-
jecture should be correct, then would not all the theological
disputes of the past amount to one grand joke? One can reason
against reasons. It makes sense to reason against faith. It
certainly makes sense to reason against authority! But to
reason against actual memories—even unconscious ones? What
power could such reasons have?

contain some kernel of truth Since other men have been
allowed to present their speculations, why should I not be
allowed to express mine? After all, is any one person really
better than any other? So here is my speculation. [I have not

adequately checked the literature, so I do not know how

original it is.]

There is a God. But God is not immortal. His life span,
though, is very long—say some millions or billions of years.
After God goes, He will need a replacement (to keep the
universe going). So who will the next replacement be? Answer:

us! The whole purpose of evolution is to train us mortals (?) to
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be the next God. This is our real purpose! After countless
millennia, in which, say, we transmigrate over and over again,
we develop to the point where we all fuse together and become
the next God. Then we take over the divine functions, start
training mortals to replace us, etc., ad infinitum.

Is Life Tragic?

[[] I understand from many highly learned people that life is
essentially a tragedy. Not only is it tragic in virtue of the
enormous sufferings of life, but then comes the Grand Tragedy
that we must all die in the end! We strive to live as long as we
can, but alas, we fail to live eternally, and so Death is our final
defeat! My learned friends also inform me that not only is it
they who have reached this profound wisdom, but if only I
would read a little more 1 would find out that all the great and
sensitive thinkers of the past have sooner or later come to this
realization. I am also informed that my inability to realize that
life is tragic is due not only to the fact that I have not read

enough, but also to the fact that I have not lived enough, and to

mv general immaturitv nnnn]pﬂ unﬂ'\ thp fact that I lank at 119:
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through rose-colored glasses, that I stubbornly.refuse to see
that death is a tragedy, and also that my own life has been
unusually fortunate and that I haven’t personally suffered
enough.

Well, who am I to contradict the word of so many great

1MAa "n') D. T ~nn oo that T La [ Y- EY.N 1:f~
intellects? But I must conless that I have never in my 1iiie

thought of life as tragic! Even in my most depressed and
suicidal moods (which I imagine hit almost everyone at times),
my attitudes toward this matter do not change. When I have
had suicidal thoughts, it is not that I thought that life is tragic,

nor even that mv life is h'-no-ln hit cnmn]v that I am in a
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temporary state of excruciating pain and I want the pain to
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end. In other words, it's not that I want to be dead per se, it's
just that I don’t want to be hurt. But as to life’s being tragic, the
very thought that life is tragic strikes me of all things as
extremely funny!

From the little I have read, and from what I have observed
of people firsthand, I strongly suspect that there is very little
correlation between how much one has suffered and how
strongly one feels that life is tragic. I think the “tragic sense of
life” is rather a temperamental affair which has little to do
with the amount of suffering one has either experienced or
witnessed. I think it is the type of suffering rather than the
quantity of suffering which is relevant. To put the matter quite
bluntly—and perhaps a little too harshly—I cannot help but
suspect that those who harp most on the tragedy of life are the
very ones who introduce most of the tragic elements that are in
life. That is to say, there are those whose attitudes are such that
they are bound to be unhappy regardless of how favorable is
their external environment. And, I think, it is these people who

tall mact nf tho traceadvy Af life nnat thae
LALIN 111VUOoOL VLI L1IAV L) asbu_y (V) § lll\r 11VL L11VO

most.

The tragedies of life, so I am informed, are suffering and
death. That death is a tragedy is something I doubt I will ever
believe. Suffering might come somewhat closer (especially
when the suffering appears to be preventable), but I think this

23822 A2k oRRAIR2 223G e L _-._'_- L 4 2111 Lil

VS | R alen cmn . Thon 20 bt o T A 1l ey cL....
stiil llllbbe LIC 1llal . 11iCl 1 1ouUing 1 AIS1IKe mMor tiiall

suffering, but I feel that suffering is something to be prevented,
helped, healed, eliminated, rather than something to be “trag-
edized” over. Suffering is just a God damn pain in the neck!

I think the word “tragic” as used by those who claim life to

he trgoln connotec to me a certain romantic nnrl melaodramatic
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attitude with definite sadomasochistic overtones. I doubt that
the Greek tragedians ever though of life as “tragic” in this way!
Their “tragedies” are of a totally different spirit. The beauty of
them does not arise so much out of the suffering involved, but
rather out of an essential feeling for Universal Harmony.
Christianity seems more to utilize suffering as an essential
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ingredient. Most of all I admire the beauty of much Far Eastern
thought, whose sublimity arises not through suffering, nor in
indifference to suffering, but quite independently of suffering.
(In this way, it greatly resembles the sublime beauty of Science
and Mathematics.)

So in response to those who claim that the lack of “tragic
sense of life” is indicative of immaturity and lack of emotional
depth, I wish to go on record as making the counterclaim that
the highest form of beauty is totally unconcerned with the
negative aspects of life.

It may strike some of my readers as inconsistent with
everything I have been saying when I state that I love to read
the so-called “pessimistic” philosophers such as Schopenhauer
and von Hartmann. They are really among my favorites! I once
asked a literary philosopher why it is that I find the pessimistic
philosophers not depressing or anxiety producing, but infi-
nitely soothing. He gave the interesting answer, “I think this is
because the pessimistic philosophers are really optimists at

heart.” I also once asked another ph.losopher, Why isit when!

read the pessimistic philosophers, I feel so cheered up?” He
said, “Of course, because you know it isn’t true.”

A Thought on Schopenhauer

[] That Schopenhauer should be regarded as a pessimist

ctrilkac me ac fantactir! Mavhe he ic enmewhat neccimictice
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about Life (though not in a very convincing way) but he sure as
hell is incredibly optimistic about Death! Where in the world’s
literature do you find anything more optimistic than the
following:

If now the all-mother sends forth her children without
protection to a thousand threatening dangers, this can be
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only because she knows that if they fall, they fall back into
her womb, where they are safe; therefore their fall is a mere
jest.

Some readers will claim: “That surely is optimistic! But totally
unrealistic. Schopenhauer is acting as if he believed that after
death we still in some sense exist and are ‘safe in the womb of

Mother Nature.” I myself would give a more radical interpre-
tation. I think that the question is not whether we exist after
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death, but whether existence itself is all that different from
nonexistence. Some irate reader will reply: “Of course they are
different! Existence is the very opposite of nonexistence!”

I know they are opposite! But so is minus zero the opposite
of plus zero.

2 B -

I Told You So!

[[] The following conversation occurred while I was driving
with some close friends including one man—call him “B” —
and a girl—call her “M.” I had recently been discussing with B

+1 £ f+arel;if, Ua hali d 3t ¢t~ L h
the question of an afterlife. He believed it to be a sheer

superstition. On the other hand, M tends to believe in some
form of afterlife on the grounds—shared by Goethe—that a
person’s own nonexistence is inconceivable to one, and that it
is impossible for one to believe in something he cannot even

conceive. I tend to agree with M, and I furthermore believe that
the 'r) elief in the reality of death is but a totally unfounded

superstition. I had also been recently discussing with B the
question of ego-assertiveness. B thinks that I am very ego-
assertive as proved, e.g., by my attitude toward ego-assertive-
ness. More specifically, he thinks that in my very con-
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ego. I think that %e is being ego-assertive in asserting this, but
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enough! At any rate, all these thoughts were on my mind at the
time of the conversation. The conversation went as follows:

I opened by saying: “Would you like to know the real reason
I hope there is an afterlife?”

B replied: “Yes?”

I said: “So I can then triumphantly say to all my skeptical
friends, ‘I told you so!’” This got a general laugh.

Then B said: “But wouldn'’t it be funny if you were the only
one to survive? Then you would have no one around to gloat
over!” This, of course, got another laugh.

Then M said: “It would be interesting if just those who
believed in survival survived, and those who didn't, didn’t.”

I thought about this and fantasized myself surviving with
all the other believers and being totally frustrated at not being
able to gloat over any nonbelievers, since they would all have,
so to speak, “gone out of existence.” So I would be foiled again!
Finally I said: “I think it would be still funnier if the reverse
were true—if the skeptics were the only ones to survive. I can

macina all +h clranmtine tnoa l-lnv- cavina: ‘DA DntvmnnA'
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Too bad he is not with us, gloating and telling us, “I told you
so.” He sure did tell us so! If he hadn’t, he would be here with

',n

us now:
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The Astronomer Who Believed in the

Possibility of Miracles

|_| Once upon a time there was an astronomer. He believed

that the laws of celestial mechanics usually held. But he was

open to the possibility of miracles. He did not go so far as to
believe that there ever had been any miracles, or that there
necessarily would be any miracles in the future; he was merely
open to the logical possibility that there might have been
miracles in the past, or that there might be miracles in the
future. This astronomer knew his celestial mechanics very
well, but his temperament was of the skeptical type; he was a
sort of “doubting Thomas.” Of course his doubting Thomas-
ness was not of the usual type, for whereas the Biblical
doubting Thomas was doubtful about miracles, #e was doubt-
ful that it really was known that miracles never occur. He said:
“Just because I never saw a miracle, or don’t know of any
miracle that actually happened, why should I believe that
miracles never happen? What proof do I have that there are no
miracles?” And so whenever he made any astronomical predic-
tion, he usually prefaced it or appended it with “unless there is
a miracle.”

One day he predicted an eclipse. People asked him, “Are
you sure it will take place?” He replied, “Of course it will,
uu}c:aa, Uf COursc, Lhcu: is a mir acle.”

The day of the predicted eclipse arrived, but there was no
eclipse. The people excitedly went to him and asked: “What
happened? Was there a miracle?” He replied: “No, no; there

was no miracle. It just so happened, I miscalculated.”

The Seer and the Skeptic
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Skeptic: Nonsense! In that bush there is no monster with
three ears, five legs, two tails, and orange eyes!

Seer: There is indeed such a monster in yonder bush.

Skeptic: There is no such monster in yonder bush.

Seer: You don’t have to take my word for it, all you have to
do is go over and look into the bush, and you will see such a
monster.

Skeptic: I will be happy to take a look for myself, but I can
assure you I will not see any such monster.

Seer: 1t is futile for us to discuss this further until you have
taken a look and seen for yourself.

Skeptic: Very well, I will go now and look.

A rm‘, ‘IM; c
a Jew Irmirnied

Skeptic: Ha! ha' I was right! There is no such monster in
the bush.
Seer: Really? That is fantastic! I could have sworn I saw

such a monster in the bush.

Qlontsns That 1ic thao trnithla with v c! VAarr n a
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you s
sure you see things which in reality don’t exist.

Seer: 1 still can’t believe there is no such monster in the
bush!

Skeptic: I can assure you there isn't!

Seer: Did you look carefully?

oY) of ' 11
w1
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Seer: And you saw nothing?
Skeptic: Oh no, I saw something.
Seer: What did you see?

Skeptic: I saw a monster with three ears, five legs, and two
tails. But its eves are vellow, not orange!

wJ WS Riw Jwaiw AWe WaRiiny

A Sad Story

Once upon a time there was a man who spent the first half
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of his life trying to become famous. He failed in that. Then he
spent the second half of his life trying to get into that mystical
state in which it was no longer important to him whether or
not he was famous. He failed in that too.

Another Sad Story

Once there was a man who was overcome by mystical
inspiration. He had all sorts of remarkable insights as to the
ultimate nature of reality. He wrote voluminously; he wrote
and wrote and wrote. He was not, however, entirely egoless, for
he took great pride in what he had written. For many months
after he had finished writing, he read his manuscript over and
over again with great pride and joy.

During the next couple of years he slowly but surely lost all

t I'\ b 2 2R 313 & Fale I nnnnnnnnn el 2leate) -ﬂ s S G @ @ N S aae
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but could not understand a word of what he had written.

[] Once upon a time there was a dualist. He believed that
mind and matter are separate substances. Just how they
interacted he did not pretend to know—this was one of the

" .
mysteries” of life. But he was sure they were quite separate

substances.

This dualist, unfortunately, led an unbearably painful
life—not because of his philosophical beliefs, but for quite
different reasons. And he had excellent empirical evidence that
no respite was in sight for the rest of his life. He longed for
nothing more than to die. But he was deterred from suicide by
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such reasons as: (1) he did not want to hurt other people by his
death; (2) he was afraid suicide might be morally wrong; (3) he

was afraid there might be an afterlife, and he did not want to
risk the possibility of eternal mmmhmenf So our poor dualist

avah waasw WOOCALAALY) VA wivaldisa SrAiAwAsaAcwarwSs e enovan

was quite desperate.

Then came the discovery of the miracle drug! Its effect on
the taker was to annihilate the soul or mind entirely but to
leave the body functioning exactly as before. Absolutely no
observable change came over the taker; the boay continued to
act just as if it still had a soul. Not the closest friend or
observer could possibly know that the taker had taken the
drug, unless the taker informed him.

Do you believe that such a drug is impossible in principle?
Assuming you believe it possible, would you take it? Would you
regard it as immoral? Is it tantamount to suicide? Is there
anything in Scriptures forbidding the use of such a drug?
Surely, the body of the taker can still fulfill all its respon-
sibilities on earth. Another question Suppose your spouse took
such a dr rug, and you knew it. You would know that she \ux uc)
no longer had a soul but acted just as if she did have one.
Would you love your mate any less?

To return to the story, our dualist was, of course, delighted!
Now he could annihilate himself (his soul, that is) in a way not

cithiect t0 anv of the fareonino nhiactinone And ea for the firet
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time in years, he went to bed with a light heart, saying:
“Tomorrow morning I will go down to the drugstore and get
the drug. My days of suffering are over at last!” With these
thoughts, he fell peacefully asleep.

Now at this point a curious thing happened. A friend of the

A‘I l‘ L l’“ﬂ‘l' 1\ L IJ Il L 1" c “ﬂ
auaiist wno Knew aoout tnis arug, ana wno Knew or tne

sufferings of the dualist, decided to put him out of his misery.
So in the middle of the night, while the dualist was fast asleep,
the friend quietly stole into the house and injected the drug

into his veins. The next morning the body of the dualist
awoke—without anv soul indeed—and the first ﬂ‘nno it did was

A2y W AAWe VARA
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to go to the drugstore to get the drug. He took it home and,
before taking it, said, “Now I shall be released.” So he took it

and then waited the time interval in which it was supposed to
work. At the end of the interval he anerilv exclaimed: “Damn
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it, this stuff hasn’t helped at all! I still obviously have a soul
and am suffering as much as ever!”
Doesn't all this suggest that perhaps there might be some-

thing just a little wrong with dualism?
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Everything

[[] Once there was a man who was satisfied with everything!
His philosophy of life was that it is best to be satisfied with
every Luiug And the amazmg uxing is that he aCLuauy lived up
to his philosophy. His attitude got many people extremely
exasperated. But he was satisfied with that too. When asked,
“But are you never dissatisfied with anything?” he replied:

“Oh, I am often most dissatisfied with many things, but my

dissatisfaction does not bother me at all. I am perfectly

)

satisfied to be dissatisfied.” “But are you not being inconsis-
tent?” “Of course I am! I am satisfied with that too!” “Oh come
now, are you really satisfied with everything?” “Why certainly!”
“Are you satisfied with the fact that there was an Adolf
Hitler?” “Of course not!” “Are you satisfied that there was a

TLIA M 1 ‘, nfnnm')" “n‘. ~Art1rona rand » “Avn «r/my hc nrl -

vwal 111 viviiialll.: WAL CUULOC 11VL. nic _yuu aauaucu V‘VILh all
pollution?” “Of course not.” “Are you satisfied with the fact
that the human race is threatened with annihilation?” “Of
course not.” “Then what on earth are you satisfied with?” “I am

not satisfied with anything in particular; I am only satisfied
with things in eeneral.”
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Compromise

[] Once upon a time two boys found a cake. One of them said:
“Splendid! I will eat the cake.” The other one said: “No, that is
not fair! We found the cake together, and we should share and
share alike; half for you and half for me.” The first boy said,
“No, I should have the whole cake!” The second said, “No, we
should share and share alike; half for you and half for me.” The
first said, “No, I want the whole cake.” The second said, “No,
let us share it half and half.” Along came an adult who said:
“Gentlemen, you shouldn’t fight about this; you should com-

promise. Give him three-quarters of the cake.”

Bits and Pieces
The Long-Term View

[0 Ibelieve it is a mistake to judge one part of a person’s life or
behavior apart from the total picture.

Suppose, for example, a man beats his wife. He suddenly
takes up burglary, and lo and behold, he no longer beats his
wife. Under these circumstances, I would say the burglary was
a blessing, wouldn’t you?

Judge and Defendant

[0 Judge (to Defendant): And therefore the court sentences you
to be hanged by the neck until you are dead.
Defendant: That'’s all I need!

A Hedonistic Sadist
[0 Friend: I don’t understand; why do you want other people

OC 11l Paiil’

edonistic Sadist: Oh no, you misunderstood! It’s not other
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people's pain I desire, but only the pleasure their pain gives
me.

Crazy?
[0 A: Why do you call Jim crazy; does he actually have
hallucinations?

B: No, that’s his whole trouble—he only imagines he does.

A Qlrantinnl NWeradin
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[0 John: Have you ever had any mystical experiences?
Jim: Oh, I have them all the time, but I don’t believe a one
of 'em!

|_| Ul'lCe ere was a man w O was conswnuy ana lrrllaungly
rational. When asked, Why are you so rational?” he replied:
“Because it is irrational to be so rational. Basically I am
irrational—I love irrationality; the more the better. The most
irrational thing I can do is to be as rational as I am. That is the

roacnn T am cen ratinnal ”
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In Harmony with the Tao

[0 The above is reminiscent of the story of one who asked a
Zen master, “How do you get in harmony with the Tao?” The
master replied, “I am already out of harmony with the Tao.”

A Buddhistic Bit

[0 Two friends were with me on the porch. One said to me,
“Are you sufficiently Buddhistic to object to killing a bug?” I
replied no. The second friend said, “But the bug is!”

On Life and Death

[0 A: Would you call Henry a life-affirming person?
B: Oh, definitely! He loves living. He is typically the sort of
(7Y ]"I

L3 . L] 3 13
1l go on living the rest of his life.

A: But surely he will die sometimel
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B: But that doesn’t seem to bother him! As he says, “Why
should I worry about dying? It’s not going to happen in my
lifetime!”

On Isolation
[] A: How come you never see people? Doesn’t that make you
feel isolated?

B: Oh, not at all! I am, indeed, isolated from people. But
when I'm alone, I don'’t feel isolated. When I'm with people,
then I'm painfully aware that there are people I am isolated
from. And so then I feel isolated. But when I'm alone, I totally
forget that there are any other people, and so I then feel no
isolation whatever.

Famous?

[0 Iwasonce discussing the subject of fame with a very astute
friend. At one point he said: “It all depends on what you mean
by famous. For example, would you call God famous?”

Revelations

[0 Why should I believe other people’s revelations; I have
enough trouble believing my own!

Another Buddhistic Bit

[0 Friend (to Buddhist): This morning your ears should have
been burning! All of us were discussing what a great guy you
are.
Buddhist: (Smiles without saying a word.)
Friend: Why do you smile in this superior fashion? Isn't it
rather un-Buddhistic to relish flattery in such an obvious way?
Buddhist: That's not what I was laughing at. What struck
me as so funny was the fact that the “I” which you seem so

greatly to admire doesn’t really exist.

Iravwr Qo Al
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[0 I once wrote the following verse entitled “How Sad!”
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How sad the trees
How sad the flowers
They cannot see their own beauty.

Two years later, to my utter amazement, I came upon the
following passage in Spengler’s “Peoples, Races, and Tongues”:

“It is a sight of deep pathos to see how the spring flowers
craving to fertilize and be fertilized, cannot for all their bright

snlendor attract one another or even see one another but must
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have recourse to animals, for whom alone those scents exist.”

I Think, Therefore I Am?
O 1 think, therefore I am?
Could be!
Or is it really someone else
Who only thinks he's me?

Determinism or Free Will?

[] Scene 1

Existentialist: But you shouldn’t make such a promise. You
have no way of knowing that you will keep it in the future.

Victim: What the hell are you talking about? Of course 1
will keep it in the future!

Existentialist: But how do you know you will keep it in the
future?

Victim: Because I have decided to keep it in the future.
That's how I know!

Existentialist: I do not deny that you now honestly intend
to keep your promise. It is just that I do not see how your
present good intention can possibly guarantee that you will
have cquauy 5uud intentions in the future. After au, there is
such a thing as changing one’s mind!
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Victim: Not with me there isn’t! I never break promises!

Existentialist: How do you know that?

Victim: I have never broken a promise in my whole life!

Existentialist: I believe you. I don’t doubt that for a mo-
ment. If you tell me that you have never yet broken a promise, I
take your word implicitly. But just because you have never in
the past broken a promise, why does it follow that you never
will in the future?

Victim: I really don’t understand you at ali! Are you taking
a completely deterministic or fatalistic position? Is it as if it
were already “written in the book” how I will act in the future,
and since I don’t know the “book,” I have no way of knowing
what the future will be? In other words, are you trying to tell
ITic [ﬂal l nave n(‘)uung to Sa‘y‘ l[l lI‘le -I-I-lal.ler’

Existentialist: No, no; I am not saying that at all. I happen
to believe in free will. But strangely enough, free will is not the
crucial issue here. That is to say, a strict determinist would
come to the same conclusion I would, only for very different

raacnne The determinict wnnld sav flﬂnf whether nr nnt van
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keep your promise in the future is strictly determined by the
laws of physics together with the present configuration of the
universe, and since you do not know enough about the present
configuration, then you have no rational means of knowing the
future. The determinist would thus say, “It is not up to you

‘-‘Am ar l’ AN wur ‘\ "mivrAMon
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and its laws.” I, on the other hand, believe in free will and
hence believe that at any time it is up to you what you do at
that time. You have now made a promise of your own free will.
You presently intend to keep it. But I do not believe that you

have the power to choose now what you will choose to do in the
future.

Victim: But I do have the power! I told you I have never
before broken my word. Does this not constitute very strong
probabilistic evidence that I will not break my promise in the
future?
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Existentialist: Oh, probabilistic evidence! I wasn't thinking
of this at all! I thought you were claiming it a certainty that you
will keep your promise. If all you are talking about is proba-
bility, then I'm not sure I would disagree with you. Indeed, the
fact ‘that you have never yet broken a promise is in itself a good
probabilistic indication that you won't in the future, though
perhaps other relevant factors should be taken into account. At
any rate, if all you are saying is that it is likely that you will
keep your promise, I will not dispute you. All I object to is your
absolute certainty that you will keep your promise.

Victim: Of course I am certain! It's not a mere matter of
probability; it's a question of complete and total certainty. You
forget that it is I who have made the promise. There is no
power in the entire universe which can force me to break my
promise.

Existentialist: I know that no power in the universe can
cause you to break your word. I know that full well. You are one
of the most strong-willed, self-willed people I have ever

"nf\‘ mndand rmany A 14 ~haranta
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“stubborn.” And therefore I know that no external force can
compel you to break a promise. But that does not mean that
you yourself don’t have the power to break it! And no one—not

even you—can possibly know whether you will choose to do
this in the future.
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Existentialist: But how do you know?

Victim: 1 don’t know how I know, I just know!

Existentialist: Really now, that remark is hardly worthy of
you! How can you say that you know but that you don't know

l‘\n‘l’ M1 lrnn‘n')
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Victim: It is true. I do know, but I don’t know how I know.
Existentialist: That is ridiculous! You don’t know.

Victim: I do know!

Existentialist: You don't!

Victim: 1 do!
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Existentialist: You don't!
Etc., etc.

Scene 2

Several months later the victim fell into the hands of an evil
brain surgeon. This surgeon was a diabolical character whose
specialty was to perform brain operations whose express pur-
pose was to make people choose to break their promises. And
so the evil brain surgeon operated on our victim, and as a
result the victim decided (?) to break his promise. Shortly after,
he had the following conversation with a determinist.

Determinist: So! You broke your promise!

Victim: Oh yes!

Determinist: What would you say now to the existentialist?
I know about your entire conversation!

Victim: Obviously I must admit that the existentialist was
right and I was wrong. He claimed there was a possibility that
I would choose to break m Imy pr uuuac, I »laimed there wasn't. So
clearly he was right and I was wrong.

Determinist: I would not put it quite that way. You were
wrong, of course. But I would not say he was right. He was

wrong too.
Victim: What do vou mean?
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Determinist: He was l"lgh[ in that it was not a certainty that
you would keep your promise—this you now realize. But he
was wrong in saying that it was up to you whether or not you
kept your promise. His basic fallacy is that he believes in free
will.

YVirtivm Thatle no o"on‘r! T alen 'f\a];nn 'n roa will
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Determinist: You mean you used to believe in free will.

Victim: No, I still believe in free will.

Determinist: Even after your experience with the brain
surgeon? Even after he forced you to break your promise’

Victim: 1 was not forced to break my promise; I chose

break my promise.
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Determinist: You really mean to say that you actually
believe that it was your choice in the matter rather than the
surgery which caused you to break your promise?

Victim: Of course it was my choice!

Determinist: You sound quite proud of the fact!

Victim: Hardly! How could anyone in his right mind be
proud of breaking a promise?

Determinist: Well then, let me ask you: Why did you break
your promise?

Victim: Why did I? Because I realized that it was the best
thing I could do, that’s why?

Determinist: But do you believe it is morally right to break
a promise?

Victim: Of course not! But in this case, my keeping the
promise would have been even worse than breaking it. I thus
had to choose the lesser of two wrongs.

Determinist: I don’t understand you.

Victim: Look, when I originally made the promise, I did so
in good faith. I honestly believed it was best for all concerned.
But shortly after my brain operation, I started to review all
relevant facts, and I soon discovered some of the more crucial
ones I had failed to take into consideration. After having taken

them into consideration, I then realized that the promise was
not a good one—I don’t mean not good for me personally, but
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not gOOCl IOI' everyone as a wn01e. in Omer WOI'QS, I now reauze
that keeping the promise would have been even more unethical
than breaking it—despite the fact that I fully grant that it is
always unethical to break a promise. But unfortunately, in life
the choice is not always between the ethical and the unethical,
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ethical. Whenever someone makes an unethical promise, he is
always confronted with this horrible choice. If he breaks his
promise, he is committing the unethical fact of breaking a
promise; if he keeps his promise, he may, for other reasons, be
acting even more unethically. This was my situation. I had no

ch01ce but to break my promise.
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Determinist: You sure as hell had no choice! The brain
surgeon saw to that!

Victim: No, no; I mean I had a choice, and I chose to do the
best thing under the circumstances.

Determinist: Now whom do you think you are kidding?
Look how you rationalize and flounder! Next, I suppose, you'll
be telling me that the brain operation had nothing to do with
your so-called “choice.”

Victim: No, I'm not saying that. It is quite possible that the
brain operation set in motion various thoughts concerning the
desirability of keeping my promise. Had I not had these
thoughts, I would indeed have kept my promise. But the brain
operation did not force me to break my promise; I broke it of
llly own aCCOfU 1 CI’[OS@ to DreaK my prormbe

Determinist: And I say that that is a complete and utter
rationalization! Of course the brain operation caused you to
break your promise! If you had not had the brain operation,
you would have kept your promise, but since you did have the
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followed by event Y, and if Y would not have occurred had X
not occurred, how can you intelligently deny that X was the
cause of Y? What other meaning of “cause” is there?

Victim: I disagree! It is inconceivable to me that I did not
break my promise of my own free will. When I make a promise,
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there is no power in Lht: universe—otner than my own wiii—
which can cause me to break it.

Schizophrenic Seminar

[] This is a conversation between four schizophrenic friends
in a lunatic asylum in moments of exceptional lucidity.
First Schizophrenic: It might intercst you to know how I
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became psychotic. All my life I have been an atheist. I have
always known that there is no God in this world; the idea that
there is is obviously only a wishful superstition. But my whole
being revolted against a Godless world, hence I have managed
to escape from this real world in which there is no God into my
own private world of fantasy in which there is a God. And in
this fantasy world, I am so happy!

Second Schizophrenic: That is interesting; my case is vir-
tually the opposite! All my life I have known that there must be
a God in this world. But I have always found the thought of
God so infinitely frightening and nightmarish that I would
have killed myself long ago to escape from this hideous reality,
except for my fear of eternal punishment So instead of this
puy‘aibm €scapc I have taken the ‘ps_‘yCumogica‘u €scap€ intoa
private fantasy world in which God does not exist. And in this
world, I am so happy!

Third Schizophrenic: How ironical! From my point of view,
the statement “there is a God” is a sheer fantasy, and the

Statement fhprp Ien f a ﬂnr‘ le nlcf ac munch nF n anfncy_.
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there is no way one can verify either. So although you each
think you have escaped from the real world, you have merely
escaped from one fantasy world into another. Indeed, you have
merely exchanged each other’s fantasy worlds!

Now, my case is different. I believe not only that each of the

etatamente “there ic n pnr‘ Pisharaten't n ad” e n fantacy hirt
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also that it is a fantasy to assert that either there is a God or
there isn’t. I say this because I identify truth with verifiability,
and since neither component of the disjunction is verifiable,
neither one can be true, hence the disjunction is not true. But
according to the law of the excluded middle, which is a famous

law of classmal logic, any proposition either is true or it isn't.
This means that classical logic does not apply to the real
world. But I found it so insecure living in a world going counter
to classical logic, that I had to escape into a fantasy world in
which all classical laws of logic apply. And in this world, I am
very happy.
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Fourth Schizophrenic: I find your case the most ironical of
all! You think you have escaped from the real world into a
fantasy world, but in reality you have done the very reverse!
Look, the law of the excluded middle obviously is sound and
does hold for the real world—anybody in his right mind knows
that! So when you doubted the law of the excluded middle,
then you were living in a fantasy world. But now that the law
does apply to your present world, your present world is the real
one. Indeed, I am surprised that you are still with us!

Now, my case is very, very different! I have had many
reasons to wish to escape from the real world to a fantasy
world. But I could see no way actually to do this! The problem
got increasingly insurmountable, until I suddenly realized the
following: Although I vehemently affirm the law of the ex-
cluded middle, I just as vehemently deny the law of contradic-
tion. I certainly believe that some propositions are both true
and false. In particular, this world is both the real world and a
fantasy world. So to escape, I had merely to remain where I

was!:

[[] Once there was a person who was both a Christian Scien-
tist and an excellent logician. We will call him “Christus,” or
“Chris” for short. Chris's views were perhaps not wholly
orthodox. Some said he was not a true Christian Scientist, but

he maintained he was. He said he was by virtue of the fact that

he wholeheartedly assented to the following four basic proposi-
tions: (1) matter is unreal; (2) evil is unreal; (3) suffering is
unreal; (4) faith can cure all. With enough faith, one does not
need any doctors.

One day Chris had a severe infection.

He went to a doctor
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to get an antibiotic. On the way he met a friend, a fellow
Christian Scientist, who realized his intentions. The following
little dialogue ensued:

Friend: How come you are seeing a doctor? I thought you
subscribed to the doctrines of Christian Science.

Chris: 1 do.

Friend: Then why are you seeing a doctor?

Chris: You believe in Christian Science, don’t you?

Friend: Of course!

Chris: Then you agree that matter is unreal?

Friend: Of course!

Chris: In that case, my body is unreal, the doctor”
unreal Illb Ulllce aﬁ(.l HlC(.lical lnSlrumenlb dIl(.l (.lI'ugS are
unreal. In what sense then am I seeing a doctor?

Friend (after a moment of dazed silence): Good God, what
sort of insane sophistry is this! You must be kidding!

ChriS' I am not kidding, and this is not sophistry. It is plain
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Friend: lf that's what you call “logic,” I'm afraid I don’t
have much use for your “logic”! Look, now, are you seriously
maintaining that you are not seeing a doctor?

Chris: How could I be? Doctors are unreal!

Friend: But this is insanity!

Nl..oc. e

Chris: More so than our belief that matter is unreal?
Friend: Look, I cannot take you seriously! I suspect that
you are in our church only to sabotage the cause of Christian
Science. No true Christian Scientist would talk like this!
Chris: But he must, if he is to be consistent!

Friend: You are not being consistent: vou are, I fear onlv
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being hypocritical. You call yourself a Christian Scientist, yet
you run to a doctor because of your lack of real faith. And then
you rationalize your acts by denying that you are seeing a
doctor, and you call doctors “unreal”!

Chris: But they are! I grant it may appear as if I am seeing a
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doctor, but my seeing a doctor is true only in the world of
appearance, not in the world of reality! It holds. in the phe-
nomenal but not in the noumenal world.

Friend: 1 don’t know much about philosophy and
“noumena” or “phenomena.” I am a simple, honest Christian
Scientist, and I cannot believe a word of what you are saying. I
cannot believe that you really believe that you are not seeing a
doctor.

Chris: But of course I'm not! Since I am committed to the
proposition that matter is unreal, then I must believe that my
seeing a doctor—though it appears to be true—must in reality
be false.

I'm afraid I must totally agree with Chris! If matter is unreal,
so are doctors—it is as simple as that.

Now comes a more subtle point: The friend walked away from
Chris in disgust. Then Chris met a second Christian Science

friend, and the following dialogue took place:

Friend: How come you are visiting a doctor? I thought you
believed in Christian Science.

Chris: 1 do.

Friend: Then you must believe that enough

Chris: 1 do.

Friend: Then why do you see a doctor?

Chris: Because I don’t have enough faith.

Friend: Oh, then you don’t fully believe in Christian

Science.
Chris: Yes, I do
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Friend: I am puzzled! Explain!

Chris: I believe that complete faith is adequate for healing.
If I had enough faith that I could get well, I would not need to
go to a doctor. But I am realistic enough to know that I
probably do not have enough faith for this. Hence I will see a
doctor.
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Friend: Oh, so you don’t have complete faith in Christian
Science!

Chris: No, you totally misunderstand me! I do have com-
plete faith in the doctrines of Christian Science. Specifically, I
have complete faith in the fact that if I had enough faith that I
would get well without medical help, then I would. In this fact I
have complete faith, and therefore I feel justified in calling
myself a Christian Scientist.

Friend: Then why do you see a doctor?

Chris: Because I don’t have enough faith that I will get well
without one. All I have faith in is that if I had enough faith that
I would get well, then I would. Remember now! I do not have
faith that everybody gets well—nor do you. All that Christian
Science teaches us is that those with enough faith get well. You
know as well as I do that many Christian Scientists have
refused medical help and as a result have died.

Friend: Death is unreal!

Chris: Oh come on now on a metaphysical level you are
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hey died”?
Friend: Yes, I guess so. But then they died only because
they didn't have enough faith!

Chrzs Exactly! And that is the whole point! I don't wa
eali

ne of those who died for “lack of faith.” I want r
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enough faith I would get well, how do I know that I do have

enough faith to get well? Do you know whether or not I do?
Friend: Of course not! Only you can know that. However,

don’t you realize that by going to a doctor, you are only
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will strengthen your faith.
Chris: I believe that! I really do! All right, if I don't see a
doctor, then I grant that I will have more faith than I do now.

But will I then have enough faith to get well?
Friend: How can I know that?

Chris: You mean you have doubts?
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Friend: Of course!

Chris: Good God! Then how can you recommend that I stay
away from a doctor? If you felt sure I would get well without a
doctor, then it would make perfect sense for you to recommend
that I don't see one. But you now realize I am right in that if I
stay away from a doctor, my recovery is highly problematical. I
will then get well only if I have enough faith. But you don't
know if I will have enough faith, hence you don’t know that I
will get well without medical help. How then can you possibly
take the responsibility of advising me not to see a doctor?

Friend (after a long pause): I guess you are right; I will have
to retract what I said. I see now that if I do not feel confident
that you will have enough faith, then I cannot in good faith
dUVlse ‘you to blay awa‘y IrOTr’l a GOC[OI' ﬂll rlgn[ [ﬂen, 1 must
retract what I said about having “doubts” that you won't have
enough faith. So now I say, “Yes, I believe if you don't see a
doctor, then you will have enough faith to get well without

”
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Friend: 1 have faith in it.

Chris: Wouldn't you say that to everyone in my position?

Friend: Of course!

Chris: Then you would have said that also to those Chris-
tian Scientists who stayed away from doctors and who died as
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Friend: 1 guess so.
Chris: But in these cases you would have been wrong.
Friend: 1 suppose so. Yet in these cases, one cannot be sure.

Had I—and enough others like me—been there to advise them,
and had we mnnlﬁ:cfpr‘ our F;nfh in their faith our faith mloht
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have reinforced their faith to the point that they wouldn’t have
died. We strongly believe that faith reinforces faith.

Chris: Well now, suppose I took your advice and stayed
away from a doctor, and subsequently died. How would you
feel?

Friend: That you didn’t have enough faith.
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Chris (irritated): Yes, yes, we know that! We have already
agreed about that! The point, though, is that if I stay away from
a doctor and die as a result of lack of faith, then would you not
realize you had been wrong in believing that I had enough faith
to get well without a doctor?

Friend: Yes, I guess I would have to!

Chris: Then you would have given me bad advice! Wouldn’t
you then feel partly responsible for my death? Would you feel no
guilt whatsoever? Wouldn’t you perhaps feel, “Good God, if
only I hadn’t advised him to act against his better judgment,
he might still be with us today!”?

Friend (after a long pause): You certainly put me on the
spot' I don’t know what to say! Logically, I guess you are right
ICL SOI“uc‘:uuug ueeper Wl l.Illﬁ e UIQS me act as 1 U.U .I.IlC WIlUlC
point is that one should not compromise with lack of faith.
Granted that faith sometimes falters, still in the long run it is
best that we have faith, and also faith that our faith won't
falter, and so forth. I can see many possible objections to this

:
whole pomt of view, yet with enough faith, these very objec-

tions lose their emotive power.

This concludes my story. Oddly enough, I can appreciate and
sympathize with both points of view. Logically, I would say
Chris is in the right. If I were a Christian Scientist (which is not
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The belief that enough faith can cure without medical help
does not imply that I should stay away from doctors. On the
other hand, I understand the friend’s point that it is not good to

compromise with lack of faith.
Let me now tell you my attitudes toward Christian Science.
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The worst thing about it, of course, is its casualties. Par-
ticularly unfortunate is the fact that children, who have no say
in the mattet, die for lack of medical attention. A case was once
brought to court, and the court forced the parents to give the
child medical attention. Had I been this judge, I would have
concurred heartily! If you claim I am being intolerant, and ask
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me “Doesn’t a person have the right to practice his own
religion?” my answer is no. Of course a person has the right to
go to the church of his choice, to think as he wants, to say and
write what he wants, but certainly not to act as he wants just
because his religion sanctions or even demands the action. At
any rate, I fully share the objection of opponents of Christian
Science on the issue of casualties. However, this is only one side
of the story!

To evaluate Christian Science fairly, we must also investi-
gate how many psychosomatic ailments, which might be fatal,
have been cured by some form of “faith.” The situation is not so
simple! True, the Christian Scientists probably see doctors less
frequently than do others, but is their need to see them as
great? This is not something which can be answered a priori;
some empirical investigation is necessary. The crucial question
is what is the overall effect of Christian Science on health and
longevity? And for this, statistical data may be most helpful.

What is the average life span and general state of health of
the Christian Scientist compared with the non-Christian
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Scientist?

There is still more to the picture! Take some of the proposi-
tions believed by Christian Scientists. What about the proposi-
tion that matter is unreal? Frankly, I don't know whether

matter is real or not (if you want to know whether or not matter
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suffering? Well, suffering I know to be real, since I have
experienced it.! But even if suffering is real, I'm not sure that
it’s such a bad idea to believe it isn’t! Such a belief may, in a

strange way, be sort of self-fulfilling, that is, it is possible that
the belief in the ultimate unreality of suffering may in the long

run tend to reduce suffering. I say this is posszble, I do not
assert that it is necessarily true. I have more confidence that
this may hold with faith healing. Frankly, I find it psychologi-
cally impossible to believe that suffering is unreal, but I do not
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experience matter directly, or whether we merely experience certain sensations
and bring in matter as a “hypothesis” to account for these sensations.

72



PHILOSOPHICAL FABLES

find it impossible to believe that faith can cure suffering.
Again, I am not saying that faith can cure suffering, but &nly
that it seems to me a genuine possibility that it can. As for the
problem of “evil,” here I come extremely close to the attitudes
of Christian Science! Evil I believe is sort of unreal, in a way,
and what reality it does have is only strengthened by our belief
in it and our opposition to it. I feel especially strongly that
“moral condemnation” of evil is one of the things which most
strengthen what evil there is.

To summarize my position on Christian Science with
respect to the question of suffering, I believe suffering is real
and the Christian Scientists are wrong when they say it is not.
But this wrong belief may be a good one to have, and may have
some partial truth (of a self-fulfilling nature) since the belief in
the nonreality of suffering may well reduce the sufferings of the
world. In short, I am not so sure that if everyone were a
Christian Scientist, the world might not be a much happier
place. This belief of mine is not enough to make me a Christian

Q tict L T +thnt + L + That +
uCieﬂuSL, oecause 1 am not tnat plagmau\, at heart. That is to

say, I am not the type who can believe something just because I
believe it is helpful to believe it. But I can well understand
those who are constituted differently in this respect. In short, if

you gave me a choice between a Christian Scientist and one
who is hi h] intolerant of Christian Science, I would nrpfpr
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the Christian Scientist.

I also evaluate movements in terms of what I believe to be
their future potentialities rather than just their past and
present performances. And Christian Science may develop

along very nice lines. I believe it is here to stay for quite a long

while. But I believe it will drastically reform. I predict thatina

hundred years there will still be Christian Science churches,
but the members will be more like “Chris” and will give up the
requirement not to see doctors. I think they will say something
like this: “Of course, medical treatment as a purely physical
process is of no help, but if seeing a doctor gives you more faith
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that you will get well, then by all means see a doctor.

73












A Remark on Spontaneity

[] I have been told—by learned sources—that when a truly
great musician plays, and his playing sounds so free and
spontaneous, that the listener has no idea of the amount of
nonspontaneous work, study, scholarship, analysis, and “plan-
ning” required to achieve these spontaneous effects.

I shall not argue the point. I only wish to say that if it is
true, it leads me to the amazing realization that spontaneity
does not come by itself!

e Te v Diffionl
b A& g dh b J F L TY YY) b
[] A rather influential piano teacher once told me that she
found the Schubert piano sonatas very “difficult” to play well:
their simplicity is deceptive; there are really many musical

“problems” in them. Many people have complained to me that
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Now, I do believe that it is indeed true that there are very
few people in the world these days—compared with the nine-
teenth century, or indeed even thirty years ago—who play

Bach or Schubert musically (or anyone else, for that matter!).
But to say that it is “difficult” to play musically is the most
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mlsleadmg thing in the world!

Let me give you an excellent analogy (which many readers
will say is a very bad analogy). Is it difficult for a bird to sing
like a nightingale? It is indeed rare for a bird to sing like a
nightingale. The only birds who sing like nightingales are
nightingales, and among birds, there are comparatively few
nightingales (or am I wrong?). Therefore it is unconumon for a
bird to sing like a nightingale. But it is completely wrong to
say that it is difficult for a bird to sing like a nightingale. If the
bird happens to be a nightingale, then it is the easiest and most
natural thing in the world for it to sing like a nightingale. If it
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is not a nightingale, then it is not that it is difficult for it to sing
like a nightingale, it is simply impossible for it to sing like a
nightingale! Any non-nightingale who would try to sing like a
nightingale would only make a fool of itself. Fortunately, birds,
unlike people, are too sensible to try anything that ridiculous.
Now, it might happen that a bird who is not a nightingale, and
who has not been brought up with the idea that it should be
“original” or that “copying” another bird would be beneath its
“dignity” —such a bird might indeed hear a nightingale sing-
ing, become enchanted with the beauty of its song, and never
quite sing the same again. It might then sing niore like a
nightingale. But this is very different from “trying” to sing like
a nightingale, or saying “how difficult it is to sing like a
nightingale.”

Many will of course say that my analogy is terrible. After
all, they will say, the music of Bach or Schubert is not like the
singing of a nightingale; it is a highly refined, cultivated,
disciplined, and civilized art. It requires thought and practice
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to sing like a nightingale, but does this mean that it is
necessarily any different in spirit from the singing of a night-
ingale? I'm afraid that most professional musicians today, who

are essentially artisans rather than true artists, play in a
manner very dl ferent from the singing of a mgh

when a true artist 1 win Fisch
the singing of a mghtmgal And it is thls quality which so
many of our contemporary artists have lost!

Now, let me get back to the main point. I believe there is no

such thing as a musical “problem.” Either one’s temperament
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teacher I first told you about will never play Schubert beau-
tifully (at least not in this life!). It's not that she is lacking in
“gifts” or “talents” or anything like that; it’s just that her
personality is about as non-Schubertian as it can be. I'm not
saying that she was born this way (I believe everybody is born
more or less Schubertian, but society soon knocks it out of

78



THIS IS VERY DIFFICULT TO PLAY WELL!

one), but now she is this way. Yes, if her whole life changed
radically, if she lost some of her crazy inhibitions, if her true
unborn Schubertian nature were allowed to grow, then she
might play Schubert beautifully. But she never will as a result
of any effort to solve “musical problems.”

Let me conclude this essay with two jokes. The first is
about a man in a subway seeing, to his utter amazement,
another man reading a Jewish newspaper upside down. He
said, “How can you read a Jewish newspaper upside down?”
The other answered, “Do you think it's easy?”

The other story is actually a true one. Johnson and Boswell
were together at a concert in which some violin virtuoso had
just sweated through a very difficult piece Boswell said, “That

piece must have been very difficult.” Johnson answered, “Diffi-
cult? I wish it had been impossible!”

™ __._Y*T®_____ __
L 1TOD1CIILS
[ ] Once when I was playing for a musician, he complimented

me on the way I played a particular passage. He told me how
well I handled a certain modulation and added, “You don't

vha +Irahla hana lvad thie
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problem!”
I must say, I was thunderstruck! In the first place, I was not
even aware that there wasa modulation. (That shows how much

I know about music! I never think in terms of modulations. I do
not deny that they exist; I just don’t think about them.)In the

second place, I was totally unaware of any problem let alone
solving one! The whole idea of “problem solving,” especially in
music, strikes me as so weird! Not only weird, but most
disharmonious and destructive. Is that how you think of life, as
a series of problems to be solved? No wonder you don’t enjoy
living more than you do!
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To compliment a musician, or any other artist, on having
“solved problems” is to me absolutely analogous to compli-
menting the waves of the ocean for solving such a complex
system of partial differential equations. Of course the ocean
does its “waving” in accordance with these differential equa-
tions, but it hardly solves them. I do not claim to know
whether the ocean is or is not a conscious being, but if the
ocean does think (which wouldn’t surprise me), the one thing
I'm sure the ocean does not think about is differential
equations.

Perhaps I am allergic to the word “problem.” If so, I am
grateful for this allergy. Some of you will say I am only
quibbling about words. This is not so. It is ideas that count, not
WOTQS ﬂﬂu 1 DCIICVG lﬂd[ one WIlO lﬁﬁlb Ile lb bUlViﬁg pTOU'
lems” lives very differently from one who does not feel this way.
I believe my objection to the notion of “problem” is due to my
deep conviction that the moment one labels something as a
“problem,” that's when the real problem starts.

Rees an

cholars

P,

[ ] When I was young, I was intensely attracted to a very few
fields, and only to very limited areas within those fields. I had
absolutely no patience with the notion of a “general, well-

rounded education,” and I was (and still am) extremely resent-
ful that schools tried to force a opnpral education unon me
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rather than allowing me to pursue my own interests. A close
friend of mine at the time (a man ten years older than I) who
was a staunch defender of the existing school system—with all
its horrid battery of “required courses”—took a very disdainful
view of my attitude. He said, “As for me, I have all my life had
the ideal of being a cultured gentleman.” Now, I do not object
to one’s being a cultured gentleman, though the concept
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“cultured gentleman” strikes me as less nice than an actual
cultured gentlemen. And I find the idea of being a cultured
gentleman somewhat repellent. There is nothing wrong with
being a cultured gentleman, provided the “culture” comes as a
by-product of the pursuit of one's esthetic or intellectual
passions, rather than something to be pursued directly. I feel
much the same about so-called “scholarship.” If a person has a
healthy appetite for a field, he will in time acquire a good
knowledge of the field as a matter of course; he does not have to
set out.deliberately to be a “scholar” in the field. It is the
difference between what I might term the “natural” scholar
and the “studied” or “self-conscious” scholar. I still haven't
said it quite right' let me try again.

I love the artist or scholar whose activity is like the bee
pursuing the delicious nectar of the flowers. The bee has no
mind to become a renowned authority on which flowers
contain the best nectar; the bee simply loves nectar. In all
probability, the bee, through his actual experience will soon
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neighborhood—as good perhaps as any human scholar who
“studies” botany. And I say the bee really knows the flower
much better than the botanist. The botanist merely knows
about the flower; the bee knows the flower directly. The more
analytically minded reader might well ask, at this point, just
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directly” 1 wish I could answer him! The distinction is so
difficult to explain rationally, and yet it is of such vital
importance.

To return to my main point: what I am trying to say, of
course, is that I love the approach of the bee rather than the

approach of the self-conscious scholar. And I again emphasize
that I do not object to scholarship providing it comes as a mere
by-product of the pursuit of nectar. Of course, it may be that to
some, scholarship itself is a kind of nectar. To which I can only
say, “to each his own.” Indeed, it may even be that the very dry
pedantic scholar is, in his own weird way, pursuing his own
very dry kind of nectar.
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Four Types of Life

[]1 shall illustrate my p nt by considering musicians,
though what I have to say is equall applicable to other walks

=228 T=288S & 2286 - - d

of llfe.

The first type is the man who is always complaining that
he is not “getting anywhere.” He says that he does not learn fast
enough, that his fingers are very bad that day, that his memory
is poor, that he is not “with the music,” that things are too
“mechanical,” that he does not practice enough, that he
doesn’t have enough “self-discipline” to force himself to go
through all the gruesome, boring, painful details, that he
knows that discipline and self-denial are necessary for the
“perfection of an art,” but that he doesn’t have enough of these
qualities, etc. And so he complains and gripes and complains
and gripes, but through all this restless uneasiness, he pro-
gresses anyhow and eventually becomes a first-rate musician.
After he is first rate, he may continue to complain and gripe,
but this does not prevent him from being first rate. This
concludes my description of the first type.

Now for the second type: He is virtually the opposite. He is
with his instrument—say the piano—for hours and hours a
day, he is in a state of complete ecstasy, he just enjoys himself
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distinguish between “playing” and “practicing,” he has no
conscious idea of “improving,” he does not “try to play well,”
he has no idea whether he is playing well or playing badly, and
he couldn’t care less—indeed, he never listens to himself
playing, but only to the music that he is playing (just as you
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“good readers,” and with no thought that we are “progressing”

or “learning a skill”). That’s the whole point: our second type

approaches music without any thought that he is “learning.”

He is not “teaching himself,” he plays but is not consciously
“learning to play.” And so he plays merrily away all the hours of
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the day he can find, and never complains because he has
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nothing to complain about; he is enjoying himself too much!
However, he never progresses! Or to be more realistic, let us say
that he automatically progresses somewhat, but not in a way
commensurate with his talents. Let us say that he has the
capacity for becoming first rate, but because of his approach he
never does become first rate. People say to him of his playing:
“It is beautiful and moving. You have the true soul of an artist.
At moments it is as beautiful as beautiful can be. You sound as
if you so love and enjoy music. Certain passages in isolation you
play as beautifully as they can be played. But the composition
as a whole lacks cohesion, unity, depth, architecture, form, and
discipline. It is sad, you have first-rate talent and could be first
rate if only you would seriously apply yourself and use more
self-discipline.” This concludes my description of the second
type.

Well, dear reader, which of the two types do you prefer? Or
perhaps I should ask which of the two types do you find more
horrible? Speaking for myself, I find the first type a gruesome
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gruesome nightmare. Some may find great beauty, nobility,
and heroism in his willingness to endure so much dissatisfac-
tion for the sake of his “art,” but I still find such a person a

gruesome nightmare As for the second type, I find him not a
ghtma_e but rather sad. It is obviouslv sad that
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cond type sad. Must we choose between being of the first
or of the second type? I shall not argue the point here. I merely
wish to say that if that is the best choice life has to offer, then I
wish to offer my condolences to the universe.

Now T nnc]n ta concider twn mare fvnpc each nf which
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combines certain features of the first and second types.

The third type combines all the disadvantages of the first
and second. This type grumbles and complains away, finds
practicing very tedious and unpleasant, is constantly regret-
ting his lack of determination and lack of self-discipline, but
also gets nowhere. After a few years of this frustrating activity,

dee
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he is likely to give up his music altogether. He says things like:
“It is because my standards are so high that I have given up
playing myself. It is pointless to play just like an amateur.
Music is a great thing and should be attempted only bv those
with more talent and perseverance than I possess.” Yes, I
actually know people with this attitude! They also have a
tendency to be mercilessly critical toward those who do keep
up their own playing. They spend all their time and energies
criticizing others rather than developing themselves. Well,
what do you think of this type? I guess everyone will find this
type distasteful.

The fourth type (if he exists) combines all the advantages of
the first and second types His approach is very much like that
of the second type; he just enjoys himself for hours and hours a
day playing merrily away as spontaneously as a bird sings. He
has no grim sense of “duty” or “discipline” or “sacrifice,” he
just has an enormous love of beauty and pursues it relentlessly.
He may have a great critical faculty, but entirely on an
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passage over and over and over again, but he does not think of
it as “practicing” or “learning.” He does indeed sift and sort,
but he does not know that he is “sifting and sorting.” He is
much like a dog who is offered a dish containing a mixture of
good foods and bad foods. He spits out the bad foods and ea
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the bad foods; he is far too busy enjoying himself hunting out
the good foods. And so after the meal is over, if someone asked
him how he enjoyed his dinner, the doggie would say, “Deli-

cious! I found so many good foods!” (By contrast, the one of the
first type would say, “Horrible! Most of the food was bad! I had
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a hell of atime fmdmg enough good food to make a meal.”) And
so our artist of the fourth type is like our doggie; he has a
sensitive, discriminating snout and hence sorts and sifts out
the good, and bothers so little with the bad that he scarcely
remembers it—he just rejects it automatically. So therefore
this type is not so much “consciously critical” as “uncon-
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sciously selective and discriminating.” The behavior of this
type often fools other people completely. People hearing him
practicing may say: “This fellow is amazing! He has so much
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patience: ric Spenas nours ana nours on dactaiis: re nas so
much self-discipline! He does not balk at performing irksome
tasks. He is obviously highly self-critical, and that's why he
improves! He does not just take what his fingers give him, he

tells his fingers what to do, he masters his fingers rather than
allowing his fingers to master him. He schools himself, he
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dlsc1plmes hlmself, he overcomes obstacles, and that's why he
succeeds. He listens to himself and corrects himself.” Yes, that'’s
what people say of him, but they are totally wrong! In reality,
this man no more “evaluates himself” than the doggie selecting
the good foods evaluates his own performance as a “food
selector.” Of course the doggie becomes better and better as a
food selector with more and more experience, but the doggie is
not training himself to be a “professional food selector.” The
doggie is not conscious of himself at all, but only of the foods he
is selecting. And likewise our artist is not trying to improve
himself, but rather is automatically selecting those ways of
playing which produce the most beautiful results. Of course,
our fourth type ultimately becomes a first-rate musician just
like our first type, but what a difference of approach! The first

tvrma ha +tha mhitinn ~f ko ‘yrant FAand cnlantAr ”
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whereas the fourth type simply loves good food.
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s to Enjoy

[ ] One of my favorite sayings of Confucius is about education.
He said, “To know is not as good as to love. To love is not as
good as to enjoy.”
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Spanning fourteen centuries, we find the typical elghth
century Chinese eremitic poem going something like this
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My friend comes to visit me from across the hills.
We fill our cups and enjoy the classics together.

- "3

1an “study” or “learn.” Evidently the classics were something
be loved and enjoyed rather than “studied” or “learned.”
There we have the true Taoist concept of learning! For-
tunately this ideal is not confined to the ancient Chinese.
Spanning eleven more centuries, and several thousand miles
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similar attitude toward the education of his son. The following
passage is from William Lyon Phelps's book Robert Browning.'

In these days, when there is such a strong reaction every-
vlrl«nwn ~ e :nn# I-Ln n‘nn‘»--vn n--n rl-cnn 43 e 1o st
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esting to remember that Browning’s education was simply
the elective system pushed to its last possibility. It is
perhaps safe to say that no learned man in modern times

ever had so little of school and college. His education
denended absolutelv and exclu clvvlygn his inclinations: he
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granted him perfect liberty, never sent him to any “institu-
tion of learning” and allowed him to do exactly as he chose,
simply providing competent instruction in whatever sub-
ject the youth expressed any interest. Thus he learned
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counterpoint, as well as piano and organ), chemistry (a
private laboratory was fitted up in the house), history and
art. Now every one knows that so far as definite acquisition

of knowledge is concerned, our schools and colleges—at
least in America—leave much to be desired; our boys and

girls study the classics for years without bemg able to read
a page at sight; and the modern languages show a similarly
meager harvest. If one wants positive and practical results

one must employ a private tutor, or work alone in secret.?

.llluld.lldp()llb The Bobbs Merrili Company, Publishers, 1915.

’[1 must confess, I am puzzled by the clause “or work alone in secret.” What on
earth did Phelps mean?]
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The great advantages of our schools and colleges—except
in so far as they inspire intellectual curiosity—are not
primarily of a scholarly nature; their strength lies in other
directions. The result of Browning's education was that at
the age of twenty he knew more than most college gradu-
ates ever know; and his knowledge was at his full com-
mand. His favorite reading on the train, for example, was a
Greek play; one of the reasons why his poetry seems so
pedantic is simply because he never realized how ignorant
most of us really are. I suppose he did not believe that men
could pass years in school and university training and
know so little.

This passage interested me enormously; it is an absolutely
perfect expression of my own philosophy of education. Many
criticize this as being too “elitist.” They say, “This may be all
right for Robert Browning's father, who had plenty of money, or
for Robert Browning, who was doubtless an unusual child. But

Aatinr 13 hawdley ha Al k1L | g
this method of education would naraiy oe appiicaoie to tne

rough and tumble masses.” Unfortunately even William Lyon
Phelps kind of spoils the above passage by continuing: “Yet the
truth is, that most boys, brought up as Browning was, would be

utterly unfitted for the active duties and struggles of life, and
1nd(-‘(-‘d for 1]’\9 amenities of social intercourse. Wlth ninetv-nine
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out of a hundred, such an education, so far as it made for either
happiness or efficiency, would be a failure. But Browning was
the hundredth man. He was profoundly learned without ped-
antry and without conceit; and he was primarily a social
being.”

I am sad that P
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education is inapplicable to the masses. This attitude strikes
me as elitist! Why cannot schools—even, or perhaps par-
ticularly, elementary schools—have teachers of the spiritual

caliber of Robert Browning's father? I am thinking now of
elementary schools whose teachers have a Ph.D. or the equiv-

alent and preferably are world outstanding scholars. Yes, I am
suggesting the radical proposal that the intellectual cream of
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the crop should not be entirely wasted at universities and
graduate schools, but should be at high schools and elemen-
tary schools where they are even more sorely needed. This
would mean, of course, that their teaching hours would be no
greater than at universities, and their salaries no lower. This
might sound very expensive! But what better way could a
nation spend its money than on the true education of its young?
Some may think that an outstanding world scholar may be
wasted at an elementary school. But this is wrong! Children
recognize and appreciate true quality far better than many
adults realize.

To avoid misunderstanding, the last thing in the world that
I would want is that professors be forced to teach at elementary
or high schools! Each professor should teach where he wants. I
would like to see only that elementary and high school posi-
tions be made as attractive as those at universities. Ideally, I
would envisage elementary schools, high schools, colleges, and
graduate schools all on the very same campus, with a common

arhing ctaff wharva 1¢ micht ha 14o n far a nrafacenr
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to be simultaneously teaching one course at a college or
graduate level and another at a high school or elementary
school level. I think it would be marvelous for youngsters to

have frequent contact with college and graduate students.
Needless to say, I have all my life been against examina-
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primarily objecting to an employer who wishes to examine a
candidate for his competency for the job, nor to any institution
of higher learning that wishes to examine incoming students
for their qualifications to pursue their studies. What I really
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for the teacher of a course to have to report to others the
progress of the student. To report a student’s failure seems to
me like an utter betrayal! It is almost like brcaking the
Hippocratic oath. And it certainly destroys any decent rela-
tionship between teacher and student; it puts the tcacher in
the role of an adversary rather than a friend.

1g € examinatior
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As to required courses, the usual argument in their favor is,
of course, that students are too immature to know what is

“good for them” and that they should be “exposed” to things
which may later be found to be of interest or use. I have known

advocates of required courses who have said things like, “I'm
glad that I was forced to learn so and so; if I hadn’t been, I
would never have come to it by myself.” Now, it so happens that
my own personal experiences in life have led me to the utter
opposite point of view. I can honestly testify that I have never
benefited one iota from anything I have ever been required to
learn; all I got from all this was pain, frustration, heartache,
and bitterness.

The views of Albert Einstein toward his own formal educa-
tion deserve to be far more widely known than they appear to
be. He found the coercive process of being forced to cram all
sorts of stuff into one’s mind, whether one liked it or not, to
have had such a deterring effect, that after passing his final
examination, he could not bear to consider any scientific
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perfectly healthy beast of its voraciousness by forcing it to
devour continuously, even when not hungry. Einstein held it a
grave mistake to believe that the enjoyment of seeing and

seeking can be promoted by means of coercion and a sense of
duty. Indeed, he egard_ed it a_s .short_ nf a miracle that the
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strangled the holy curiosity of inquiry.

Of course some readers will say: “Yes, that attitude is all
right for Einstein, but we can’t all be Einsteins. Maybe for him
this coercive educational policy was not good, but for us
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which I wish to reply: Has it never occurred to you that this
attitude of Einstein may itself be one of the contributing
factors of his greatness?

Postscript: The following views of Emerson on college edu-
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cation also deserve to be more widely known than they
apparently are

I es were better, if they really had it, you would
need to get the police at the gates to keep order in the in-
rushing multitude.—See in college how we thwart the
natural love of learning by leaving the natural method of
teaching what each wishes to learn, and insisting that you

shall learn what you have no taste or capacity for—The
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made odious and unhealthy, and the young men are
tempted to frivolous amusements to rally their jaded
spirits.—I would have the studies elective. Scholarship is

to be created not by compulsion, but by awakening a pure
interest in knowledge. The wise instructor accomplishes

AL vwa was A4 AnaaNs VY & AR " a Swvviiipaioiive

this by opening to hlS pupils precisely the attractions the
study has for himself—The marking is a system for
schools, not for the college; for boys, not for men; and it is
an ungracious work to put on a professor.
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The Sage and the Dog

I wonder if there is in the ancient Chinese literature
anything to the following effect:

The Sa g€ alil tne Vo
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Of course, one might reply that dogs have four legs and sages
only two (or to be more precise, the average dog has four legs
and the average sage two). But this distinction is quite superfi-
cial compared with the profound similarity of the sage and the

dog. What is this profound similarity? Unfortunately I cannot
tell you, since I am neither a sage nor a dog.

A Zen Fragment

I read in a Zen sermon:

Toda‘y' I wish to talk to you about nundomg 1\10i‘1u0mg
means that there is nothing to be done and nothing to be
learned. So I must first talk to you about Nothing. But alas!
Any words I use to talk about nothing are so apt to miss the

point!”

What Is Zen?
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rational level, no one knows what Zen is. Indeed, if one knew
what Zen was, it would cease to be Zen. Trying to define Zen is
like trying to define jazz. One cannot know what jazz really is
unless one has heard it. As one jazz-ist said: “Jazz is a feeling.
It’s the feeling you get when you know you're going to get a
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feeling.”
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This reminds me, somewhat, of the reply given by the Zen
philosopher Daisetz Suzuki to the question: How would you
characterize the experience of Satori (Zen-enlightenment)? He
replied: “It is much like everyday experience, only about three-
quarters of an inch off the ground.”

Definitions are sometimes strange things! Except in math-
ematics and the exact sciences, they are apt to miss the point.
And even in mathematics (or rather the philosophy of mathe-
matics), Bertrand Russell gave the famous definition: “Mathe-
matics is the subject in which we do not know what we are
talking about, nor whether what we are saying is true.” The
logician Stanley Tennenbaum, in a celebrated invited address,
said of this definition: “The subject? I would have thought
there were others!” Well, Zen might be one such subject.
Indeed, Zen may well be the subject in which one does not
know what one is talking about, nor whether what one is
saying is true.

A graduate philosophy student, who took a course with me
in IOgiC, told me of a cour ae he once had in Zen. He described
the proceedings as follows: “On the first day, the teacher came

in and started talking a lot of nonsense to the class. The
students then answered with complete nonsense. Then the

teacher continued talking nonsense; the students again re-
annr]pﬂ unth nonsense anﬂ SO thic went on till thp pnr‘] of the
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hour. On the second day, exactly the same thing happened.
Indeed, this happened day after day until the end of the
semester. On the last day, the teacher gave all the students A's.”

I find the above incident delightful! Of course, I very much
doubt whether the procedure was quite as nonsensical as my
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keen observation of the philosopher Ludwig Wittgenstein, that
certain kinds of nonsense are important nonsense.
Is Zen paradoxical? In the last analysis, I believe the

answer is no. Of course, the entire Zen literature abounds in
paradox, but it seems to me that Zen-masters use paradox
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mamly as a technique to lead one to the state where the entire
duality between paradox and nonparadox is transcended.
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Getting back to the question of trying to define Zen (which,
of course, I am not trying to do), in my book The Tao is Silent' 1

characterized Zen as a mixture of Chinese Taoism and Indian
Buddhism, with a touch of pepper and salt (nartlcularlv

pepper) thrown in by the Japanese. I think this characterlza-
tion—particularly the part about the pepper—might give a
little of the flavor of Zen, but it was hardly intended as a
definition! It is of the same impressionistic character as
Suzuki'’s characterization of Satori or of the jazz-ists’ charac-
terization of jazz.

Let me close with a remark made by Professor Suzuki in a
lecture given at Columbia University: “Zen is not as difficult to
grasp as you Americans think. It’s just that in Zen, we call a
spade a nonspade.”

A Quintessential Zen Incident
[] Of all the Zen stories I know, the following captures the
quintessence of Zen as well as any.

The story is of a Zen-master who was delivering a sermon
to some Zen monks outside his hut. Suddenly he went inside,
locked the door, set the hut on fire, and called out, “Unless
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someone says the right thing, I'm not coming out.” Everybody
then desperately tried to say the right thing and, of course,
failed. Along came a latecomer who wanted to know what all
the fuss was about. One of the monks excitedly explained, “The
master has locked himself inside and set fire to the hut and
unless somebody says the right thing, he won’t come out!”
Upon which the latecomer said: “Oh my God!” At this the
master came out.

I hardly think this story needs any analysis. But for the few
readers who might find the story puzzling, a remark or two
may not be out of order.

'New York: Harper and Row, 1977.
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Obviously, what the master wanted was a response which
was wholly spontaneous. Any response which was “designed”
to persuade the master to come out would have ipso facto failed.
When the latecomer said, “Oh my God!” he was not “trying to
say the right thing”; he did not say it with any idea that it
would bring the master out; he was simply alarmed! Had
anyone else present said “Oh my God!” for the purpose of
getting the master to come out, the master would probably
have sensed it and accordingly would not have come out.

I also doubt very much that the master had only one
definite thing in mind as the “right thing to say.” Indeed, I
suspect that a purely nonverbal response would have equally
satisfied the master. If someone, for example, had tried to
break through the window and bodily drag the master out, this
might well have been enough for the master to have come out.
After all, the master was, in a way, acting like a lunatic (albeit a
highly enlightened one), and for the people there just to stand
around playing games with a lunatic—and on the lunatic’s
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would wish to discourage.
I still have not been able to say all I see in this very
remarkable story. One last thing I will say is that this story

illustrates as well as anything can how a situation can arise in
which trying to bring qnmethmo‘ about can be the very thmg
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[[] Are human beings like mountains and streams? I'll return
to that question later. Meanwhile, let me tell you the following
incident: I once made the mistake of telling a social scientist—
a very earnest, grim, rather joyless and “rational” person—that
I share the point of view of many of the Chinese Taoist artists
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and poets that human life, at its very best, is like “floating
clouds”—sometimes of this shape and sometimes of that. Now
this social scientist replied, “You mean human beings are like
monkeys?” I was nonplussed by this response, simply because I
have had virtually no firsthand experience with monkeys. I
have seen photographs and moving pictures of monkeys, and I
have seen them a little bit at the zoo, But I have never gotten to
really know a monkey, in the same sense as I know cats and
dogs. You see, with cats and dogs, I know them immediately; I
directly experience their Buddha nature. But with monkeys, I
have not yet had the privilege of doing this. But if I knew
monkeys better, I'm sure I would say, “Yes, monkeys, like
humans at their best, are exactly like floating clouds—also like
mountains and streams.”

This brings us back to the question: “Are human beings
like mountains and streams?” This is a profound question, and
there seems to be remarkably divergent opinion on the matter!
I think many people would say, “Of course they are different!”
ESpeCIauy those bro ngut up in a Jewish or Christian tradition
would say: “Humans are alive. They have souls. They are
rational. They have free will and make choices. They are capa-
ble of good and evil; they have moral responsibility; they are

capable of sinning,” etc., etc. On the other hand, there are those

ultra-mechanistic t}'ﬂnc—often in the computer sciences—who

say that human beings are basically like mountains and
streams; they are both causally determined mechanisms. The
human being (they say) may be a more complicated kind of
machine but is a machine nevertheless and subject to exactly
the same physical laws which govern the behavior of moun-
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and streams.
But what a ghastly, perverted way of looking at it! I don’t

know which of these two viewpoints I find more horrible! The

first emphasizes that aspect of religion I have always hated.
The second is completelv inhuman. I also tend to think of
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humans—at their best—as being like mountains and streams,
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but for such different reasons! in the first place, I'don’t think of
humans as machines. Second, I don't think of the universe as a

machine; I think of it as an organism rather than a mechanism.
Even if it is perfectly describable, using purely mechanical and

electromagnetlc laws, still thmk of it as an organism rather
than a mechanism. And I think of mountains and streams as
part of the organism of the cosmos, and a very beautiful part at
that. And since I like to think of human beings as also
beautiful, I therefore like to think of them—at their best—as
being like mountains and streams.

My attitude is very similar to that once expressed by a
Korean student of Alfred North Whitehead. In a philosophy
course, Whitehead was once explaining the philosophy of
naturalistic materialism. At the end of the lecture, the Korean
student excitedly came up to Whitehead and exclaimed: “How
wonderful! How beautiful! This means that the mountains and
streams which I have always so loved are exactly like us!”

the following queqtion: “Why does
MAa~a = demman 4 ~ee A e nesn 40
LJUCO 1L CriUUSE WV, U1 aoes ll. riave to: 1in
sure the vast majority of people today would answer: “It has to.
Water is not something alive or conscious, hence it has no
power of making choices. Water is something dead and inert.

Water runs downhill because it is acted on by the force of

gr:nnfv it ,hnc to r‘n this: 1t has no choice in the matter”
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On the other hand, more (so-called) “primitive” people,
who are more animistic in their general philosophical outlook,
and who tend to endow mountains and rivers with “spirits” or
“souls,” would more likely answer that the water chooses to
run downhill. If asked why the water chooses to run downhill,
they might be sorely pressed for an answer. Well, suppose 1
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were a primitive animist (which, incidentally, I am) and did
not know anything about the law of gravity. I would then

believe that water chooses to run downhill, but would be
puzzled \vlvrhy annncp n nhvmrlcf came a]nno Hﬂ(] tn]d me that
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it does not choose to, but runs downhill merely because of the
law of gravity. I would ask him to explain to me the law of
gravity, and he would. Then I would be utterly delighted and
say: “Wonderful! Marvelous! Amazing! How utterly beautiful!
Now I see why water chooses to run downhill! Of course! The
water at the top of the hill is obviously very uncomfortable
being subject to this unpleasant force, and hence, to relieve its
painful tension, flows downhill where it can be more comfort-
able and rest in peace. So I was right! Water always seeks the
most comfortable places.” I wonder if the physicist would feel
that I had somehow “missed the point”?

Interestingly enough, if you asked a pure operational
scientist, “Does water run downhill because it chooses to or
because it has to?” he would answer, “Neither.” You see, in
science proper there are no such notions as “choosing to” or
“having to”; science merely describes what things in fact do
happen. So the scientist would say: “It neither chooses to nor
has to. It simply does.” 1 find it delightful that most Zen
Buddhists would agree with him on this point.

>

Clod of
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[] Chuangste wrote the following marvelous passage on an-
other Ta01st Shen Tao (who, as the Americans would say, was
even more “way out”). The translation is that of Arthur Waley.'

‘Three Ways of Thought in Ancient China. London: George Allen & Unwin Ltd.,
1939,
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Shen Tao, discarding knowledge and the cultivation of selt,
merely followed the line of least resistance. He made an
absolute indifference to outside things his sole way and
principle. He said, “Wisdom consists in not knowing; he
who thinks that by widening his knowledge he is getting
nearer to wisdom is merely destroying wisdom.”

His views were so warped and peculiar that it was
impossible to make use of him; yet he laughed at the world
for honoring men of capacity. He was so lax and uncon-
trolled that one may say he had no principles at all; yet he
railed at the world for making much of the Sages. He let
himself be pounded and battered, scraped and broken, be
rolled like a ball wherever things carried him. He had no
use for “Is” and “Is not,” but was bent only on getting
through somehow. He did not school himself by knowledge
or thought, and had no understanding of what should come
first and what last, but remained in utter indifference.
Wherever he was pushed he went, wherever he was dragged

I'\n came, uns fo]'\‘n nc a feather that whirle at sverv naccing
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breath of the wind, or a polished stone that slides at a mere
touch.
Yet he remained whole; nothing went amiss with

him. Whether he moved or stood still, nothing went wrong,
and never at anv time dld he give offense. What was the
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trouble for themselves. They do not burden themselves
with knowledge, and yet never whether in motion or at rest
do they depart from what is reasonable, and for this reason
they never go wrong. That is what he meant by saying “all

. . . . .
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object; do not try to be better or wiser than other pcople. A
clod of earth cannot lose its way.”

The great men of the day used to laugh at him,
saying that Shen Tao’s principles were better suited to the
dead than to the living, and might astonish, but certainly

could not convince. (Chuangtse, XXXIII)
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The above is one of my favorite passages. It is interesting
how differently people react to it! One person to whom I read it
(a teenager whose parents are overly anxious that he do well in
school and have been pestering the poor life out of him!) found
this passage delightful and consoling. He said: “The passage is
great! That’s just how I feel; the guy reminds me exactly of
me!” But other people are horrified! One friend of mine, who is
successfully established in a profession, did not like the pas-
sage at all. He said, “I find it quite undignified to liken a
human being to a clod of earth.” I must say, this reaction
saddened me! What could possibly be undignified about a clod
of earth? For that matter, what could be dignified about a clod
of earth? If anything transcends these silly categories of dignity
and nuuulg,uuy, it is auxt:l_y a clod of earth!

Let me digress a moment on the subject of “dignity.” I find
nothing more undignified than a person who consciously
values “being dignified.” Does the Tao value dignity? Of course
not; it is far too dignified—in a purely natural and spontaneous

eance—tn have anv cnr\h mndionified nntinn ac Alcnlhl There
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is perhaps such a thing as “true dignity” and “false dignity,” or
perhaps “natural dignity” and “artificial dignity.” As perfect
examples of natural dignity, I would cite my dogs Peekaboo,
Peekatoo, and Trixie. Everyone who comes to the house com-
ments on them. As one dear friend said, “They must be seen to
be believed.” Another said about Peckaboo (the mother of the
others) “She is always a lady.” Now, Peekaboo was not trained
to be a lady! She has had true, natural dignity ever since she
was a little puppy. But she, like the Tao, does not place a

premidm on dignity. She seems totally unconscious of the
“concept” of rho'rnfv She would not recard it as “beneath her

wlivw s Migsiie Al 2w/ WwWALAWIAVAA Asdwa

dignity” to be undlgmﬁed, and in this lies her true dignity. And
so it is with humans. When my wife and I visited Greece, one of
the things we found most outstanding about the people of all
strata of society was their beautiful natural dignity—totally
without any affectation. It is the element of affectation, as well
perhaps as elements of snobbishness and “false pride,” which
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characterize artificial or false dignity as opposed to natural or
true dignity. Natural dignity comes close, I would say, to what
the Christians would call “humility.” And I don’t believe that a
person with “true” dignity would regard it beneath his dignity

to be a clod of earth.

After this digression, I would like to return to Chuangtse’s
passage on Shen Tao. Those of you who find the passage
disturbing, depressing, or shocking rather than enlightening or
inspiring, would you like to know something of my reasons for
finding it otherwise? Well, let us take some of the parts line by
line: Consider the first line: “Shen Tao, discarding knowledge
and the cultivation of self, merely followed the line of least
resistance.” Now, I love the idea of following the line of least
resistance! Here I identify myself completely with Shen Tao,
for all my life I have followed the line of least resistance, or at
least felt as if I did. Now, I am well aware of the Puritanical
attitude toward the notion of following the line of “least
resistance”; this, they say, is the path to indolence, inactivity,
aluuuuuaiu, arug auun,uon, sexual debaucher ry, and uiumatc
damnation. The Taoist attitude is totally different! To the
Taoist, “resistance” means resistance to the Tao—or better
still, “friction” with the Tao. The Taoist ideal is to avoid
friction with the Tao, and it is only erroneously thought by

[{] e_ ”
those who do not understand that this means “passivity

rather than “activity.” But actually it means neither. The point
is that if the Tao happens to be at rest at the moment, and you
persist in actively moving, then you will be moving through it,
hence generating friction with it. On the other hand, when the
Tao itself is in motion, and you are passively at rest, then the

Ton wrill lha lwmsclhing mact v1nis e AGS T b ncan wardl] Lo Lol il aea
1a0 Wil O€ orusning paat yYOou, 30 agalu there will be triction.

The idea, then, is to guide your movements by the movements
of the Tao; in this way you will generate no friction but rather
will be in tune with or in harmony with the Tao, as well as
avail yourself of the tremendous power that the Tao can
provide,

This same idea is nicely expressed in the I Ching (§52):
102
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“True quiet means keeping still when the time has come to
keep still, and going forward when the time has come to go
forward. In this way rest and movement are in agreement with
the demands of the time, and thus there is light in life.”

Next consider the line: “Wisdom consists in not knowing;
he who thinks that by widening his knowledge he is getting
nearer to wisdom is merely destroying wisdom.” Now, it might
seem strange that one who places a high premium on learning
and cultivation of the mind should find this line so attractive.
Superficially, it might well appear to be anti-intellectual. But
it does not have to be interpreted this way. The real point is
that much knowledge of facts does not necessarily constitute
true wisdom. Indeed, if a person cultivates knowledge for the
purpose of becoming wise, he is extremely unlikely to succeed.
Indeed, any knowledge cultivated for any purpose whatsoever
is unlikely to be of much benefit. Another even more important
point is that knowledge, despite its obvious benefits, does
sometimes have the unfortunate effect of only rernoving us

tﬂl\w\ Ll\ 'lvl‘\! L “.‘Im l I % ) I\I\ 'Tl‘\ l']t\!\ l‘\l\
irom that which is Ul primai uupu tdli This idea is beau-

tifully expressed elsewhere in the following passage of
Chuangtse.'

The knowledge of the ancients was perfect. How perfect? I
will tell you At first they did not know that there were
things. This is perfect knowledge to which nothing can be
added. Next they knew that there were things, but did not
yet make distinctions between them. Next they made
distinctions between them, but did not yet pass judge-
ments upon them. When judgement was passed, Tao was

Aactrnuvad With tha r‘oe trintinn nf Tan IﬂAi‘Y!A!IO] r\ropora
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ences came into being.

Next consider the line: “His views were so warped and peculiar
that it was impossible to make use of him.” I haven’t much to
say about this, other than that I love the style in which it was
written! The idea of “making use” of somebody!

'Composite translation.
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Now consider the line: “He was so lax and uncontrolled
that one may say he had no principles at all.” Now, to the more
Puritanical mind, absence of “principles” is associated with
unprincipled behavior. But to the Taoist, this is not so. A
typical Taoist remark such as “Give up advertising goodness
and duty, and people will regain love of their fellows” well
illustrates this point. The whole idea is that often the very
holding of a “principle” may be the major cause of acting out of
accord with the principle. To give some examples: A person
whose principle it is to be “spontaneous” will hardly succeed
by “trying” to be spontaneous. A person who believes that he
“should” love his neighbor as himself will probably never
succeed in doing so; he might succeed in being just to his
ut:lguum, but will hard u1y succeed in I‘eauy 10'\/‘11‘15 uuu—thc
reason being that the motivating force behind his “trying” to
love his neighbor is not love of his neighbor but adherence to
some moral principle. Now, if he would stop “trying” to love
his neighbor, if he would not have it as a “principle” that he

“shanld” love his neichbor, if he would ston fr\nno' to chanoa
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himself and stop trying for moral improvement, in short if he
would let himself alone, then there is a very good chance that
he would gradually grow more loving as the years went on.
Thus I say that having “principles” often defeats the very
purpose of the principles. So therefore when I read that Shen

" ”n
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behavior, but as simply not behaving this way “on principle.”
For example, he may have been extremely truthful, and yet
truthfulness may not have been one of his “principles.” Or he

may have been inoffensive, but not necessarily “on principle.”
Indeed, we read later that “never at any time did he give

AL W e A wicwr aAfAvwea waAl~w Lat® / VisAAaw WwRAwWE Alw

offense, so I must be right! So, I hope I have adequately
explained the difference between having a principle and acting
according to the principle. If you want a still more drastic
example, a clod of earth is inactive, but not on “principle”: it
does not “will” to be inactive (just as the sage is quiet because
he is not moved, not because he wills to be quiet). But, you will
shout, “a human being is not like a clod of earth; the compari-
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son is most undignified!” Well, shall we argue about that
again? I say a human being is like a clod of earth—at the least
the best of them like Shen Tao are! Yes, I believe on principle
that one should be exactly like a clod of earth. And it is because
I have this “principle” that I fail to be the clod of earth I so love!

I am getting weary of this “line by line” analysis and shall
content myself with a few general remarks. I found the bit
about letting himself “be pounded and battered, scraped and
broken, be rolled like a ball wherever things carried him” —I
found this bit screamingly funny. Some will find it more
pathetic than funny, but I wish to go on record as declaring it
funny. Some will claim he was “masochistic,” but I do not
believe it! I would say rather that he had the good sense to cope
_\Nith a lew SCTa‘pes iﬁ uw dnu (.llu not unu ll Ueﬁeatll Illb
“dignity” to be rolled about like a ball. His scrapes couldn’t
have been too serious, for it was said that through it all he
remained whole. And anybody who can remain whole through

it all has my respect!
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use for ‘Is’ and ‘Is not,” but was bent only on
somehow.” This line is so profound, that I ¢

adequate to discuss it.

l
etting throug
find no words

A Blade of Grass Does Not Quiver

F‘I A blade of grass does not quiver
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Unless there is a wind,

Or someone pushes it,

Or unless there is another reason.

Rare is the blade

Which quivers for no reason whatsoever.
These blades are my favorite!

They quiver only because they want to.
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The Sage Needs Nothing

|:| Aristotle in his Ethics makes the following superb remarks:

“The man in contemplation is a free man. He needs nothing.
Therefore nothing determines or distorts his thought. He docs
whatever he loves to do, and what he does is done for its own
sake.”

All T can say to these words is: “Ah! Yum-yum! How
perfect! How is it that Aristotle in four short sentences has put
my entire philosophy of life into a nutshell?”

A skeptic, at this point, might well reply: “Fine! It sounds
very nice, and all that, but is it really true? A man in con-
templation needs nothing? You mean he does not even need
food? He can live without food?”

Rather than give a “rational” answer to this skeptic, I
would prefer to quote a Chinese philosopher who, I think, went
even one better than Aristotle. He says: “The Sage needs
nothing, not even life.”

t I lr "L I L “‘AM' Te 1ed
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philosophy of life into an even smaller nutshell. I was recently
discussing all this with a sociologist. Now, this sociologist is of
the so-called “rational” type, and so he, of course, took excep-

tion to this. In particular he could not understand what could
be meant by the sage’s not “needing” life? He asked, “What on
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earth does it mean to ‘need’ life?” Then he thought for a while,
and interpreted it to mean being “indifferent” to life and death.
To me, this interpretation seems all wrong! If the Chinese
philosopher had instead said, “The Sage is indifferent to life
and death,” I would not have liked it nearly as well! Well then,

T h tad thia + +3 Jhat o ls +3
since I have re_,ec;eu tnis .n;erpre;auuu, what alternative

interpretation do I have to offer? Curiously enough, I have no
alternative explanation to suggest. I can give no “rational”
explanation of what it means to “need” life, yet I understand

what it means perfectly! There are those, of course, who would
cham]v denv this Thpv would say that unless a person can
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explam what he means, then he really does not mean
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anything at all. (This is like the so-called “Socratic fallacy”
which is that unless one can define a term, one does not mean
anything by the term.) My point of view is about the opposite. I
believe there are many highly significant terms and sentences
such that any attempt to explain ‘them only obscures their true
meaning.

I find it of interest that many people who vehemently deny
that a certain word is meaningful will themselves use the very
word in a psychologically unguarded moment. The following
brief dialogue, though imaginary, is not too far removed in
spirit from dialogues I have actually heard.

Rationalist: I don’t understand you! I really don't under-
stand you at all! You keep on using this word “mystical” but
have never once defined what it means. Frankly, I have no idea
what it means, nor what it even could mean. Indeed, I suggest
that the word “mystical” has no meaning whatsoever.

Mystic: I think you are looking far too far afield for its
meaning Actually its meaning is not the least bit subtle, but is
as pxa‘m as uayugm It lies under your very mnoseE, and for this
reason you overlook it.

Rationalist: 1 still can’t understand you! You are being too

mystical.

Why Do You Wish to Be
Tnlicohteanad®
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[] Suppose you wish to get “enlightened.” You do it, e.g.,
through the path of Taocism, Zen Buddhism, or some form of
yoga. Now, suppose a person asks you: “Why do you wish to get
enlightened? What is your purpose in getting enlightened? For

whose sake are you seeking enlightenment? Is it td benefit you

or to benefit society?” Now, the amazing thing is that however
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you answer, you will find yourself trapped! Suppose you
answer, “For my sake.” Then people will descend upon you with
the fury of hell and say: “You selfish egotist! Just as I thought!
You care only about yourself! You don’t give a damn about
others! So you with your enlightenment will become internally
peaceful and serene, but how will that help the problems of the
world? So, I was right about the whole subject of enlighten-
ment! It is a purely selfish enterprise!” '

On the other hand, suppose you answer, “I primarily wish
to help others, but I must first get enlightened myself before I
can spread enlightenment to others.” Well, if you give that
answer, then people will descend upon you with the fury of hell
and say: “You arrogant conceited egotist' Just as1 thougbt‘ So
it is up to you to enlighten others, eh? You the great prophet
must go forth to teach others! You cannot be content to live a
simple life of your own—ah no! You have to be in the limelight;
you have to be this great ‘saint’ and ‘sage’ and be the ‘savior’

of mankind! So I was right! This whole ‘enlightenment’

”
business is just to feed people’s vanities!

What can you do when people speak to you like this? Alas, I
wish I could tell you; I wish I could help you! But unfortunately
I am not yet a complete sage.

Satori

In Eduard von Hartmann's magnificent book Philosophy of
the Unconscious ' (which, incidentally, all of you should read)
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occurs the foll ow1ng wonaer ful passage.

To wit, conscious thought can comprehend the identity of

the individual with the Absolute by a rational method, as

we too have found ourselves on the way to this goal in our

inquiry; but the Ego and the Absolute and their identity
'London: Kegan Paul, Trench, Trubner & Co. Ltd., New York: Harcourt, Brace
& Company, 1931.
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stand before it as three abstractions whose union in the
judgment is made probable, it is true, through the preced-
ing proofs, yet an immediate feeling of this identity is not
attained by it. The authoritative belief in an external revela-
tion may credulously repeat the dogma of such a unity—
the living feeling of the same cannot be engrafted or thrust
on the mind from without, it can only spring up in the
mind of the believer himself; in a word, it is to be attained
neither by philosophy nor external revelation, but only
mystically, by one with equal mystical proclivities, the
more easily, indeed, the more perfect and pure are the
philosophical notions or religious ideas already possessed.
Therefore this feeling is the concept of mysticism.

The whole content of this passage was alternatively expressed
by a Zen master when he once said about Satori (or enlighten-

ment): “It is like drinking water and knowing yourself that it is
cold.”

proof that the water is cold, nor does he perform elaborate
scientific experiments to prove that the water is cold with
probability such and such, and he certainly doesn’t have to
take it on “faith” or “authority” that the water is cold; he
directly knows that the water is cold. Nor does he require a
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questions as, “At precisely what temperature should water be
declared cold?” No, he doesn't have to do any of these things to
know that the water is cold. Is this not remarkable?

On Trying to Obtain Enlightenment

[ ] There was a delightful scene in the movie version of I Love
You, Alice B. Toklas, in which the main characte
Peter Sellers—was walking on the beach with his guru, and the
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guru said, "It is very important that you find yourself.” The
man replied, “I am trying to find myself” The guru replied,
“Only after you have stopped trying will you have found
yourself.” The man then replied in a voice of pleading despera-
tion, “I am trying to stop trying!’

Had I been the guru, I would have added, “Stop trying that,
too!” I don't think it very possible that he could have tried that.
This is, I don't see how one could very easily try to stop trying
to stop trying, since things at this point are getting con-
ceptually too complicated.

This calls to mind the following story: A Zen student went
to his master in a very exuberant state and said: “Master, it is
wonderful! I have gotten rid of all conceptualization, all
ulbcurblve Inougnl, 1 ﬂdVC gU[[CH rlu Ul e'v‘er‘)fuuug' VVlld.I. UU
you think of that!” The master replied, “Get rid of that, too!”
The student replied: “But Master, you don’t understand! I have
gotten rid of everything!” The master replied, “Very well, since
you won't get rid of that, by all means carry it with you.”

(3 K3 o“ . ” - .
The futility of “trying” to get enlightened is best expressed

by the following passage, a portion of a discourse of the
Chinese Zen Master Tsung Kao:
“If you use one iota of strength to make the slightest effort
obtain Enlightenment, you will never get it. If you make

such an effort, you are trying to grasp space with your hands,
--vL:t\,L o anlaca A - oo &~ Ac -rneeee G:MA.”
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Monastery?

[] 1t should be clearly recognized that despite many diver-
gences and oppositions, Mysticism and Logical Positivism are

L
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closel Yy aiicd. bou, ior examp;c, repuaiate, or seek to elimi-
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nate, Metaphysics. For example, the Buddha, when asked
whether the soul survives bodily death, categorically declared
such metaphysical questions should not even be asked—they
have no bearing on the problem of deliverance from pain
(salvation). Many questions—such as the mind-body problem,
free will versus determinism, existence and survival of the
soul—are rejected by positivist and mystic alike, the former on
the grounds of lack of cognitive meaning, and the latter on
somewhat divergent grounds, one of them being that these
questions are too “dualistic.” Even the very question of mon-
ism versus dualism might be rejected by a mystic on the
(paradoxical?) grounds of being too dualistic!

Yet, of course, the positivist will reject many of the asser-
tions of some mystics as being totally meaningless (e.g., “time
is unreal,” “all is one,” “there is a cosmic consciousness”). So,
of course, there are also major divergences between the two
attitudes. But I am here concerned more with their similarities
than divergences
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between the two, which sort of combines opposition with
agreement, and is each of them precisely by virtue of the fact
that it is the other! Mystical as this last statement may sound, I
think I can illustrate my feeling behind it by the following

imaoinarv dialooue
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Positivist: How good to see you again! Twelve years! And all
this time you really spent in a Zen monastery?
Mystic: Oh yes!

:
Positivist: How come you di
n:

Mystic: What do you mea

Positivist: Don’t you recall the long protracted con-
versations we used to have about mysticism, and the fact that
after much resistance you finally acknowledged that it is all
utter nonsense?

...... NC ~~e urse T 2
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Positivist: Then how come you went anyhow? What were
your reasons?

Mystic: Reasons? I don't know that I had any reasons, I just
went!

Positivist: Well, did you accomplish your goal? Did you
attain this thing called “enlightenment” or “Satori”?

Mystic: Yes.

Positivist: How do you know you attained it? What proof do
you have?

Mystic: Proof? None that I know of. The fact that a certified
Zen master attested to my Satori is hardly proof that I attained
Satori. How do I know I attained Satori? I don’t know how I
know, I just know. Satori is one of those things which when
once attained requires absolutely no proof for its recognition.

Positivist: I have heard much about the so-called inef-
fability of Satori. But is there really nothing you can say about
it to give me at least some idea of what it feels like? Did it not

give you any insights which you can in some way describe?
AMuctine Nh cartainlul T Aan't thinlk Qatnri ic a2ll that inaffa_
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ble! Much of it—perhaps most of it—is, but certain aspects are
indeed describable. And one important insight in particular,
perhaps the most important insight of all, certainly is de-

scribable and will be of particular interest to you. Indeed, this

is the main purpose of my v151t-
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Mystic: Well, as you said, twelve years ago we spent many
and many an hour arguing the validity and meaningfulness of
various mystic claims. You set up many formalized languages,
and we together made many charts of the various possible
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and you carefully demonstrated that under all the possible
combinations of meanings, none of the mystic assertions made
any sense. And as you said, I resisted all this month after
month using counter-argument after counter-argument. But
you demolished all my counter-arguments one after the other

untll finally I had to admxt complete and total defeat. Not only
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did you set up a precise definition of meaning and show that
mystic statements are meaningless according to this defini-

tion, but you were even sufficiently charitable to invite me to
propose my own definition of “meaning.” I proposed many,
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many of them, and you then patiently went through the time-
consuming process of showing me that according to every one
of these definitions of “meaning,” all the mystical assertions in
question are meaningless—and this, mind you, under every
combination of meanings of all the ambiguous terms of the
statements. Thus your analysis was absolutely exhaustive (and,
I might also add, exhausting!). So finally reason compelled me
to admit that I was wrong and you were right. But what
happened was this. Although on purely rational grounds I was
forced to admit that you were right, on purely emotional or
intuitive grounds I felt with every ounce of my being that you
were wrong. Although I could find not the slightest error in
your argument, I could not help but feel that somewhere there
lurked a serious error which I was simply not intelligent
enough to uncover, or that your whole basic approach was
somehow wrong. But my reason told me that this simply could
not be; to claim it was would literally involve a contradiction.
So which should I trust, my reason or my intuition? This
situation plagued me for months, and got more and more

= hle i 3 3
unbearable. Finally I could stand it no longer, and I decided to

trust my intuition, and so I entered a Zen monastery.
Positivist: Oh, so you did have a reason for going! Why did
you tell me before that you went without a reason?

Mystic: I did not say that I went without any reason, I said
at I did not know of any reasons why I went. Indeed I had no
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reasons; my reason told me not to go. I went followi
intuition, not my reason.

Positivist: How unreasonable of you!

Mystic: Obviously! On the other hand, if I had not gone, it

could be said “How un-intuitive of you!”

Dncn‘nncf Wp" nt anv rate vou I‘\a\m nnf vet taold me of
AV 2SN Y & L \v-ll, <32 9 Al J lub\r J i AiGA Y W AdNJL J\tb L\JANA dAALW A

what great insight you attained upon achievement of Satori.
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Mystic: I am coming to that! I went to the Rishi and after
much discussion of my problem, he decided it best that I pick
my own koan.' Naturally I picked the question, “Does mysti-
cism have any meaningful validity?” And so I struggled with
this question for twelve hard years, not from the logical point of
view which I had already settled with you, but from the point
of view of understanding my real feelings concerning the
matter. At last I attained Satori, and answered the koan. The
answer was “No, mysticism does not have any meaningful
validity!” I rushed excitedly to my master exclaiming, “So
mysticism is a lot of nonsense! It is a lot of nonsense!” And my
master embraced me with tears of joy, exclaiming, “At last you
are a true Mystic"' Then I reflected on all the past con-
versations I had with you. So you were right after all!

Positivist: Then I don’t see what you have gained. You
already admitted I was right twelve years ago!

Mystic: Of course I admitted you were right! My reason told

e that you had to be. But as I told you again and again, my
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Now, for the first time in my life, I am capable of intuitively
knowing that you are right.

Positivist (stunned): I hardly know what to say.

MystiC' What would you like to say?

Positivist: I mean that I do not know whether to regard
your present situation as a triumph for me or as a defeat. On
the one hand, you now realize fully that I was right—this, I
guess, is a triumph. On the other hand, the reasons I gave you
twelve years ago were evidently not good enough for you. No,

you had to acquire your present mystic intuitive insight into

the meaninglessness of mysticism by employing the very

O

mystic techniques I so deplore. So from this point of view, the
situation is for me a defeat. On the verbal level, you acknowl-
edge the correctness of my position, yet your very method of

2A Lane £ mrahlame slvam he Zam Mactave i ne na lagica atian: 1
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ultimate reality.

114



IS ZEN PARADOXICAL?

arriving at this conviction can be interpreted as an indication
that in some sense I must be wrong. So therefore, as I said, I do
not know whether I have triumphed or have been defeated.
Mystic: I am sorry that you structure the situation in such
a personal and competitive manner. One could also ask
whether I have been defeated or have triumphed. If the
recognition that my former opponent is right is to be looked
upon as a defeat, then I have been defeated. But on the other
hand, the very fact that mystic techniques have succeeded in
bringing my intuition into harmony with my reason, whereas
rational techniques have failed to do this, does show a sort of
triumph of mysticism over rationalism. So I too can be said to
have triumphed in one sense and been defeated in another. But
tr uuuuuy .I. [€€l neluler a [rlumpﬁ nora (.lt.lCdl 1[1 a Wdy UUH’I Ul
us can simultaneously claim triumph and defeat—indeed, it
might be said that each of us has been defeated by virtue of his
very triumph, or, to put it more optimistically, we have each
triumphed by virtue of our very defeat. But it is better still not

.
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context. Something far more important has emerged from all
this than the purely personal questions of whether you or I
have won or lost. What has truly emerged is this.

Mysticism is not a set of beliefs, but purely a state of being,
like bei g fat, or being musical or being
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state; it is only assertions bout the state which are true or false
or sometimes meaningless. So the important thing about the
mystic is not his assertions about the state, but his being in the
state. So of course most of the mystic assertions about the state

are hoth nnc:tnnchpa”v mpanlnclpcc and of nao real imnaortance
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to the true mystic, since they sxmply fail to hit the mark. I spent
so much time with you discussing only statements about the
mystic state instead of actually entering the state and knowing
what it is really like.

Positivist: So now you have entered the state and really
know firsthand what it is really like.
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Mystic: Oh yes!
Positivist: And you cannot tell me more about it?

Mystic: I can and will in due time. But for the present, the
part which I believe is most helpful for you to know is that
entering the state implies a full realization of the inadequacy of
sentences to describe the state. All those sentences are totally

meaningless, just as you have always said!

116









The Fruit of Knowledge

[ ] The reason Adam ate of the fruit of knowledge was that he
didn’t know any better. Had he had just a little more knowl-
edge, he would have known enough not to do such a damn fool
thing!

Can we return to the Garden of Eden? Well, if we returned
completely, if we entered again into the complete state of
innocence, we would no longer have the knowledge to prevent
us from eating the apple again. And so again we would fall out
of grace. It seems, therefore, that to regard the Garden of Eden,
the state of innocence, as the perfect state is simply a mistake.
It has the obvious imperfection of being internally unstable
and self-annihilating.

Too bad there weren’t two trees of knowledge in the Garden
of Eden, a big tree and a little tree The only knowledge to be
imparted by the little tree should be, “It is a mistake to eat of

the big tree.”

What Is There?

[ ] Someone once had the following idea for a question on a
physics examination: “Define the universe, and give two
examples.”

I thought of the following variant of this question: “Define
an entity and give a counterexample.”

Quine starts his famous essay “On What There Is” with the
words: “A curious thing about the ontological problem is its
simplicity. It can be put in three Anglo-Saxon monosyllables:
‘What is there?’ It can be answered, moreover, in a word—
‘Everything.'”

This reminds me very much of an incident in Oscar
Mandel’s delightful book, Chi Po and the Sorcerer.! (One thing
ICharles E. Tuttle, Co., Rutland, Vermont, and Tokyo, Japan: 1964.
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that attracted me to this book is the subtitle: “A Chinese Tale
for Children and Philosophers.” I bought this book because I
felt qualified as a reader on both counts—certainly on the first,
and possibly on the second.) In this story, the boy Chi Po is
taking painting lessons from the sorcerer Bu Fu. At one point,
Bu Fu is looking at Chi Po’s painting and says: “No, no! You
have merely painted what is. Anybody can paint what is! The
real secret is to paint what isn’t.” Upon which Chi Pq was very
puzzled and said, “But what is there that isn’t?”

Is Man a Machine?

[ ] Recently I was with a group of mathematicians and phi-
losophers. One philosopher asked me whether I believed man
was a machine. I replied, “Do you really think it makes any
difference?” He most earnestly replied, “Of course! To me it is
the most important question in philosophy.”

I had the following afterthoughts: I imagine that if my
friend finally came to the conclusion that he were a machine,
he would be infinitely crestfallen. I think he would think: “My
God! How horrible! I am only a machine!” But if I should find
out I were a machine, my attitude would be totally different. I
would say: “How amazing! I never before realized that ma-
chines could be so marvelous!”

Intuition versus Reason

[ ] 1 find it remarkable that people argue about this! Argu-
ment involves reason which is already loading the dice. When
reason itself is on trial, one can hardly expect reason to be the
judge! When people on the side of reason claim reason to be
more reliable than intuition, they give reasons to support their
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belief. Those on the side of intuition claim their intuition tells
them that intuition is superior to reason.

Can reason ever be in conflict with intuition? Why cer-
tainly! There are false reasons and false intuitions. But valid
reason obviously cannot be in conflict with valid intuition,
since truth cannot be in conflict with truth.' The real question
for any person is which is more reliable—his intuition or his
reason! For another person to say “you should trust your
intuition” or “you should trust your reason” is obviously
foolish; how does #e know?

Well, which should the person trust? How do I know? Well,
how should you decide which to trust? By consulting your
reason or your intuition? I don’t know that either.

One thing I do know: Certain people called “rationalists”
make the definite claim that the only reliable road to knowl-
edge is through science and reason. This claim is one of the
most remarkable dogmas I have ever heard! I have seen many
reasons given to support this claim but they are unbelievably
bad! Yet, of course, the claim may be true. It may be true but
not provable (not even with significantly high probability). I
myself do not know of a single valid reason to support the
claim. And my intuition tells me that it is exceedingly unlikely.
But my intuition may be wrong. In which case, the claim is
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surprised if the rationalists recognize the truth of this claim by
virtue of some valid mystical intuition which I lack.

Spontaneous Hedonism

My introduction to philosophy—or rather one of my intro-
ductions to philosophy—was somewhat unfortunate. I was
about fourteen years old at the time. A philosopher several

'Or can it?
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years my senior asked me, “Raymond, what do you want most
out of life?” I instantly, spontaneously, and unhesitatingly
replied, “Pleasure!” The philosopher then proceeded to try to
show me that this answer was “irrational.” He said: “Suppose
you had before you a glass of very delicious poison. You know
that it is fatally poisonous but that it would afford you great
pleasure to drink it. Would you?” I replied, “Of course not!” He
said, “Why?” I said, “Obviously, because I know that the stuff
would kill me, and hence that whatever pleasure I would lose
by not drinking it would be negligible compared with all the
future pleasures in life I would miss by dying prematurely.” He
said: “Ah, so it is not pleasure, but reason which is the criterion
of your actions!” Now it so happened that I did not know the
meanmg of the word “criterion” at the t time, but was ashamed
to admit it. So I was therefore nonplussed and could offer no
reply. The philosopher then triumphantly continued, “So you
see, you are really living for reason, not for pleasure!” A week

later our conversation continued and I told him that I did not

lnow fhp umrﬂ nrﬂprlnn Affpr he pvn]mnpr‘ it tome I at once
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saw the idiotic fallacy of his whole argument, and I must have
been furious at the deception! I exclaimed: “Oh, for heavens
sakes! Your argument does not show that I am living for
reason, or that reason is the criterion of my actions! No, no;
pleasure is indeed the criterion. It is just that I use reason to
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the tool, not the end. To put it otherwise, I might live by reason,
but not for reason.” He could find no reply to this, and
sheepishly, yet with a strange embarrassed but disdainful
smile, said “Oh!”

This memory has left a very bad taste in my mout th for
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philosophy! What was wrong wuh this philosopher? Why
couldn’t he distinguish between using reason in one's life and
living for reason as the aim of one’s life? Was he bcing just
dense, or was he being sophistical? I still don’t know! At any
rate, the conversation then developed along more helpful lines.
He told me that I am what is known as a “hedonist,” and he
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then carefully distinguished between the doctrine of “ethical
hedonism,” which asserts that one should have pleasure as the
goal of one’s life, and the doctrine of “psychological hedonism,”
which claims that the pursuit of pleasure is the goal of our
lives, whether we realize it or not. According to this doctrine,
even our so-called altruistic acts are in reality purely selfish,
because they are undertaken only for the pleasure it gives us to
act altruistically.

When 1 first heard about ethical hedonism, I burst out
laughing! The idea that one should do the very thing one wants
to do struck me as so funny! Psychological hedonism struck me
much more favorably, and this is the ethical philosophy I
tended to hold most of my life. I no longer do. Let me try to give
yUU SoImne lIIUlLdUUIl WIly

In the first place, I am extremely skeptical of our ability to
know the motives of our acts; indeed I am rather of the opinion
that the vast majority of our more important acts are per-
formed with no motive at all! 1 know this sounds strange to

.
most Westerners—particularly those who are psychoanalyt-

ically oriented—but this is nevertheless the way I see it.
Certain of my acts have a “purpose,” but the more important
ones do not. For example, if I am walking to the library to get a
book and someone asks me why I am walking, I can honestly
say “for the purpose of getting such and such book.” But if
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regard the question as both hostile and ridiculous. I wish to go
on record as saying that in general, I do not read books for any
purpose. Yes, it has sometimes happened that when I had to
read a book in order to pass some stupid exam, then I had a

purpnose in reading fhp book—uviz. tO pass 1he exam. But in
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general when I read a book which I love and enjoy, I think it is
completely misleading to say that I am reading it for some
“purpose.” The psychologist may say that I really do have a
purpose but that for some reason my knowledge of the purpose
has been repressed, so the purpose is purely “unconscious.”
But why must I listen to such psychologists? And the psycho-
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logical hedonist will tell me that when I read a book which I
enjoy, and claim to have no purpose in reading it, my real
purpose is the enjoyment which the book gives me. But why
nmust I listen to the psychological hedonist? Just because I do
get pleasure from reading the book and have no other motive,
why does it follow that I have this one, i.e., the pleasure of
reading? If the hedonist answers, “But if it were not for the
pleasure of reading the book, what other reason would you
have for reading it?” then I would say that he is totally begging
the question by assuming that there must be some reason. Why
does everything have to have a reason? I realize only too well
that the whole Western so-called “rational and scientific tradi-
tion” has it that everything which happens has some cause or
reason, if only we can find it. It is sadder still that most
Westerners delight in this fact! Well, my attitude is much more
like that of many of the classical Chinese poets who regard
life—even human life—as being like floating clouds—some-
times assuming this form and sometimes that, or sometimes
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How does the psychological hedonist know that whatever I
do is for the purpose of obtaining pleasure? Is this assertion
supposed to be analytic or empirical? Of course, one can easily
make it analytic by giving a purely operational or behavioris-

tic definition of “ n]pncnrp . clmhlv define an act to hp h]pn-
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surable” if it is the type of act which the organism tends to
pursue. Then, of course, psychological hedonism becomes true
but at the cost of total triviality. No surely the psychological
hedonist means more than this when he asserts that pleasure is
always the goal of our actions. But then, on what empirical
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be devised which could ascertain whether pleasure is always
the goal of our acts? Now, I know by direct introspection that
pleasure is sometimes the goal of my acts. But to conclude that

pleasure is always the goal of my acts strikes me as completely
unwarranted.
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There is a variant of psychological hedonism, which we
might call “instantaneous hedonism,” which strikes me as far
more plausible. And that is the doctrine that we always do
precisely that which gives us the greatest pleasure at the very
moment! But this is very different from saying that pleasure is
our goal. It seems to me that the goal of an act must always
occur later in time than the act itself. If, for example, I am
going out to dinner and I choose one restaurant rather than
another, it is likely that I do so with the goal of having the more
pleasant meal. But while I am actually eating the meal, it
strikes me as sort of odd to say that I do so for the purpose of the
pleasure it gives me. Yet, it is probably the most pleasurable
thing I could do at the moment. Thus instantaneous hedonism
seems more plausible than the more usual psychological
hedonism. Actually, the epistemological status of instan-
taneous hedonism is a bit strange. Is it a tautology or is it an
empirical statement? I really don't know. Yet it has, at least for
me, a sort of weird ring of truth to it. I would not go so far as to
say that I uecessarny believe it. But I would not be auI“ancd
if—unlike psychological hedonism—it were true.

Incidentally, I do not believe, as do some, that psychologi-
cal hedonism is something inconsistent or “demonstrably
false.” I feel virtually certain that it is not disprovable. The
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WHALINWAL BAAWAY & WAW LIVE WVUwilw Vw 4V AALL TAAGAL CALAWA W AV ALV avv“

reason why I should believe it—and besides, it strikes me as
rather counterintuitive.

There are some who object to hedonism on ethical
grounds. They feel that hedonism is somehow or other an
apology for “selfishness.” To me, this charge is totally unfair! I
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known are hardly any more selfish than their opponents. If
anything, they are only more honest about the question. Of
course some hedonists are what I would call ‘intellectually
dishonest” (or perhaps they are just plain stupid) when they

assert that all people are equally selfish since all they do is to
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pursue their own pleasures even when they are acting in an
allegedly “altruistic” manner. Surely, now, this sophomoric
fallacy is obvious to almost all of you! Even if psychological
hedonism were absolutely true, it would not in the least follow
that altruism is but another form of egoism! An altruistic act
(as I understand it) is by definition one which is performed
with the intention of benefiting others. Even if it were true that
one wishes to benefit others only because of the pleasure to
oneself in doing so, this nowise obviates the distinction be-
tween an intention to benefit others and an intention which is
not an intention to benefit others. To say they are really the
same (since they are both ultimately motivated by the desire
for pl'easure) is just as silly as saying that red and green are
r‘eauy I.IIC SaIre, blnce m ll'lt lab[ aﬂalySlb me‘y are DOlﬂ COlUfb
Thus it is ridiculous to use hedonism to try to prove that there
is no such thing as altruism. But why am I saying all these
obvious and elementary things?

There is another form of hedonism I wish to consider,
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hedonism is not in any sense a doctrine, but is rather an
attitude toward life. Unlike psychological hedonism, it does
not say how we do behave, and unlike ethical hedonism, it does
not prescribe how we should behave. Since it is not really

doctrine, I should perhaps speak of the “natural hedonist”
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hedonist is the one who says “What I value most in life is

pleasure.” There is 0bv1ously nothing to prove or refute about
this; it is simply a statement of fact. Some people do value
pleasure more than anything else; others do not—it is as
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into two types: the natural individual hedonist, who values his
own pleasure above everything else, and the natural social
hedonist, whose main value is people’s pleasure (or better still,
the pleasure of all sentient beings).

I must again emphasize that natural hedoms

something which can be either proved or refuted; it can only be
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sanctioned or frowned upon. I guess relatively few moralists
would condemn natural social hedonism, whereas I imagine
most moralists would sharply condemn natural individual
hedonism. But is natural individual hedonism necessarily all
that bad? What about a person who happens to be extremely
sympathetic and whose main pleasure in life is to make others
happy? Surely you would not condemn him for pursuing this
pleasure! Would it make any practical difference if such a
person claimed to be an individual hedonist rather than a
social hedonist? That is to say, does it make much difference
for a person who does in fact value other people’s happiness,
whether he does so for the pleasure it gives him or whether he
values other people’s happiness as an end in itself?

To summarize my main points: (1) ethical hedonism is
simply silly!; (2) psychological hedonism is an unwarranted
dogma, but it would be extremely difficult, if not impossible,
to disprove it; (3) instantaneous hedonism is more plausible,
but it would still be very difficult to prove or disprove; (4)

mate al hadAnic Jai~Arlh T Fanl ic tha rmact hanact fAarem ~F a11) 3
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not really a doctrine, and perhaps for this reason, should be
taken the most seriously; (5) no form of hedonism is really
“immoral,” and it is not very nice of moralists to say that it is.

Why Argue about a Definition?

[[]1 believe it is sometimes very important that one should

arcita alhntiit a2 Aafinitinan Thic far fram a moraluy madantis
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enterprise. The words we choose for our own use have a major
effect in coloring our thinking and in determining our emo-
tional attitudes toward things. Let us consider the following
dialogue.

Naturalist: To me. nature i
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S eve . We are immersed
in the idea of nature. Everything we do i p art of nature. Natur
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flows right through us. We are Nature, or at least of nature.
Nature is everything.

Theist: 1 disagree. To me, God is the ultimate reality.
Nature is the physical; God is the spiritual.

Naturalzst. I do not deny the spmtual reality which you
affirm. If it exists, then I would call it part of nature. To me,
Nature is everything.

Theist: Then you are not using the word “nature” in its
proper sense. God created Nature, but God is not the same thing
as Nature.

Naturalist: What do you mean “proper sense”? Some in-
deed use the word “nature” as you do, others use it as I do. I
doubt that the meanings of either of the words “God” or
“Nature have oeen sumc1ent1y standardized to justify refer-
ence to “proper” or “improper” usage.

Theist (a bit exasperated): But “God” and “Nature” simply
mean different things.

Naturalist: I do not deny that what you mean by “God”

A A A A:fF, F s ATt ” D¢+ T
does indeed umer irom wnat you mean u_y nNawure. puitim

not so sure that what you mean by “God” differs from what I
mean by “Nature.”
Theist: Then why should we argue over a mere definition?

We both accept the existence of the ultimate reality—whatever
that may be. Whv not call it “God"”?

Naturalist: Why not call it Nature?

Theist: (After a pause) No, that would never do. After all,
when I pray, it would sound sort of silly to begin with “Dear
Nature” instead of “Dear God.”

Naturalist: And for me, it would never do to use the word
“nnr] ”

Theist: Why not?
Naturalist (after a pause): I have always called mysclf an

atheist. And I think it would sound strange for an atheist to say,
“I believe in God.”
Theist: But you do believe in the ultimate reality. What's
i

the difference what name you use for it? Wh3; not call i t “God"?
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Naturalist: Of course I believe in the ultimate reality; who
doesn’t? But if I said “I believe in God,” I really think I would

be giving the listener a false impression. Look, everybody
believes in the ultimate rpnhtv__whmh is nothine more than
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the sum total of all there is. But would you not say that some
people are atheists and some are not? Or do you believe that
everyone is in fact a theist, whether he calls himself one or not?

Theist: That is a very difficult question to answer.

Naturalist: It seems to me that the phrase “ultimate real-
ity” is absolutely neutral, whereas the word “God” is psycho-
logically highly loaded. I believe that to switch to the word
“God” would in fact amount to far more than accepting a
nominal definition—it would probably change my entire emo-
tional attitudes toward life.

Theist: And is not the word “Nature” also emotionally
loaded?

Naturalist: Of course it is! When I say “everything is Na-
ture,” I am saying far more than if I were to utter the silly
Lautmogy‘ cver‘yuuug is t‘:‘ver_‘y‘uliug The statement t‘:'v‘t‘:i‘y-
thing is Nature” does not pretend to be a statement of fact, a
logical or scientific “truth,” or to be positivistically meaning-
ful. It is simply the expression of a feeling which is essentially

mystical.
Thoict* And dnec no
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Naturalist: Yes it does, but not the same mystical feeling
which I wish to express. I think this is precisely the reason we
are each so reluctant to change our vocabularies.

I believe the last statement of the naturalist is absolutely right.
The naturalist and the theist really have different purposes, and
each uses the terminology best suited to his purpose. Uniform-

ity of vocabulary is of course important to avoid ambiguities in
conversation. But speech and thought have far more purposes
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than just to avoid amblgulty.
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Pragmatism and Truth

[[] 1 am certainly no pragmatist. Indeed, the idea strikes me
as most odd that because a proposition seems true to one and

“works” for one, that therefore the idea is true (or is true for the
one). So far I have stated that I disbelieve pragmatism, but
what proof do I have that it is false? Good question; what proof
do I have? Well, my favorite refutation of pragmatism (not that
I don't have others) is, of all things, on pragmatic grounds.
Pragmatism seems false to me, and has never worked for me,
ergo on pragmatic grounds I am perfectly justified in calling it
false. That's the end of my argument! With it, I have silenced
every pragmatist I have met.!

There is another form of pragmatism (which I am not
absolutely sure should be called “pragmatism,” but which at
least has strongly pragmatic overtones) which I now wish to
consider. I am thinking of the position which does recognize
absolute truth and absolute falsity but which nevertheless
Uelleves Lﬂdl ll lb au rigfl[ to ém(‘)race a [dlse GEIIC[ provmeu
the false belief proves beneficial to the believer as well as to
other people around him. I am thinking of the type who says,
“Of course I believe so-and-so’s beliefs are wrong, but he seems
ever so much more happy and helpful since he has adopted

* . . . .
them, so perhaps it's a good thing he believes those things after

all.” Now the opponents of this position are usually dedicated
to the shrine of truth; they believe that the pursuit of truth is
the most important thing in life and that one should never

compromise with the truth for the mere sake of its possible

utility.
“mAcT ~ sl ~f ...:,l ~<r ’I‘L
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main purpose of this essay is to point out to the critics of this
type of pragmatism a certain interesting feature which they

have possibly not considered.
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All right, then, let me fully agree with the critics that the
pursuit of truth is the most important thing in life. Let me take
even a possibly exaggerated position on this and go so far as to
measure an individual’s worth by his capacity to know the
truth or better yet to discover new truths which are of value to
others. Does it follow from this that it is therefore undesirable

that such an individual believe something false? My answer is,
not necessarilv! Snppgse thp Fnlcp hphpf does not merelv have
l
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truths whzch he would otherwzse not know? This may sound

crazy, but I have in mind the following type of situation:
Suppose the man is a scientist, one who has great scientific

ability but who gets into some emotional crisis which makes it

m ™m no Ha ic tntall 1mmahla ¢
impossible for him to continue working. He is totally unable to

learn, and he is totally unable to discover or create. What
should he do? Most people these days would probably suggest
that he try to get psychiatric help. (Of course, some extreme
anti-pragmatists who also believe that psychiatry itself is
based on false premises would not even approve of that, but let
that point go). Well, suppose psychiatry turns out to be of no
help to him at all; either his analyst is incompetent, or
psychiatry itself is not competent to handle his type of prob-
lem—or to put it more charitably to the psychiatrists, he is not
the type who is amenable to psychiatric treatment.? At any
rate, psychiatry has not helped this scientist. Then out of the
blue, the scientist has a fantastic religious conversion but
happens to embrace a religion which is totally false”® But this

false religious belief totally restores his former serenity, and he

?This may be an unwarranted assumption. I know at least one psychiatrist who
believes that everyone is amenable to treatment.

3Again, a possibly unwarranted assumption. I question whether any religious
beliefs can be correctly characterized as either true or false. Some logical
positivists will agree to this and characterize such religious beliefs as “mean-
ingless.” But I question that too! I don’t believe that for a sentence to be

mpamnoﬁll it must be either true or false. But this is an prrpmp]v subtle
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matter which would take me far afield.
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is accordingly able to work again. As a result, he discovers
valuable scientific truths for the rest of his life.

Now, how do you worshippers at the shrine of truth react to
this situation? We have here the curious case of a person who
discovers many important scientific truths by virtue of holding
a belief which is false! So is it or is it not better that he hold
this false one?

Some might reply, “Well, in an exceptional case like this,
all right, but surely there should be some saner method of
avoiding emotional disturbance than by embracing false be-
liefs.” I quite agree with this. If a saner method can be found, I
would of course prefer it. But what if a saner method cannot be
found?

Another OUquwu to my pOilu of view was rece _‘y‘ aised
by someone. This objection is really quite silly, but I think I
should briefly consider it on the off chance that some readers
may suffer the same misunderstanding. The objection is: “How
can anyone in his right mind deliberately try to believe

cnmptl‘nna \lll‘\‘lr‘h ]"Ip nrpcpnfl\l AIQI"\D]IDIIDQ ;ncf ]‘\ ca11ee ]‘\0
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believes it would be beneficial to do so?” As I say, this
represents a total misunderstanding of what I am advocating.
Of course I don’t believe that a person should, or even could do
anything that foolish! I am not advocatmg that you try to

believe things you regard as false just because it will help you.
TL A My -y “r\.ﬁ ‘I\' Y R o W a Vol ‘-A--'_-“—A ALLA-.A R Ty
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believe things you regard as false. Mor strongly, I am saying
that even if your most cherished ideal is the pursuit of truth,
you should realize that if someone else believes something you
regard as false—or even if the belief really is false—this belief

may well free him to have other beliefs which are true and
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which otherwise would not have been accessible to him.

Moral Responsibility

[[] There are some who claim we are “morally responsible for
our acts” and who feel it to be of the utmost importance that
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we recognize and acknowledge our responsibility for the things
we do. Then there are those who believe that free will and
choice are only illusions and that we are not responsible for the
things we do.

In my opinion, both points of view are equally horrible,
equally damaging, equally crippling—at least for many peo-
ple. Suppose one is told, “You are morally responsible for your
acts.” Then he may very well feel extremely guilty, anxiety
ridden, worried as to whether he will “choose to do the right
thing,” and more generally uncertain as to whether he has any
right to exist. On the other hand, if he is told, “You are not
responsible for your acts,” he will at best find these words
shallow, hollow, and totally unconvincing, or more likely still,
will feel highly insulted and resentful at being spoken to as if
he were a mere mechanism, and will suffer a feeling of terrible
impotence as if he somehow were incapable of having a say as
to how he should manage his own life. So in short, to be told we
are morally responsible only induces harmful guilt, and to be

fn]r] we are nnt anlv indiicee imnntence And cince onilt and
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impotence are both bad (in my opinion), I am therefore against
both the affirmation and denial of moral responsibility.

I also wish to say something about the one who affirms or
denies moral responsibility. As I see it, anyone who tells people
they are morally responsible is an ego-assertive sadist, and
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holds himself morally responsible is a masochist, and anyone
who says to himself, “I am not morally responsible” is only
trying to relieve his own guilt feelings which should never have
been there in the first place. Thus I am strongly against both the
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There is one natural argument against my position which
at once leaps to the mind: Just because I personally react
adversely to being told either that I am or that I am not
responsible, does not mean that others react the same way.
Why then do I project my problems on others? I can only
answer that if you feel better off thinking of yourself as morally
responsible, then by all means do so. Or if you feel better off
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thinking you are not responsible, then again by all means do
so. I am not against a person’s having either of those two
attitudes about the conduct of his own life. (Indeed, I suspect
that if a person takes either of these two attitudes, he knows
what he is doing and probably has a sound psychological
reason.) I am not against having these attitudes for oneself, but
only against telling other people that they are morally respon-
sible or that they are not. What I have just said is not quite
right; it is silly for me to reprimand those who tell others what
they really believe. So rather than say that people shouldn’t tell
others that they are responsible or that they are not responsi-
ble, let me say that I simply feel sorry for, and wish to give
moral support to those who, like myself, have been told such
horrible uuugs

I am, of course, here considering the question of moral
responsibility from the viewpoint of its helpfulness or harmful-
ness rather than from the viewpoint of its truth or falsity.
Volumes could (and indeed have) been written on the question

nF url-\pfhnr lt lc frnp or falce that we are morallv rpcnnnm]'\]n
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Let me say at once that I regard this question as unanswerable
(though I think it is not without interest to try to answer it).
Indeed I, like many logical positivists, suspect that the ques-
tion may well be a pseudo-question. I believe the statement
“We are morally responsible for our acts” is in itself neither

tr110 rmar fales | s r\v\‘.' a waflant (and A M Aartnanrn a) An
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the state of mind of the one who utters it. Nevertheless, feelings
of moral responsibility are very important and very real. I
know these feelings are real, since I have experienced them.

And I believe these feelings are very bad. Likewise, “feelings” of
not being rpqnnnmh]e are very real. and. for reasons I have
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already given, equally bad.

Let me tell you an incident: I know one computer scientist
who takes a completely deterministic attitude toward the
entire universe including human beings. He and I were once
discussing Skinner, and he said: “Of course we all know that
free will and moral responsibility are mere fictions. But they
are useful fictions and should be encouraged.” My thought to
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this was: “How horrible! I would never encourage belief in
what I held to be a fiction, regardless of how useful it might
be.” But what I replied was: “I do not believe free will is a
fiction. As to moral responsibility, I am not against it on any
scientific or philosophical grounds, but, curiously enough, on
moral grounds. I simply do not think it is nice to hold people
morally responsible.” He thoughtfully replied, “That's
interesting.”

Whenever anyone tells me that I am morally responsible, I
argue that I am not. And when anyone tells me I am not, I
argue that I am. This is not due to mere perversity on my part!
I merely try to restore the balance. If someone forced me to
drink excessive alkaline, I would immediately try to neutralize
it by drinking acid, and vice versa. So when anyone tries to put
poisonous ideas into my system, I immediately try to neutral-
ize them by ingesting the opposite kind of poison.

The whole question of moral responsibility is 51mply a
nightmarish duality. How wonderful to be like some people I
have known who are free of all this! They act as freely as birds
in flight, without being fettered by any feeling of “being
responsible” nor by any feeling of “constraint by past causes.”

I can think of no better conclusion to this essay than to

quote the following passage of Chuangtse, which says even
better what I am tm n to say:
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Unawareness of one’s feet is the
mark of shoes that fit.
Unawareness of one’s waist is the
mark of a belt that fits.
Unawareness of right and wrong is the
mark of a mind at ease.

Postscript: In this essay I have tried my best to expose the
notion of “moral responsibility” for the nightmarish duality
that it is. It is really ama7mg‘—and frlghtenmg—the number of

questions which have been raised which loglcally speaking
seem to demand a “yes” or “no” answer but which are really
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such that both answers are somehow wrong, and more signifi-
cantly still, are both extremely harmful. One such question is,
“Am I morally responsible?” Another such question (which
seems to me less damaging, however) is, “Do we have free
will?” Interestingly enough, Nietzsche in his Beyond Good and
Evil says much the same thing about free will as I have said
about moral responsibility. Here is what Nietzsche says:

“If anyone should find out in this manner the ‘crass stu-
pidity of the celebrated conception of ‘free will’ and put it out
of his head altogether, I beg of him to carry his ‘enlightenment’
a step further and also put out of his head the contrary of this
monstrous conception of ‘free will’: I mean ‘non-free will."”

This passage really strikes me as the most sensible thing I
have ever read on the question of free will. Nietzsche later
makes the following remarks:

“And in general, if I have observed correctly, the ‘non-
freedom of the will’ is regarded as a problem from two entirely
opposite standpoints, but always in a profoundly personal
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manner: some wii not 5xvc up their xcopuumuuuy nceir
belief in themselves, the personal right to their merits, at any
price (the vain races belong to this class); others on the
contrary, do not wish to be answerable for anything, or blamed

for anything, and owing to an inward self-contempt, seek to get
out of the business, no matter how. The latter, when ihnv write
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nals; a sort of socialistic sympathy is their favorite disguise.”

Can God Be Stubborn?

[] In Mackay’s stimulating article “Brain and Will”* he con-
siders the following problem. Suppose that the universe is

'D. M. Mackay, “Brain and Will," Listener, May 9, 16, 1957 (reprinted in Faith
and Thought, vol. 90, 1958). Also reprinted in Body and Mind, ed. G. N. A. Vessey
(London: George Allen and Unwin, Ltd., 1964).
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totally deterministic; all phenomena, including personal deci-
sions, are completely determined in advance by, say, purely
physical laws. Would it then, in principle, be possible to
predict correctly another’s behavior? The answer is no, as his
following example shows. Consider a subject who is asked to
choose between porridge and prunes for breakfast. Suppose he
chooses, say, prunes. Now, present is a super-physiologist who
perfectly knows the present brain state of the subject as well as
the present configuration of the entire universe. The question
is, can the physiologist predict to the subject what the subject
will choose? If the subject is stubborn, then the answer is
clearly no. The subject might well say, “If you tell me that I will
choose prunes, then I will choose porridge' if you tell me that I
will choose porridge, then I will choose prunes.” Under these
circumstances, it is logically impossible for the physiologist to
predict correctly to the subject what he will do.

This, of course, does not mean that it is impossible for the
physiologist to know what the subject will choose; it is just

that he cannot correctly tell him. The physiologist could, for

example, write his prediction on a piece of paper and refuse to
show it to the subject until after he has chosen. At any rate, the
subject’s choice will depend on what the physiologist first
does—i.e., on whether he predicts “porridge,” “prunes,” or

remains s | ent. So we mlg--f. further observe that in order for
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choose, the physxologlst must first know what ke will do.
This, then, suggests the following variant of the situation.

What happens if the physiologist and the subject are the same

person? Now the fun begins! Suppose the physiologist knows

. . - . . 3 3 .
that in five minntee hic wifa ic anino tn ack him whether he
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wants prunes or porridge for breakfast. Now, the physiologist
knows so much about the universe, and is so clever and facile,
it should take him only three minutes to compute what he
shall choose. But suppose the physiologist is also very stub-
born and decides, “If my calculations come out that I will

choose prunes, then I will deliberately choose porridge, and
vice versa.” Under these conditions, it is logically impossible [or
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the physiologist to predict even to himself what he will
choose.? On the other hand, if the physiologist is not in a
stubborn frame of mind, then it may in principle be possible
for him to predict what he will do. So whether he can make

such a predlctlon or not may depend solely on his decision
whether to be stubborn or not! In other words, it is in Ais power
to determine whether he can predict the future or not. But, for
all we know, the world may be determined, in which case it is
determined whether he decides to be stubborn or not. I could
carry this analysis still further, but I am getting a little weary!

Let me now return to the case where the super-physiologist
decides to be stubborn, and is stubborn. Then, as we have seen,
he cannot predict his future. Assuming still that the universe is
deterministic, this means that he is not capable of knowing all
the laws of the universe—in other words, he is not omniscient.
So the upshot of our argument is that it is logically impossible
for a being to be both omniscient and stubborn. From which a
theologian might be happy to draw the conclusion “God is not
stubborn.”

In conclusion, let me remark that the whole question of
“determinism” is really not central to our main point. This
point can be stated without reference to determinism at all;

indeed, it can be stated in the simple truism, “A being cannot
nredict what ha will da if he refiicece tn dn ulhat he pred}cts
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Afterthought: I can imagine an omniscient being who, for some
strange reason, wants to be stubborn, but who also does not
want to lose his omniscience, and who realizes that he cannot
have both. I can just imagine such a poor being saying, “Gee, I
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omniscience; what can I do?”
2Yet the physiologist might know what he will choose. He might, for example,
have an appetite for prunes, and none for porridge, and so he might damn well

know he will choose prunes. But “know” in this sense is very different from
ability to predict in the sense of calculate.
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Vignettes
A Thought on Mysticism

MiI think mvsticism m10hf be characterized a
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those propositions Wthh are equlvalen to their own nega-
tions. The Western point of view is that the class of all such
propositions is empty. The Eastern point of view is that this
class is empty if and only if it isn’t. |
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Eastern and Western Philosophy in a Nutshell
[] Easterner:And therefore our supreme aim is to understand
and emancipate the mind from the troubles and anxieties of
life.

Westerner (anxiously): Oh no! Troubles and anxieties have
survival value!

Another Thought on Mysticism

[0 I have sometimes wondered if mystics—or rather mystic
acnirant ra nnt 1 Attac ~F o +hi i AL el

aspirants—are not in quest O sometning winicn most peopie

already have?

A Remark on Kant’s Categorical Imperative

[0 It recently occurred to me, quite to my surprise that in
rejecting Kant's Categorical Imperative,' I am implicitly obey-
ing it, since I do indeed will it as universal law that everybody

reject the Categorical Imperative.

Magic Objects
[0 Wouldn't it be funny if things were really such that physi-

cal nhlec‘tc existed onlv when thev were not nercelved_! That is,
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while they were not seen, felt, heard, etc., they existed perfectly
well, but the minute one perceived them, they went out of

'Which is the principle that one should perform only those acts which one wills
as universal law that everyone perform.
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existence; they would then appear to exist, but the appearance
would be only an illusion.

The funniest thing of all is that such a universe is logically
possible!

A Remark on Wittgenstein

O In the Tractatus occurs the well-known passage, “My
propositions are elucidatory in this way: he who understands
them finally recognizes them as senseless...whereof one can-
not speak thereof one must be silent.”

Many have complained that the first sentence is nonsensi-
cal. Of course if it is taken literally, one can reason that if a
proposition is understandable, then it cannot be senseless, and
hence the sentence itself is contradictory y. But why take it so
literally? Rather, I would interpret it to mean “The purpose of
these propositions is to induce certain psychological changes
in the reader, in particular to induce certain critical attitudes.

If the reader does adopt these critical attitudes and applies

thoem tn thece verv nronncitinne than tha nranncitinne will
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have served their purpose.”

This is rather reminiscent of the joke about a merchant
who wished to sell fish heads to a customer and told him that
fish heads are great brain food, that they make the eater smart.
And since they have such marvelous value to the brain, they
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exhorbitant price and ate it on the spot. After a few moments of
reflective silence, the customer said, “It just occurred to me,
what sort of a deal was this anyhow? At the market one can buy

a whole fish for far less than you charged for just the head!”
Upon which the merchant said, “See, it is alreadyv mnkmc you
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smart!

Is Science Incompatible with
Taleoloov?

[ vlvv&vs J L]

The biologist Jacques Monod has said: “The scientific
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attitude implies what I call the postulate of objectivity—that is
to say, the fundamental postulate that there is no plan, that

there is no intention in the universe.”

This viewpoint strikes me as ridiculous! I am not asserting
that there is a plan in the universe, but only that there could
be, and the existence of such a plan is neither implied by nor in
conflict with Science as we know it.

Let us consider the following concrete situation: An earth-
quake occurs in a small village, killing and maiming many of
the inhabitants. In this village there are both priests and
atheistic scientists—geologists, let us say. The priests point out
to the survivors what extremely sinful lives the inhabitants
had been living and assert that the earthquake was a punish-
ment from God—or alternatively, a lesson from God to the
inhabitants to mend their ways. The geologists of the town
laugh at the “superstitious” priests and assure the survivors
that the sinful lives had absolutely nothing to do with the
earthquake, offering them a purely rational geological expla-
nation instead. So in short, the pi‘iESLS claim that the smmng of
the inhabitants was the cause of the earthquake, and the
geologists claim that the sinning had absolutely nothing to do
with the earthquake. Taking both their claims literally, it

seems to me that both could be wrong, but if both claims were

changed just a little (in a manner I will later indicate), then

although they would still superficially appear to contradict
each other, I claim they could both be right.

What I have in mind is this: It seems logically possible that
eons ago God planned the laws of physics in such a way that
the universe could then run by itself without any further
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intervention, and without any “miracies.” But the laws were so
planned that earthquakes would occur most often in places
which were desolate or inhabited by “sinful” people. This may
sound ridiculous, but it is logically possible. It would involve

fantastic ingenuity to plan such a universe, one in which

everything which does happen “should” happen, but such a

universe is not self-contradictory. Therefore it is possible that
this universe is such a universe. (Even without a God, it is
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logically possible—though fantastically improbable—that this
universe is such a universe.) So let us suppose that this
universe is such a universe. Then the priests of our village
would not be quite right in saying that the sinning of the
people caused the earthquake; rather it would be that the
sinning of the people and the earthquake had a common cause
(way back!) and were, so to speak, synchronized. It is because of
this synchronization that the geologist would not be right
either when he said that the sinning of the people had “nothing
to do with the earthquake.” (True, the sinning did not cause the
earthquake, but it had something to do with it in the sense of
synchronization.) Thus as I say, in such a universe, the priest
and the geologist are both wrong. But now, suppose they both
modified their statements as follows: The priest says, “The
purpose of the earthquake was to reform the surviving inhabi-
tants,” and the geologist says, “The cause of the earthquake
was such and such unstable formation.” Then I say, both could
be right. To repeat my point, God could have seen to it in
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would be perfectly correlated with sinful living.

I am not saying that I believe our universe is in fact like
this. But I believe that it could be and that there is no logical
incompatibility between a purely causal and a purely tele-

ological explanation of t--mgc happening as they do. The
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the principle of syncretism (carried to a theological extreme),
was a very poor one from other points of view. In the first place,
I do not believe in any such thing as “sin”; I chose this merely
because it has figured so prominently in so many religiously
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earthquakes would be a most inefficient “sign from God” that
people had best change their ways. But-the important thing is
not the peculiarities of the example I chose, but the idea of

synchronization which it illustrates.
Ithink that some of the aversions one mav have to teleologv
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are due to some of the hideous teleological explanations given
in the past, e.g., that the purpose of syphilis is to “punish
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sexual immorality.” Indeed, there is much teleology in the
Bible which is simply not acceptable to our present ethical
tastes. So by all means, then, let us reject such and such
particular teleological explanations, but this does not mean
that we must throw away teleology altogether!

The reader might ask, “But why should I accept teleology?”
My answer is that there is absolutely no reason why you
should, nor do I believe that you should. The fact simply is that
some people are so constituted that they can no more conceive
of there being no purpose in the universe than others can
conceive of things happening without a cause. Scientific think-
ing and teleological thinking are both extremely fundamental
to human nature. My purpose is not to prOpagandize for
teleology, but merely to point out that the two types of thinking
are nowise incompatible.

I cannot help recalling that when Laplace finished his
Celestial Mechanics, some woman criticized it on the grounds
that in it he had made no mention of God. Laplace answered,

"
But I had no need of such a hypotheS}s He was, of course,

perfectly right. From Newton’s laws, a great deal could be
explained about the motions of heavenly bodies, without any
appeal to anything like “God” or “purpose.” The laws are
indeed sufficient unto themselves (insofar as they are accurate).
But this does not mean that there is no purpose for the planets
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the laws themselves cannot constitute the slightest con-
firmation or refutation of the proposition that the laws them-
selves have a purpose.

Mysticism and Color Vision

[] In Chapter VII of Bertrand Russell’s book Religion and
1

Science '—the chapter entitled “Mysticism”—one of the thing
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'New York: Henry Holt and Company, 1935.
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Russell considers is how one can objectively test the validity of
certain insights claimed by mystics. To quote, “As men of

scientific temper, we shall naturally first ask whether there is
any way by which we can ourselves obtain the same evidence
at first hand” Russell then goes on to consider the claim of
some that by practicing certain yoga breathing exercises, one
would then obtain firsthand direct perception. But then Rus-
sell doubts that upon returning to a normal mode of respira-
tion, he would be sure whether the vision was to be believed. It
is this doubt which I wish to discuss.

If this doubt is justified, then it seems to me that there can
be no valid way of investigating the claims of mystics. If the
mystics are right (which I am not claiming), then it seems that
there is no possibie way someone like Russell could ever know
it! And it seems to me lamentable that skeptics should be
forever cut off from a source of possibly significant truth.

Later on in the chapter, Russell discusses effects of nitrous
oxide and compares them with effects of alcohol. As he points
out, the drunkard who sees snakes does not imagme afterwards
that he has had a revelation hidden from others. Indeed it is
true that most alcoholics do not believe in the reality of their
delusions but recognize them as sheer delusions (sometimes

even when they are having them). But it appears (as related by

. . . . .
William James and others) that with nitrous oxide, people

come out of it with a strong feeling and conviction that the
intoxication has produced highly significant revealed truths
which are normally inaccessible. However, Russell claims that
from a scientific point of view, no distinction should be made
between the effects of alcohol and those of nitrous oxide.
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distrust of any so-called “insights” incurred under an abnormal
state. Now is it really scientifically sound to reject insights
incurred under an abnormal state on the mere grounds that

the state is abnormal? This is the second question I wish to
consider. I can well understand the fear (which I share) of
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subjecting oneself to an abnormal state for the purpose of
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obtaining insights. But this is very different from rejecting the
insights of others who have been in such a state.

At this point I wish to consider an important analogy.
Imagine a planet in which all the inhabitants suffer from some
chemical deficiency, and as a result are all color-blind. Now
consider that someone takes a drug, which among other
effects, temporarily removes this deficiency, and so the taker,
for the first time in his life, sees the world in all its glorious
colors. And as the drug gradually wears off, the world gradu-
ally returns to its drab black and white. Now suppose the
investigator is of a critical and scientific turn of mind. What
should he conclude? Should he reject this experience as hallu-
cinatory? After all, it was incurred in an abnormal state
(abnormal, that is, relative to the other inhabitanis of the
planet). And how would others react to his account of the
experience? How could he even describe the experience? What
words can convey color sensation to one who has never
experienced it? He would have to use such mystic terminology
as “ineffable.”

Suppose further (to complicate matters) that this drug, in
addition to inducing color vision, had horrible side effects, like
inducing frenzy, violence, and murder (which sometimes hap-
pens, e.g., with LSD). So suppose some people took the drug,

nd a few committed such acts of violence. Imagine the
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popular reaction! It would probably be something like, “If this
thing called ‘color vision’ has to be accompanicd by acts of
violence, we can certainly live without it!” I myself would
heartily agree. But I think a more fruitful attitude would be to

try to discover a method of universally obtaining color vision

without these ill side effects.

I wonder if an inhabitant of this planct who had once seen
color could be capable of doubting it once the vision wore off.
Maybe Russell is simply wrong in claiming that if he once had
mystic vision, he would disbelieve it after it was over. It may be
that such vision has as psychologically compclling an effect as
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color vision.
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Of course my analogy (like most analogies) has several
weaknesses. For one thing, an inhabitant of a planet who was
the only one to possess color vision could certainly demon-
strate that he had some power not possessed by the rest. For
example, he could paint one box red and nineteen others blue
(of the same value), have an object placed in the red box, close
all the lids, invite the company to shuffle around the boxes
while he was out of the room, and upon returning could
immediately point to the box containing the object. (By con-
trast, the mystic cannot demonstrate his insight to anyone not
already sharing it.)

I believe the following variant of the analogy is still better.
Suppose that on this imaginary planet, color vision was
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improbable (and totally unknown) concatenation of physical
and psychological circumstances which induced the state fora
short time (say a few hours) and which in all likelihood would

never occur again. Or alternatively, suppose that on this
planet. color vision came hv evolution. and that the first few
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their lifetime. At any rate, whatever the causes might be, let us
assume that the effects are that for some totally unknown
reason, a very few men had color vision for a short time and
only once. Imagine now the state of one of the early ones—say
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the first—to have it. Since he could not induce it a second time,

he would have even more grounds for suspecting it was an
illusion. Yet could he really believe this? And how would others
react? This time the man could not even convince others that

he had some unusual power, since he could not reproduce the
phenomenon. Most people would probably think he was sim-

ply a crackpot. A few romantlcally (and perhaps unscien-
tifically) minded souls who were looking for something new
and sensational would probably have “faith” that this man had
really seen something new and wonderful. Now the man would

have to invent some new word, say “color,” to describe that
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new marvelous property he perceived in physical objects. But
he could give absolutely no definition at all of what he even
meant by this word. All he could say is, “I saw something
marvelous, but I cannot describe to you what it is. I saw it with
my very own eyes, but it is not a size nor a shape, not a texture,
but something inconceivably different, something for which I
use the word ‘color’” Most likely, the more positivistically
minded philosophers of the planet would reject the word
“color” as simply meaningless. And the statement “objects
have color,” which the skeptic would believe as false and the
romantic would have faith in as true, the positivist would reject
as neither true nor false, but simply as meaningless, since the
very word “color” had no well-defined meaning.
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mystic might simultaneously perceive things which are real
and things which are not. Let me illustrate with an example.
An acquaintance of mine once told me that after having taken

LSD he saw rocks contracting and expanding. Now this is
obviously a hallucination; we all know perfectly well that rock
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one on my imaginary planet who took a mixture of a color-
vision drug with some hallucinogen like LSD. He would then
report something like, “I saw the rocks contracting and ex-
panding, and at the same time they had some totally new and
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case of seeing something real (but extremely uncommon) and
something hallucinatory at the same time.

I now wish to return to the question as to whether it is
scientifically sound to reject mystic experiences on the
grounds that they are incurred in states which are abnormal.
The use here of the word “abnormal” I find disturbing. This
word, I am afraid, only tends to bias the issue, since it
obviously has pathological overtones. What really is abnor-
mal? Persistent use of drugs might indeed by classified as

abnormal on the simple grounds of being highly deleterious to

-
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physical and mental health. What about yoga breathing exer-
cises; do they adversely affect health? This is extremely doubt-
ful; indeed, from most available reports, it seems to be the very
opposite. So should we call this state “abnormal”? It certainly
might be termed “unusual” (at least in our Western culture).
Now to go one step further, what about mystic insight obtained
not by drugs, not by breathing exercises, but by so-called
exercises in “meditation”? Of course it might be argued that
prolonged meditation leads to a sort of “hypnotic” state, and so
the question is really whether hypnotic states should be
regarded as abnormal. I guess I would call them abnormal,
even though they are (in general) not pathological. But then it
should be realized that people in hypnosis most certainly do
have access to much real information which is not normally
accessible (e.g., deeply buried childhood memories).

We now shall go one step further. I recall some Zen
authority as having claimed that the state of Zen “enlighten-
ment” meditation exercises is virtually identical with that
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ing! And so I ask, what about philosophizing; is this abnormal?
Surely, most people think of philosophers as pretty balmy! And
although I do not think of the state of mind of philosophers as

pathological, surely there is some sense in which it can be
honestlv described as not normal! It seems to me th t vea
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effects fully as profound as any meditation, breathing exer-
cises, or drug taking.

My personal attitudes to all this are as follows. I believe
drug taking does produce some valid insights, but I would not
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I would trust far more, but perhaps not enough to actually do
them. Meditation I trust still more, and this I might consider.
Philosophizing I trust still more. Most of all, I value those

mystic insights which simply come out of a clear blue, without
the slightest attempt at gaining them!
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Interestingly enough, this is precisely what happened to
Bertrand Russell! He describes this perfectly in the first
volume of his autobiography. His mystic feelings just came
upon him, he knew not how. And it is of interest that the
quality of his letters during this period is so much more
beautiful, sensitive, and profound than that of any of those
written earlier or much later.

149






PLANET

WTTHOITT

LA EF T T T AV A S 3

LAUGHTER

~
- 8 »
------

IIIIII
a e (]

-.II..ll






Planet Without Laughter

[[] 1. The Modern Period

Once upon a time there was a universe. In this universe there
was a planet. On this planet there was virtually no laughter.
Nothing like “humor” was really known. People never laughed,
nor jested, nor kidded, nor joked, nor anything like that. The
inhabitants were extremely serious, conscientious, sincere,
hard-working, studious, well wishing, and moral. But of
humor they knew nothing. All except for a small minority who
had some feeling for what humor was. These people occasion-
ally laughed and joked. Their behavior was extremely alarm-
ing to everyone else and was regarded as an obviously
pathological phenomenon These few people were called

“laughers,” and they were promptly hospitalized. What was so
alarming about their behavior was not only the strange noises
they made and the peculiar facial expressions they bore while
“laughing,” but the utterly pathological things they said! They
seemed to lose all sense of reality. They said things which were

totally irrational, indeed sometimes logically self-contradic-

tory. In short, they behaved exactly like anyone else who was
deluded or hallucinated, hence they were put into hospitals.
Medical opinions differed as to the cause of this “humor”
disease. Some doctors believed it was organic, others that it
was a functional disorder; some thought it was due to a
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chemical uubcuaube others claimed that it was puu:x_y pa_y’uuu—
genic and often caused by a faulty environment. Indeed, to
support the claims of the latter, it was definitely verified that
this “laughter” was somewhat contagious and that certain
individuals became laughers for the first time in their life only
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another thing which made the laughers SO very dangerous,
they were not only hallucinated themselves, but tended to
cause these hallucinations to others! Hence they had to be
hospitalized not only for their own sakes, but also for the sake
of society.
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At any rate, the well-known phenomenon of “contact
laughter” added much support to the theory that laughter was
of psychogenic origin. But unfortunately, no psychiatrist who
held the functional theory and who applied it in the treatment
of laughter patients had any therapeutic results. Not a single
laugher was ever cured by purely analytic means. On the other
hand, those psychiatrists who used chemical therapy had
spectacular results! One drug, called “laughazone,” was par-
ticularly miraculous. It was best administered intravenously,
though it could also be used orally. The effects of only one dose
usually lasted six or seven months. Almost immediately upon
administration, the patient would stop laughing as well as stop
this verbal activity called “joking," and instead would start
bc,rearning The screams would mount to a violent and agomz-
ing pitch within about twenty minutes and would continue at
this pitch for virtually the whole of the six- or seven-month
duration. The patient would just lie there screaming hour after
hour, day after day, week after week, and month after month.
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screaming period did the patient ever laugh or crack a joke or
even smile. Yes, this drug was really phenomenal!

Yet not all the doctors were wholly satisfied. Some took the
poistion that the side effects of this drug—namely the scream-
ing—might be even more damaging to the patient than the
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original laughing. They pointed out that the patient appeared

“happier” as a laugher than as a screamer. The opposition
granted that the patient was happier in the original state of
laughter than as a screamer, but on the other hand, the patient

in the screaming state was less deluded or hallucinated than in
the lmwhlno state. Thpv said, “What use is it to be merelv
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happy, when the happmess is based purely on psychotic
delusions? Is it not better to be rid of these delusions, even if
the process is painful? After all, who wants to live in a fool's
paradise?” This was a difficult argument to answer! Yet some
of the doctors preferred to see their patients in their happier,
more natural states of humorous psychotic delusion than in the
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more reality-oriented screaming states which appeared to be
so unbearably painful.

Just how this drug laughazone worked was a problem
which was never satisfactorily answered. All that was known
for sure is that it did work. Of course there were many
conflicting theories, but none of them was ever fully substanti-
ated. One theory claimed that the laugher before treatment
was living largely in a fantasy world—indeed his whole trouble
was that he often confused fantasy with reality. But curiously
enough, the pathology of the laugher made this confusion seem
pleasant rather than painful. In other words, the laugher
actually enjoyed this confusion of fantasy with reality. Now,
what the drug did was to dispel completely all the patient's
fantasies. Then for the first time the pauan was “deconfused”
—he no longer lived in a fantasy world, but saw reality as
reality really is. But the real world seen realistically was so
much less pleasant and beautiful than the former world of
fantasy, that the contrast was unbearable, hence produced the

chack which led ta the cereaminge
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This was one theory. Another theory claimed that the drug
really didn’t produce a cure at all—indeed, that to label it a
“cure” was a sham and a delusion. All the drug did (according
to this school) was to cause unbearable physical and nervous

suffering to the taker, and all the patient was screaming from
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that the only reason the patient stopped laughing and joking
was that he was in extreme pain. To substantiate this theory, it
was pointed out that laughers who were not institutionalized,

laughers outside the hospital who got into automobile acci-
dents or incurred other physical injuries, were often known to
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stop laughing for a whlle. Indeed, laughers when sick or in any
kind of physical pain would never laugh and seldom joke. Also
laughers who had just lost a husband or wife or brother or
sister or child or very close friend were known to stop laughing
for many months. All this evidence seemed to point out that
pain, whether physical or mental, somehow seemed antitheti-
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cal to laughter, and hence by analogy it seemed reasonable to
conclude that the pain induced by the drug only temporarily
“killed” but did not really “cure” the laughter. The proponents
of this theory also proposed the hypothesis that even if a
perfectly normal person—i.e., a nonlaugher—took this drug,
he would experience terrible pain and became a screamer,
and hence that the screaming of the patients had absolutely
nothing to do with being “disillusioned” or “suddenly reality-
oriented” or anything like that; the screaming was due only to
the perfectly normal chemical reaction to the drug. However,
this hypothesis was never verified nor refuted, since the
screams of the patients were so alarming that no normal
person would ever volunteer to try the drug himself. Thus the
true action of laughazone remains a mystery to this day.
After the six- or seven-month treatment of the patient, he
was, for some unknown reason, terribly run down and in a deep
state of depression for several weeks, sometimes longer. After
this he gradually convalesced, and his original symptoms of
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to their sorrow that the cure, though real, was only temporary,
and so they put the patient through it again. They said, “Yes,
we had best give this treatment again and again until the

patient gets cured permanently.” Now, usually after about the
third treatment—esneciallv when these chemical treatments
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during the intervening convalescent periods—a miracle hap-
pened, and the patient seemed permanently changed. In the
psychoanalytic portions of the treatment the psychiatrist care-
fully explained to the patient how he had been living in a

fantacy wnrld nd how when he ctartad facinog renlitv he
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would at first find it very painful. And amazingly enough, after
about the third treatment, the patient actually agreed that the
psychiatrist was right! He said: “I see now that you were

absolutely right. I was indeed living in a state in which I
constantly confused fanfaqv with reality, and I moreover be-

lieved in the existence of an entity called ‘Humor. Yes, I
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actually believed it to be something real rather than a mere
figment of my imagination. But now I see the light. I realize
how in error I have been! These drug treatments have done
wonders in making me realize how crazy I have been! Indeed,
under this drug I have seen things realistically for the first
time; I see now that things are not funny! As you anticipated,
doctor, my facing reality for the first two or three times was
most disturbing. But do you want to know the beautiful thing
of it, doctor? I am no longer afraid of reality! After facing it a
couple of times, I find it is not so frightening after all! I am now
adjusted to reality. To tell you the truth, doctor, I don't even
think I need ever take the drug again. That’s right, I no longer
need it! In fact I’m perfectly confident that I could walk out of

to engage in this pathologlcal activity known as ‘humor. Yes,
doctor, I really feel like a new man! Moreover, if I were out of
this hospital, I as an ex-laugher could spot other laughers and
even potential laughers far better than one who has never gone
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through my experiences, and I could indeed brin g them int
the hospital for treatment.”

Well, when the doctors heard this kind of talk, many of
them were delighted and promptly arranged to have the
patients discharged. But certain follow-up studies gave the
doctors cause for grave concern. For one thing, the ex-laughers

h fArt t+ nt
never did bring in laughers or potential laughers for treatment.

Second, there were some pretty reliable rumors that these ex-
laughers, although they indeed never laughed or joked in
public, did so in private and in a highly clandestine fashion.

Also, when they met each other, they would go into huddles
which somehow savored of the conspiratorial. And so, many of
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the doctors framed the hypothesis that perhaps the ex-laughers
were not really cured after all, but—of all horrors—only
pretended to be! In other words, it was seriously suggested that
the patients, after about the third treatment, were only sim-
ulating mental health, and were being, of all things, insincere!
The reason this hypothesis was so shocking is that insincerity
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was virtually unknown on this planet. From what little was
known about the subject, insincerity itself was regarded as
another form of psychosis but one which was exceedingly rare.

The question then arose: What made these ex-laughers
insincere? A few of the bolder physicians suggested that it was
simply that the patients pretended to be well in order to avoid
any further painful drug treatments. But that hypothesis was
generally rejected. The consensus of medical opinion was that
insincerity was never this rational nor premeditated, but was
something totally irrational and most likely caused by some
chemical imbalance. Indeed, it became suspected that laugh-
azone itself, though temporarily curing the laughing psychosis,
might be the very agent which was causing the insincerity
psychosis. And so the doctors sadly admitted: “The situation is
most depressing! Not only does laughazone fail to provide any
permanent cure for laughing, but it seems to have this terrible
side effect of producing insincerity!” Some of the ex-laughers
were recalled to the hospital and their laughazone treatments

”
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simultaneously administered with the hopes of counterbalanc-
ing the “insincerity” effects of the laughazone. But a proper
balance never seemed to be struck. During the convalescent
periods between drug treatments, the patients were either

sincere and laughed, or they ceased to laugh but displayed
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means could be found which would make the patient sincerely

stop laughing! Various types of cerebral surgery were also tried,
but again to no avail! Nothing science could do could make
these strange uncanny patients give up humor in a really

clnr-prp manner And SO thp r‘nrfnre threw un their hande
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I shall return later to the fate of the laugh-patients.

II. The Middle Period

The history of this planet can be roughly divided into three
periods: the Ancient Period, the Middle Period, and the Mod-
ern Period. The Modern Period contained no literature at all on
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laughter, except in textbooks and periodicals on abnormal
psychology. The Middle Period was chock-full of laugh-litera-
ture—indeed this constituted the main writings. This litera-
ture contained absolutely no material which contemporary
laughers called “funny”; indeed the writings were in a wholly
sane, serious, scholarly, and philosophic mood. The writings
consisted mainly of analysis and commentary on the ancient
texts. Now the ancient writings were totally nonphilosophical;
they never spoke about laughter or anything like that. The
ancient writings were simply what the Middle Period called
“funny.” These archaic manuscripts contained all sorts of
incomprehensible contradictory material called “jokes” or
“funny stories.” It was the main purpose of the Middle Period

to evaluate the work of the Ancient Period. The philosophers of
the Middle Period—particularly of the Early Middle Period—
actually extolled the Ancient Period and referred to it as a
“golden age” —more specifically as “the golden age of humor

when men could freely laugh and joke and really enjoy life.”
These writers l(pnf talkine about the decline of lmmh r as
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tragedy rather than as a blessing. They claimed that th
ancient writings, despite their apparent irrationality and para-
dox, really contained an extremely important kind of wisdom.
Perhaps “wisdom” (they said) was not quite the right word;
certainly this “wisdom” was not the kind of knowledge which

f‘f\ll]t’] 1 1
could be taught by science or reason. To perceive the value of

the ancient writings required a certain almost mystical faculty
called “Humor.” Furthermore this “Humor” arose curiously
enough out of the very paradoxical and allegedly “irrational”
character of the ancient writings. In other words (and this is
what was found so puzzling!), Humor could not flourish in a
wholly serious and rational atmosphere.

The main philosophical problem of the Middle Period was
to establish whether this mysterious thing called “Humor”
really had objective existence or whether it existed only in the
imagination. Those who believed it really existed were called
Pro-Humorists; those who believed it did not were called

a
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skeptics or Anti-Humorists. Among the Pro-Humorists there
raged bitter controversy as to whether the existence of Humor
could be established by pure reason, or whether it could be
known only by an act of faith. The Pro-Humorists were roughly
of three sorts; the Rational Pro-Humorists, who claimed that
the existence of Humor could be established by pure reason;
the Faith-Humorists, who believed that reason could be some-
what helpful but that an act of faith was crucial; and finally
there were the “Mystic-Humorists” (known in modern times as
“laughers”), who claimed that neither reason nor faith were of
the slightest help in apprehending Humor; the only reliable
way it could be known was by direct perception. Reason, they
said, leads nowhere. To believe in the existence of Humor on
the mere basis of authorit) Yy means that you ubvnuualy don't see
it for yourself. To have faith in the existence of Humor; on what
basis is this faith? Is this faith based on acceptance of au-
thority? Is it based on some sort of Zope that there really is

such a thing as Humor? Is it perhaps that the Faith-Humorists
believed that Humor, if it really existed, would be qnmpthlng
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took an oath to themselves to conduct their lives as if Humor
really did exist? Yes, this seemed to be it. But, as the.Mystic-
Humorists pointed out, this attitude, though well intentioned,
was a sad testimony to the fact that the Faith-Humorists could
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“If only you could see humor directly, you would not need
rational arguments nor any faith nor anything like that. You
would then know that Humor is real.”

This phrase “see Humor directly” was particularly apt to
be criticized. The Mystic-Humorists actually said: “Yes, we can

see humor in many situations. Life is permeated with humor, if
you can only see it.” The skeptical Anti-Humorists said, “So,
you claim you can see humor! Tell me, what color is it?” The
Mystic-Humorists laughed and said, “Humor doesn’t have any
color!” The skeptics continued: “Oh, so you can see it only in
black and white! Well, then, what shape is it?” “It doesn’t have
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any form or shape.” “Then I am confused! Is humor visible or
invisible?” “Of course it is invisible!” “But I thought you just
said that you can see it. Didn’t you say that you could see the
humor of certain situations?” “Well, yes, I said that, but I
didn’t mean ‘see’ in the literal sense of ‘see with your eyes.
Ocular vision really has nothing to do with it. I used ‘see’ in the
sense of directly perceive, not see with the eyes. The percep-
tion, though as direct as vision, is really through a different
sense altogether.” “A different sense? Which sense is it—hear-
ing? If so, what does humor sound like? Or is it smell or taste
or touch or what? With which of the five senses do you perceive
humor, or is it a combination of more than one of them?” “No,
it is not any one of these five senses, nor is it a combination of
them. It is a different sense auOgeLhcl——xu a way, it is a
nonphysical sense—we call this sense the ‘sense of humor.'”

“Good God, you literally mean a nonphysical sense? In other
words, you mean it is something occult like telepathy or
clairvoyance? But scientific integrity requires us not to believe

in anything occult; hence we cannot but believe that this

Humor is something totally unreal, a mere figment of the
imagination.”

In vain the Humor-Mystics protested that there was
nothing the least bit occult about humor—indeed the idea that
humor ‘was something occult struck them as downright

“e Thev latiched at the ide d caid.
funny.” They laughed at the idea, and said: “If it will help you

at all, the very statement that humor is something occult is
typical of the type of statement which we label ‘humorous’ and
which makes us laugh. Thete is absolutely nothing occult

about Humor. If once you could only see what humor was, you
would realize that it is the most natural thing in the world, and
also that it is delightfully pleasant.” Another thing, the so-
called “Mystical-Humorists” kept claiming that the label
“Mystic-Humorist” was most misleading. They claimed that
there was nothing at all mystical about humor—even though it
might seem mystical to those who lacked the immediate sense

of humor. They said, “Why not rather call us laughers, which is,
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in fact, what we are.” And so the term “Mystic-Humorist” got
gradually replaced by “laugher.”

The attitudes of the Faith-Humorists toward the laughers is
of considerable interest. Not all of them believed in the
authenticity of the laughers. Indeed, many of them were
extremely envious of those who could sense Humor directly,
hence they simply refused to believe that the laughers could
really do this. And in some cases they were right, for rather
subtle reasons which will later appear. Now, most of the Faith-
Humorists did not take a hostile, skeptical attitude toward the
laughers, but believed in them wholeheartedly. They knew that
the laughers were in direct contact with that which the Faith-
Humorists could only reason about and accept on faith. And so
ulcy went to lIlC 1dugncrb to UC ldug[ll Oome Ul UIC ldugIlCIb
regarded it as their main mission in life to try to bring laughter
back to mankind. They became what was known as “Laugh-
Masters” and set up institutions—usually in the mountains or
by the seashore—known as “Laugh-Monasteries.” To these we
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ITII. A Sermon

The Faith-Humorists come to these monasteries to sit at the
feet of the Laugh-Masters in order to learn the holy art of
Laughter. The methods of instruction used by the Laugh-
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Master, Bankoff, who rejected all orthodox methods and who
indeed claimed to have no method whatever.! He said, “I think
the best method is simply to amuse them!” Many of the Laugh-

Masters felt hurt that their methods were so flagrantly ne-
olpntprl hv Bankoff hnf fhpv n" har] to admit that as a
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practitioner, Bankoff was better than any. Bankoff was what we
on this planet would call a “clown.” It was not so much his
words that enlightened people, but his actions. He would act in
very strange manners. Sometimes during a serious “laugh-

'Like the famous seventeenth century Zen-Master Bankei of this planet.
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sermon” he would suddenly, for no apparent reason, do a series
of somersaults, and of the thousands of listeners, one or two of
them would burst out into laughter for the first time in their
lives. They would say: “Oh, so now we see what Humor really
is! By God, these somersaults have taught us more than all the
books we have read on the philosophy of laughter!” Some of the
other Laugh-Masters tried Bankoff’s somersault techniques,
but for some odd reason they could never carry it off. It
somehow fell “flat,” and so the other Masters had to return to
purely verbal methods of instruction.

Sermons were one of the standard techniques. Sometimes
they did some good, sometimes not. I now reproduce one of the
most famous sermons:

Oh aspirants to Laughter! You have bravely come long
distances to worship at the shrine of humor. But alas, how
misguided are your efforts! In the first place you insist on
sitting at our feet, and on approaching us in an attitude of

everendce. icu uuux\ OL us 111 SOIMC SC1Isc as quy men. Ana

none of our efforts can convince you that the very reveren-
tial nature of your approach is the very thing which is
preventing you from laughing. If only you could see the

humor of the situation! You think of laughter as something
1n. and vou cannot believe us when we assure you that
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there is absolutely nothing solemn about humor; humor is
almost the antithesis of solemnity. The situation is so
strange! On the one hand, you perfectly well know that we
are in immediate contact with humor—that we experience
it firsthand—and yet your preconceived notions of the

’
“fl’\nnﬂr r\F l'\nmnr ’ ara cn ctrnno cn f"\nrnnn']'\l\r nnn‘rnnpr‘ ;f\
I-IIVUIJ \Ji 11111V KRl OV oLl Ulls, OV Liivi Uuslll] Ullsl GAve\l 111

your innermost beings, that you cannot believe the things
we tell you about laughter. You think that, because you
have read all the great books on the philosophy of laughter,
you know more about laughter than we do—even though
you know we can laugh and you cannot. You seem to think

that knowledge about laughter is somehow more impor-
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tant than the ability to laugh. And you say that your
judgments about laughter are more valid than our own.
You keep saying that the ability to laugh does not enable
the laugher to know what laughter really is—only “analy-
sis,” according to you, will do that. You are like certain
philosophers of art who feel somehow superior to the
working artist and who believe that they really know what
art is “all about” more than the artist himself. You are also
like some philosophers of science who say, “The working
scientist rarely knows what science is actually all about.”
Or some logicians who say, “Most mathematicians, even
though they prove great theorems, don’t really know what
they are doing ¢ Yes your attitude toward us is of this

that we tell you that worship is entlrely the wrong attitude.
We grant that worship might be helpful for achieving other
values in life, but laughter can never be acquired through
worship. If you could only laugh at us instead of worship-

ping us, you would be on the right track. But youd do not

even understand what we mean when we say this. You
insist that laughter is something solemn despite everything
we say. You say:“Just because you claim that it is not
solemn doesn’t mean that it necessarily isn’t. It may be
that it reallv is solem y you fail to recognize its
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Suwuuuty What can we say t
this? All we can say is: “We grant that we cannot with
science and logic prove that humor is not solemn. We just
know it is not. We are sorry to sound so unreasonable and
dogmatic, but all we can do is to assure you that once you
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that humor is something which is not solemn.

Let me now tell you in more concrete terms what
are some of the errors you make—what are some of the
false paths you feel compelled to follow which you so
earnestly believe will lead you to acquiring a sense of
humor. First of all, almost none of you is able to shake off
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the completely erroneous beliet that it takes grim and
determined effort to acquire a sense of humor. You all seem
to believe that the sense of humor is something that you
must somehow earn by your own efforts. You regard
laughter as a reward for things you do. You also regard
laughter as an act of your own—as something you actively
do rather than as something which happens to you. You
may find it hard to believe, but much of our laughter is
involuntary. Sometimes we cannot help laughing. In some
humorous situations, we are, as it were, “overcome” by
laughter; the laughter almost comes by itself very much
like hiccoughs. At any rate, the sense of humor is not
something which you can acquire by your own efforts. The
main pxace where effort comes in is in OVETCOI“mﬁg your
prejudiced beliefs that effort is directly necessary to ac-
quire a sense of humor. We understand the quandary you
are in. You say: “Well, if we sit back and do nothing, we do
not find ourselves laughing. How then are we to learn

laughter unless we make some effort to do so0?” We admit

that this is the hardest question in the world to answer. It
seems that you are trapped whichever direction you turn; if
you do nothing you do not laugh, and if you do something
you also do not laugh How then are you to laugh? Yes, we
perfectly understand your problem, and we wish we could
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cannot. Perhaps our mab111ty to do so is not too dissimilar
to your inability to laugh. At any rate, we cannot help you
by answering this question; we can only resort to other
methods. One thing, though, we feel will help, and that is

to pnlnf ont how most of the pFFnrtc vou do make are in the
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wrong direction. Let me indicate four common false roads.

1. Some of you take an approach which is far too
objective and scientific. You read all the literature you can
find on the philosophy of humor. You perform elaborate
linguistic analyses of what the word “humor” could possi-

bly mean.” You keep looking for better and better defini-
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tions of the word “humor.” In other words, you are trying to
define the word “humor” in terms of other words whose
meanings you already know. But this is utterly impossible!
The word “humor” is simply not definable in terms you
already understand. The only way you will ever find out
what the word “humor” really means is by acquiring a
sense of humor. And for this, science and-logic cannot help
you in the least. Please do not misunderstand; all this
analytic study of humor is of great value for psychology
and the theory of knowledge. But it should be undertaken
after rather than before you have acquired the sense of
humor. To undertake the study first will certainly not help

you, and may very likely harm you. Why will it harm you?
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proach will put you in the frame of mind in which humor is
not likely to come to you. Some of you are perhaps amazed
at my phrase “come to you"? Well, that's exactly as it is!
Yes, to a large extent, humor is something that actually
s to you! This is our whole point which is so hard for

0

you L0 grasp. If you wouia oniy rciax, uxuy let yubuocq 80,
only let humor come to you, then it would. But no, you
grimly chase it by your serious studies, and all you succeed
in doing is to chase it away,

2. The next wrong notion from which so many of
you anFpr is that the sense of humor is achieved via
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morality. You have been taught that if you lcad a good life,
then you will be rewarded by acquiring this sensc of
humor. And so you go forth doing good deeds hoping you
will get this reward. But this is totally off the track! We are
not against morality—most of us value the cthical life—but
we absolutely insist that it has nothing to do with the quest
for humor. Where did you get this false notion that you
must “earn” the sense of humor by bcing good? And why
do you persist in this belicf? Actually the moral quality of
the laughers on the wholc is not significantly diifcrent from
that of the nonlaughers. Of course some of us laughers are
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very line people, but others are complete rascals. Morality
simply has nothing to do with your problem.

3. Closely related to this is the absolutely ghastly
idea some of you have been told that humor can come to
you only through all sorts of gruesome ascetic practices.
And so you starve yourselves, become sexually abstinent,
flagellate and otherwise mutilate your bodies hoping that
the intense pain you suffer will bear the fruit of humor. But
it never does, and no wonder! The more you pain your-
selves, the more impossible it is to enjoy humor. There is
one minor exception to this; there is a thing we call “bitter
humor,” and this does arise in response to painful situa-
tions. But this type of humor is comparatively rare and
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more normal joyful humor. Yes, humor is sometimes really
joyful, and it cannot possibly flourish in the morbid at-
mosphere of asceticism.

4. The most insidious error of all is to try to learn
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ers! This error is so subtly deceptive and dangerous, and so
difficult for us to correct! You listen most attentively to the
sound of our laughter, and then you try to make the same
sounds yourself. Some of you are quite good at this acousti-
cal imitation, but you cannot fool us! Even if your imita-

tion were perfect, you still would not be really laughing any

more than a parrot is able to understand the language he
mimics. You ask us how we know your laughter is not
genuine, and we answer, “It simply does not sound right.”

You ask us to be more specific and to “correct” your
laughter, or the more scientifically minded among you ask
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us to give you a precise acoustical analysis of the dlfference
between genuine and imitation laughter. You ask us: “Is
the pitch wrong? Is it a question of wrong timing? What is
it about our laughter which is wrong?” You seem disap-
pointed that we make no effort to answer this sort of
question. In the first place, we cannot give you a purely
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scientific description of how your laughter sounds uncon-
vincing; an acoustical sine-wave analysis is the last thing
we can give. Perhaps if we put our minds on it, we could
train you to laugh more convincingly, but this would be the
worst possible thing in the world for you! Indeed, if you
could learn to perfectly mimic our laughter, then we would
have practically no means left of knowing whether or not
you had a sense of humor. What you utterly fail to realize is
that it is not the ability to laugh correctly which gives you a
sense of humor, but the very reverse. Once you have the
sense of humor, then you will automatically and spon-
taneously laugh correctly without your having to analyze
how you laugh. Yes, we know that you have fallen under the
bpeu of many books with such titles as “How to Laugu
Correctly,” but we can solemnly assure you that no true
laugher would ever write such a book. Indeed, such books
are totally antithetic to the true spirit of humor. You must
remember that the activity of laughter is only the outward
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the inner spirit. And you can never attain this spirit by any
amount of imitation of outward forms of behavior. Another
way you try to learn by mere imitation is by this ridiculous
practice of memorizing jokes In a perfectly laborious and
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acquiring a sense of humor! You call this activity “study-
ing” —you say you are “studying to acquire a sense of
humor.” But these jokes are absolutely pointless for you to
learn until after you have acquired a sense of humor.

WIthnnt this inner sense. vou cannot nncmblv see the real
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point of these jokes. True, even without this sense, you can
understand the situations these jokes describe, but these
situations themselves are totally uninteresting unless you
can perceive the hiumor in them. What is this thing we call
the “humor” in them? Since it is not a color, not a sound,
not a smell, not a taste, not a feel, you wonder what on
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earth it could be. Some of you keep insisting that since it is
none of these things, then it must be something “mystical,”
and you cannot believe us when we tell you it is not. Once
you can see humor for yourself, you will realize it is
something as plain as daylight.

Coming back to the point about joke memoriza-
tion, we can easily see by the way you tell these jokes that
you completely fail to see the humor of them. To put the
matter quite plainly, you tell them far too seriously. A joke
is not something like a solemn liturgical chant; it is
virtually the opposite in spirit. You tell a joke—or rather
recite it—as if you had just come from a funeral! Again, it is
pointless for us to give you an acoustical analysis of what is
wrong with the way you recite jokes, we can only say that
you should first acquire the sense of humor and then the
proper way of telling jokes usually comes by itself.

The most serious offenders of you do the following:
You combine the two techniques of joke memorization and
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But God Almighty, how wrong you are! You first parrot
forth your “joke” and then parrot forth your “laughter,”
and are then sure you have a sense of humor! You do not
realize that your intense preoccupation with the mere
outward forms is the very thing which has prevented the
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you will not even believe us when we assure you that you
are further away than ever. You get angry and ask us to give
you scientific proof that you do not yet have a sense of
humor. You absolutely refuse to trust your intuition in this

matter and you wrathfullv leave our monasteries and go
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forth into the world claiming yourselves to be “authentic
laughers.” Nothing sabotages our cause more than this!
The skeptics who meet you are almost rightfully reinforced
in their belief that humor is something which is “a mere
sham and delusion.” The Faith-Humorists who believe that
humor is indeed real, but who are envious of those who
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have it, and who believe that no authentic laughers exist
anymore, are again reinforced in their beliefs when they
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major cause of the disappearance of humor from this
planet. We try our all to stem the tide; whether or not we
will succeed, God only knows.

T Ve e i d T oo
IV. The Great Legend

In addition to the monasteries we have described, there were
also the temples—called “Humor-Temples” or “Temples of

Laughter.” These were located mainly in urban areas. They
were very different in spirit from the monasteries. Here the
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worshippers would gather once a week—on Laughday—to

worship at the altar of Laughter. In the Early Middle Period,
there was indeed laughter in the temples. The congregation
would come and the High Priest would read the ancient texts,
and everyone would have a great laugh over them. But as the
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temples (as it did elsewhere in the world), and people turned
more and more to the worship of laughter. They no longer
laughed, but started “praying to Laughter.”

During the Middle Middle Period, the great question of
mankind was “Why is Laughter disappearing from our
planet?” Many hypotheses were offered, but more in the spirit
of “legends” than of scientific theories. Many were these
legends, and the temples started splitting into groups depend-
ing on which legend they held to be the truth. The temples
became extremely dogmatic and intolerant of each other, and
religious warfare developed, each group of temples fighting for
its truth. One legend, known as the “Great Legend,” achieved
the widest popularity and soon dominated over all the other
legends. Here is the Great Legend.

In l‘\ r‘a\r ‘f\nrnro tha Anciant Dari
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there were only two people in the world. Thes
call them Adam and Eve—were brought by the Lord into
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the world at the same time. They were born on Laughday.
They lived in total bliss in the Garden of Laughter. They
lived mainly by the streams and laughed with the but-
terflies and sunbeams. Every day the Lord would visit
them in the garden and joyfully fill their souls with His
delightful humor. He loved them, joked with them, and
laughed with them. Their laughter was divine. And so they
spent their days in this paradise for many years, until one
day a strange green animal, something like a rat and
something like a skunk, with mean, small, close-set eyes,
came into the garden. This animal perceived the bliss of
the couple and waxed mighty jealous. He said, “I will soon
do something about that!” and sure enough he did! He
ap‘proaCnt:u the COuple and said: “How can you two growi-
up people live like this all your lives? You are not children!
How can you idle away all your time by this perfectly
infantile laughter? Don’t you realize there are important
duties to be done? Yes, it may be pleasant for you to fritter

away all your time in laughter, but at this rate how will you

ever amount to something? The Lord has given you the
precious gift of life, and all you can do is to betray it in this
manner? Shame on you! And the Lord—why does He
encourage you in these infantalisms? Why does He persist

in his daily visits, telling y u ll these silly jokes, and
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growing up? You have the bodles of adults, but minds of
infants. Why does the Lord allow this? What is He afraid
of? What is He hiding from you? Why does He pretend to be
your friend when He is the very one who is deceiving you
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and fulfilling your real destinies in the universe? Why do
you tolerate this? There is one chink in the Lord's armor by
which you can save yourselves. The Lord has given you frée
will, by which you can oppose Him. You can put a stop to
this situation; it is up to you! Only by your own efforts can

you prevent the Lord from keepmg you in bondage forever.”
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Thus spoke the Evil Animal. He came back to the
garden day after day and slowly but surely beguiled the
two Children of Laughter. Now the remarkable thing is that
for the most part, neither Adam nor Eve really believed nor
trusted the Animal, at least on a conscious level. They
somehow did not like the Animal’s looks; there was a
certain expression in its eyes which somehow aroused their
suspicions. And yet, the Animal said some remarkable
things. In particular, they were absolutely flabbergasted to
learn that they had such a thing as free will! Such a strange
idea had never occurred to them before. Their lives had
flowed by so beautifully, happily, spontaneously, and
effortlessly that it never seemed to them as if they them-
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happening to them rather than that they themselves were
active agents. For example, when they came within sight or
scent of a delicious fruit, it seemed as if the fruit drew them

like a magnet, rather than that they chose to eat the fruit!
To put the matter better it was not so much that they felt
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made any distinction between passivity and activity. And
so the idea that they could ckoose was a stunning novelty. It
gave them an exhilarating sense of power. They of their own
free will could now do things! In particular, they could, if
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Should they amount to something? This notion of “should”
was also quite new. Formerly, since they had felt that they
were merely part of the stream of life rather than actively
living it, ethical notions of “should,” “ought,” “duty,” etc.,
had absolutely no meaning for them. But now they knew
better. The troublmg question arose: Was it right or wrong
for them to sit by idly enjoying life rather than going out
and amounting to something?

Adam and Eve also for the first time began phi-
losophizing. They believed the Animal was right in telling
them that they had free will. But the question which most
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puzzled them was whether they had really had tree will
before the Animal informed them of the fact. If they
formerly had free will, they certainly had not known that
they had. And is it possible to be free without knowing that
one is free? In other words, was it really true, as the Animal
had said, that God had already given them free will, or was
it the Animal himself who caused them to have free will? It
seemed likely to them that having free will is really no
different from believing that one has free will. They won-
dered whether there might not be other worlds with
sentient beings like themselves, and whether these beings
had free will. Adam decided that the most likely answer
was that some of the beings had free will and others did
not; those that believed Lhey did, did, and those that didn't
believe, didn’t. They once asked the green Animal, “Do you
have free will?” The Animal answered: “Of course I do! And
you too can have free will if you choose to.” This answer
puzzled them terribly! They replied: “What? You say we

can choose to have free will? You mean that hn\nno free
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will 1s a matter of choice?” The Animal replied, “Of course
it is.” Eve then protested, “But I thought you told us that
God has already given us free will.” The Animal replied: “In
a sense He has, but only in a passive rather than an active
sense. God has, so to speak, given you the potentiality of
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you. God has given you the ability to make choices; He does
aot force you to make them. You can use your free will only
if you choose to.” Adam answered, “But if we can choose to,

that means we already do have free will.” The Animal
replied, “Yes, it is in that sense that God has given you free
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All this talk puzzled the couple terribly! And thus
the sciences of metaphysics and epistemology were born.
Meanwhile, they had on their hands the present moral
problem of what to do with their free will. Should they or
should they not go forth and amount to something? They
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knew they were perfectly happy in the Garden of Laughter,
but was their real role in the cosmos to be happy or to
fulfill their duties? They dcbated this for many weeks, and
finally decided to remain in the garden and not to amount
to something. They decided to trust the Lord and not the
Evil Animal. Yes, they finally realized, the Lord is their
friend and the Animal their foe. And so one day the Animal
came into the garden and Adam said: “You have taught us
many wonderful things. You have taught us that we have
free will. Whether you have taught us this, or whether by
some mysterious power you have caused us to have free
will, or whether it was God who ‘allowed’ us to have free
will, or whether He ‘made us’ have free will, or whether it
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We do not understand the phenomenon of free will, but we
now know that whatever it really is, we certainly have it.
Perhaps we have chosen to have it; we really don’t know. All

we now know for sure is that we in fact do have it. And you
are absolutelv rloht that we can now use our free w
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reject the Lord and His ways. Yes, we are indeed fr‘Ge t

this. But do you not realize that by the very same token we
are now free to reject you? Yes, we now have the power to
reject you or the Lord. And it is you we have decided to
reiect' Of our own free wills we thoroughly cast you out of

| —
jS—

.
b e

(@]
C 0

t
1
a

I’I A lnanvl'o ‘A’t\ “Q‘Iﬁf‘" Iy onA WIMNTIY !lro‘lc ‘A’D ‘l"‘l
our minas ana nearts. vWwe rejeCit you ana your ways. vwe wiii

no longer heed you or your words. We cast you out of this
very garden. This garden is our property; the Lord has
given it to us, not to you! It is our own private property, and

you can no longer be here without our permission. We have
so far suffered you here only as a guest. But you are no
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longer a welcome guest. Begone from the Garden, and
don'’t you ever dare return. If we ever find you here again,
we will kill you.” The Animal departed without a word, and
never returned.

Adam and Eve heaved a sigh of relief. They knew
that they had chosen to do the right thing. But alas, their
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troubles were only beginning! Although on a conscious
level they had chosen to accept the Lord and reject the
Animal, the poison of the Animal had entered their uncon-
scious souls and became the focus of a vast psychic infec-
tion. This infection grew and spread from day to day. Pain
entered their souls, and they could not understand why.
True, they had decided to remain in the Lord’s garden and
not worry about amounting to something, but deep down
they feit that they should amount to something. They
became strangely restless and dissatisflicd. Troubled
thoughts crossed their minds; day by day they became
more irritable and depressed. The joy started going out of
their lives. They were no longer sure they were even happy
in the Garden of Lauguuu

Then came the Fatal Day. They had spent a long
and restless night of troubled sleep. They both dreamed of
going through eons and eons of time and never amounting
to anything. In the morning they awoke in a state of

complete exhaustion. They sorrowfully went together

down to the stream and sat for hours in silent gloomy
thought. The Lord came by at the usual hour, and per
ceived they were sad. He then tried to cheer them up with
one of his jokes. At this point, Adam’s nerves were strained
to the brink, and he angrily snapped at the Lord: “We are
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not amused! Your jokes are not funny!” The Lord gaccu at
them long and sorrowfully and said: “Very well, then, you
have chosen to reject Me, my ways, and my humor. I shall
not try to force these on you; indeed I could not even if 1
would. I cannot make you laugh, nor would I if I could. You

indeed do have free will, as your great bosom pal has told

you. You are perfectly free to reject my humor, and I shall
never trouble you with it again. You may as well go forth
and ‘amount to something,” which is what you deep down
really want. Yes, you can amount to a great deal—indeed
you can beget an entire race. You will go forth and do this.

Only you and your progeny will not have me present to

175



PLANET WITHOUT LAUGHTER

guide you with my humor. I will watch over you, but I will
not be with you. Slowly but surely, humor will disappear
from the world. Without me present to inject fresh humor
into your souls, it will slowly wither away and die. Only
after centuries have elapsed, when the world is at its
blackest pitch of despair, when you yourselves realize your
infinite need for me and my ways, then you will find the
right way to call me back. And when you truly call me back,
I will return. Untii then, adieu!”

V. Back to the Modern Period

Thus the Lord spake, and thus it came to pass. Though
laughter disappeared more and more from the world, the
pEO‘ple of the Middle Period realized that this was a u“agu. loss
rather than a gain, and they did everything possible to stem
the tide. Only at the very end of the Middle Period did it first
occur to mankind that laughter, far from being something

good, was something totally undesirable. People started say-

ino* “Mavhe we chniilld cfon trvine tna ctem the tide Mavhe the
l‘le. "‘“J W VVW JilWVLAANA ulut’ ‘lJ‘l‘s LW JLWwill LilWw LiNAWwe "‘“J WUNy il

tide is our greatest blessing, although we don’t know it. Maybe
it is high time that this silly archaic thing called ‘Humor’
should disappear. Maybe laughter was all right for savages, but
we are now becoming civilized!” Yes, this is how they began to
speak. At first they referred to laughter as something “silly,”
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idea fully occurred to mankind that humor was but another
form of psychosis; laughter was a type of psychopathology.
Thus was ushered in the Modern Period.

And so we are back to the Modern Period. Typical of this
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Mlddle, and Modern perlods by these names, but rather as the
“Psychotic Period,” the “Convalescent Period,” and the present
“Sane Period.” Yes, the world is now sane; there are very few
laughers left. If only it were known how to cure them!

We go back to where we left off in Chapter 1. We recall
leaving the doctors in a quandary as to how to find the proper
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balance between laughazone and insincerezone which would
make the laughers sincerely stop laughing. And the painful fact
had to be faced that the laughers were not permanently
curable, at least in the foreseeable future. So what was to be
done? Here medical opinion split into two divergent camps,
and the hospitals split into two widely divergent types. Hospi-
tals of Type I were called “laugh-scream hospitals”; those of
Type 11, “pure-laugh hospitals.” In the laugh-scream hospitals
the doctors realized that no patients were permanently cur-
able, hence a patient once admitted was admitted for life. All
that could be done was to administer the laughazone treat-
ment over and over again for the rest of the patient’s life. The
discipline at these hospitals was ironclad; no patient was ever
released, and there was to be no letup of treatments. It was to
be firmly and painfully realized that although no permanent
cure was, possible, laughazone did provide a temporary cure,
and painful as the cure was, it was better for the patient to face
reality and scream than to withdraw into his fantasy world of
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For some unknown reason, the patients at the laugh-
scream hospitals did not live very long. Few of them survived
the sixth or seventh treatment.

The philosophy of the pure-laugh hospitals was entirely
different. They agreed with the laugh-scream hospitals that no
laughef was permanently curable, ax‘c'l many doubted that he

was even temporarily curable. At any rate, even if he were
temporarily curable, was it really worth it? Why not let the
patient enjoy his life; was it really all that bad that he had
these fantasies? And so, like the laugh-scream hospitals, pa-

tionte wore incarcorated far life Rt thev were oiven no
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laughazone treatments—nor any treatments whatever! The psy-
chiatrists at these hospitals said to the patients: “You are
incurable; your psychosis is hopeless. There is nothing you can
do to get better. Therefore, do not try to get well; do not fight

your nevohnclq but rather go along with it. In other words, try
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to become adjusted wzthm the framework of your laughmg-
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psychosis. You must learn to live with it. You must lcarn to
enjoy your laughter.” One paticnt responded: “But doctor, we
do enjoy our laughter! We already are adjusted to our humor.”
The doctor, who perhaps had not quite understood him,
replied, “No, no; you must learn to live with it."” Aside from
these stupid remarks of the doctors, which, if anything, only
made the patients laugh at them, the patients in the pure-
laugh hospitals were very happy. Everything possible was done
for them to ensure their happiness. Indeed, the pure-laugh
hospitals were not really hospitals at all, in the true sense of
the word, but were merely isolation centers. Their only func-
tion was to prevent the inmates from infecting the outside
world with their laughter-psychosis. But everything was done
to make them comfortable. They could choose to work or not to
work. They were given the best food, spacious living quarters,
and many recreational activities. The hospitals were usually
located on huge estates, and the patients were allowed to roam
the beautiful grounds. All educational facilities were provided,
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Ancient and Middle Period texts. It was also possible for the
inmates to get various higher degrees of learning—indeed most
of the D.H. degrees (Doctor of Humorology) were possessed by
hospitalized laughers. Another wonderful thing was that

lano'l-\tpr tended to run in familiec hence entire famﬂlpc were
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incarcerated together in the pure-laugh hospitals.

Thus the conditions inside the pure-laugh hospitals were
close to idyllic, except for one thing! The lives of the patients
were clouded by their realization of the horrible fate of their
unfortunate brethren at the laugh-scream hospitals! Good God,
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selves to death while we are free to enjoy our laughter. And so
every day they held religious services praying to God to relieve
the sufferings of the patients at the laugh-scream hospitals.
After a while, they decided that mere prayers were not enough

and that npr]'mnc there was cnmpthlno' thpv could do. And f!"IPV
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did indeed find something to do. More about that shortly.
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The laughers in the pure-laugh hospitals held the view that
they were sane and the rest of the world was mad. They
believed that there was nothing like a scnse of humor to kecep a
person's sanity. Yes, they held themsclves to be a sane subcul-
ture living in the midst of an insane culture. Some of the more
enlightened psychiatrists actually encouraged them in these
beliefs! Although they themselves knew the truth, that the
laughers were mad, they felt that it was psychologically good
for the laughers to have the illusion that they were sane.

One of the laughers once said to a large group of his
colleagues: “What a world we are living in! It is harder to cope
with than the most despotic dictatorship. At least dictators are
deliberately evil; they know deep down that they are motivated
by avarice and lust for power. But these doctors at the laugh-
scream hospitals! They are the maddest of all! They actually
believe that they are helping their patients! How can one cope
with that? Is there nothing we can do? Surely we can find

. ”
something!
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place, it occasionally happened that patlents would escape
from the laugh-scream hospitals, and they immediately rushed
to the pure-laugh hospitals, where they were cheerfully admit-
ted. This gave the pure-laugh patients the idea they were
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laugh hospitals, organized raids on the laugh-scream hospi-
tals, freed all the laugh-wards, and brought all the patients
back to the pure-laugh hospitals. This started the Great De-
cline of the laugh-scream hospitals.

Yes, indeed they declined and eventuallv went out of
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partly the result of the raids from the pure-laugh hospitals.
Another important factor was this: The laughers in the outside
world all decided that it was too dangerous for them to remain
where they were; they might get captured and sent to the

wrong hncnltnl So thpv all vn]nntnn]v went to the nure-laugh
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hospltals for treatment and were all admltted. Thus came the
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day when no laughers were left in the outside world; the
majority were now in the pure-laugh hospitals, and a minority
in the laugh-scream hospitals.

Then came a breakdown in the morale and discipline of the
laugh-scream hospitals. More and more of the doctors began
getting disgusted with laughazone treatments; more and more
decided that it really was not humane. Some of them even
began to suspect that laughter was not really a sickness at all,
though they dared not voice their views on pain of having their
medical licenses revoked. Also, there was much outside pres-
sure in this direction; people granted that laughter was a
sickness, but felt that screaming was even worse than laughing.
And so one laugh-scream hospital after another changed over
to a pure-laugh hospital, until the blessed day arrived when no
laugh-scream hospital was left. Now all the laughers in the
world were in pure-laugh hospitals.

At this point in history, the pure-laugh hospitals got very
overcrowded. Hence they spread into laugh-farms, laugh-
Luwua, aud Uthci‘ t‘ypes Uf lauéu -communities. The COi‘idulOua
in the laugh-communities were really perfect. Although the
inhabitants were not free to leave, they really had everything
their hearts desired. They were almost completely happy. Their

only sorrow was the thought of those outside the laugh-

communities who never l(npur ﬂﬁp joy nf ]nuohtpr What nnulr‘
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they do about tkat? Just about nothing, they decided. But here
providence intervened in a very remarkable way. What hap-
pened was this:

The outside world treated the laugh-communities with the

eatest consideration. Indeed dard of living inside the
communmes was far highe is had the extraor-
dinary effect of producing a wholesale epidemic in the outside
world of the insincerity psychosis. Yes, one by one the out-
siders became insincere and pretended to be laughers in order

that they might be incarcerated in the laugh-communities.
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pseudo-laughers of the Middle Period. The pseudo-laughers
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were in genuine quest of humor and thought that, by memoriz-
ing jokes and imitating the sound of laughter, they had ac-
quired a genuine sense of humor. In other words, the pseudo-
laughers never tried to deceive anyone else, but they had
thoroughly deceived themselves. But the pretended-laughers of
the present knew perfectly well that they had no sense of
humor, and they couldn’t have cared less; they deliberately lied
just for the purpose of joining the laugh-communities with
their high standards of living. The psychiatrists in charge of
the laugh-communities were completely fooled and admitted
them, but the inmates of course saw through the whole thing.
But they were happy, because they correctly foresaw what
would happen. What happened was that the lying-laughers
being surrounded by an enormous majority of genuine laugh-
ers very soon caught the laughing sickness themselves, and in
but a few weeks turned completely into genuine laughers. And
so one nonlaugher after another lied his way into the laugh-
communities and shortly became a genuine laugher. Then
fluau_y even the pS:y'uuau ists SuCC'uulbcd, and no nOﬂlausuu S
were left in the world. The entire planet was now one huge
laugh-hospital. The Garden of Laughter had returned and
spread over the entire earth. Mankind had at last found its own

weird way of recalling the Lord and His ways. The Lord’s

prophecy had come true.

Epilogue in Heaven

God lay luxuriously on His couch in Heaven, surrounded by
His choir of laughing angels. Nemod (the green animal) lay at
His feet affectionately licking His toes, and the Lord was
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affectionately stroking Nemod'’s head. One of the angels said,

“Lord, your ways are miraculous; how did you do it?” The Lord
laughed and said:
“It really wasn’t all that difficult! The main problem was

for me to condition Adam and Eve to believe they had free will.
These humans are reallv amazing: thev are like children! The
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only way you can get them to do anything is to make them
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think that it is they who are doing it. Their pridc is so great that
without having the illusion of free will, they will never go forth
and amount to something. So therefore I had to program their
brains so that they belicved they actually had free will. But
how could I do this? How could I get anv sentient being to
believe something this fantastic? The problem was not casy! If
I had gone down and simply told them that they had free will,
they would have been totally incapable of believing me. They
would have looked at me wide-eyed and said: ‘But this is
fantastic! You must be kidding! We certainly don’t feel any
freedom!” Yes, I had been previously joking with them so
much, that rather than believe such a fantastic story about free
will, they would have dismissed it as another joke (and, in a
Wa‘y‘, im‘:‘y WOulu I‘la_\/_e Uééﬁ rlgn[ ) 1‘0, 1 was Cérlalmy not lﬂb
one to tell them. Who then should? Well, our friend here
Nemod seemed just the one, as indeed he turned out to be. I
had to send them someone who seemed very serious and a

little frightening. But to get Nemod to do this, I first had to
cnnvines bim that ho had froa will Haw hn::lf‘l Adn i-lqua') Ha
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obviously would not believe me if I told him; he is far too
intelligent. So I had to use something combining hypnosis and
mental telepathy. But to do this, I had to first condition myself
to believe I had free will! The reason is I had to know how it felt

to imagine oneself free, in order to telepathize this feeling to
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most difficult part of the entire operation! You have no idea
how hard it is for one to deliberately convince oneself of
something one knows is false just because one also knows that

this false temporary belief is useful. And I had to make sure I

would not permanently have this false belief, for if I did, I

would have been permanently insane, and hence the whole
universe would have gone insane, and the universe and I would
then have gone out of existence. So I gave myself a post-

hypnotic suggestion that the moment I had succeeded in
getting Nemod to believe that he had free will, I would

lmmedlately regain my sanity and know again that I don't
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have free will. And this indced is what happened. Well, once 1
got Nemod to believe that he had free will, then I was able to
manipulate him to think of himsclf as being ‘evil,” ‘rebellious
against me,’ ‘hating me,” and so forth. I made him think that I,
being his creator, somehow felt ‘superior’ to him and was
‘lording it’ over him. This naturally pricked his sensitivity into
making him say: ‘Who does that Lord think He is? I'll show
Him!" In short, he opposed me. This was crucial for my plans.
Then he stole away, went down to beguile Adam and Eve. The
rest of the story is familiar history.”

The angels laughed long and loud at the Lord’s wisdom.
One of them said, “And you, Nemod, when did you first see
through the Lord’s game?” Nemod answered'
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over the planet. Well, at first, after the Lord hypnotlzed me into
believing I had free will, and after He programmed me to hate
Him, I indeed slunk down with very diabolical plans to corrupt
the planet. The day Adam and Eve were banished from the

oarden, I knew I had won. And soon after, when the r‘nnnlp
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went forth to ‘amount to something,’ I rubbed my paws in glee!
And then when humor started leaving the planet, how great
was my joy! My plans were working. (I had no idea at the time
that all this was really the Lord’s plan!) But then when the
Middle Period came, I became gravely concerned about the

mIoAN t LI\ T Aass AMMactore Tt conrmmad Atsits smncor
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might be able to restore humor to the planet. It was I who was
responsible for the existence of the pseudo-laughers. It was I
who whispered into their souls that they could acquire a sense
of humor by memorizing jokes and training themselves to

]nnoh Cnrrp{‘t]\r Yes, since humor was valued, it was essential
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for me to deceive the people into thinking they had a sense of
humor when they really didn't.

“When the Modern Period came and people decided that
humor was something “psychotic,” I was of course delighted!
And when the laugh-scream hospitals came into existence, I

was overjoyed! And when I heard all the agonized cries of the
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screamers, I jumped up and down with joy! Just think, I was
responsible for all this pain! Yes, I had this power! I had
opposed the Lord and brought all this suffering into the world!
Yes, little me has done all this! I had really amounted to
something! But then when the laugh-scream hospitals started
to decline, I got extremely worried. What had gone wrong with
my plans? Don'’t tell me the Lord was winning after all! Good
God, had I really amounted to something, or had I only been
fooling myself? And then when the last laugh-scream hospital
had disappeared, I was in a state of total panic. And when the
nonlaughers pretended to be laughers in order to enter the
laugh-communities, and then became laughers themselves, I
was in total despair I knew the game was up Ino longer had a
Lllaﬁce OU 1 LUUIU UIlly gl(‘)(‘)mily Wdll I.Uf lIlC Udy WIlCIl
laughter would totally return. And sure enough, it did!

“Then the truth of the whole situation suddenly stabbed
me like a knife. I had been duped! Yes, completely and totally
duped! I suddenly saw how all my activities which I did in
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Good God, I had opposed the Lord only because He wanted me
to! He had duped me into believing that I had free will and that
it was I who did all the things I had done. I had been a mere
pawn in the Lord’s cosmic chess game!

“Oh, how I raged and ranted and fumed and sho k my fist
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ranting, I suddenly realized I was doing this only because the
Lord wanted me to; it was also part of the Divine Plan. In other
words, do what I would, do what I could, there was absolutely
no way I really could oppose the Lord; my every action was

His! Then the hnmnr of the entire ctfnnhnn l'\nref unon mel I
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broke down and laughed and laughed and laughed as I had
never laughed in my life! I rolled over and over on the ground
and laughed until the tears came to my eyes! Never before had
I'had such a good time and felt so deliciously free. Free will was
only a nightmarish delusion, and at last I was [ree from this
horror. And as I laughed and laughed, I became purged and

CI..
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purified. Evil, pride, disobedience, meanness, love of suffer-
ing—all these things were washed away by my laughter. And
when I was finished laughing, I was as pure as the day I was
born. Now I loved the Lord, I loved the planet, I loved the
universe, I loved everything. And so I ascended Heaven and
embraced the Lord. I was nine times over the Prodigal Son.”

The Lord smiled to the whole assembly and said: “Won-
drous are the ways of the Way. How happily all has turned out
on this planet—just as I predicted.”
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