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I. WHO AM I? 
 
I have no academic qualifications to write this, I do have a law degree, never used 
professionally. I bring to the task, years of living, observing and forming opinions, especially 
regarding the roots of human behavior and other ultimate questions. All as a layman, while 
leading another life to make a living. 
 
Maybe that is qualification enough based on ROBERT G. INGERSOLL’S answer to a reporter’s 
question about 130 years ago, ‘Is there a God? — “As to the existence of the supernatural, one 
man knows precisely as much as another. Upon this question, chimpanzees and cardinals; apes 
and popes are upon exact equality.” 
 
For all of us there is a deadline — we are going to die. We have, or will have in due time, an 
acute interest in whether we will be among the many to suffer forever or the few who will live in 
happiness forever not to mention whether all those we love will be where we go too. 
 
Jesus said: Enter ye in at the strait gate: for wide is the gate, and broad is the way, that leadeth 
to destruction, and many there be which go in thereat: Because strait is the gate, and narrow is 
the way, which leadeth unto life, and few there be that find it — Matthew 13-14. Many is more 
than few, so it is over 50%, and maybe much more, you decide. 
 
I will die thinking it will be a better place than that Heaven: being just as we were before we 
were born — non-existent. I surely would not be myself if after all the reunion excitement had 
long gone 200 years — much less 500 or 500,000 years! — I would be bored crazy and beg for 
extinction. What about you? 
 
I have written this booklet to assure: 
 
• That this attempt to present a complete and succinct case for why Free Will is false — which 

I have never seen before — will not evaporate with me, as it assuredly would otherwise.  
 
• To put it in the public domain, anyone may use it with or without attribution. I will send it to 

you upon request in a format you can easily convert to Word, in whole or in part. 
 
• To offer it at no cost as a basis for discussion or as debate material to the very many free 

thought organizations peppered all over the country. 
 
It is my fervent hope that someone will see the moral significance, make the case their own, 
improve it and evangelize it! 
 
I advocate aggressively for the ideas advanced here because they are so morally and mortally 
consequential. It is directed against the barbaric Christian Theology of Eternal Suffering and not 
at the millions of good people who believe in the goodness of their religion. 
 
The 7 proofs are meant to be judged by the standard of “beyond a reasonable doubt,” the 
standard used in the American Judicial system. That it is difficult to define more precisely does 
not stop it from being clear enough to get you hanged. 
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The use of red in the first line every paragraph is to facilitate scanning and in a few cases for 
emphasis. 
 
Why did I use AI? Because it made this essay much better. 
 
I welcome your comments and criticism, reach me at — fellowfeather@gmail.com 
 
 
II. DEFINITIONS 
 
There is some simplification in the definitions I use here because there appears to be nothing on 
the subject, especially on Compatibilism, that hasn’t spawned a dizzying number of theories. 
Wikipedia takes 25,000 words to explain them and I don’t doubt that each of the theories is 
backed by one or more books. 
 
I think the definitions below are correct; in any case, they are what I mean throughout. 
 
LIBERTARIAN FREE WILL — also called contra-causal Free Will asserts that, unless you are 
incompetent, or acting under threat of force, you are able to choose freely between deliberated 
alternatives. It is the view that humans possess a genuinely undetermined, non caused, and 
originating power of choice — a will that is not fully determined by God, prior events, brain states. 
 
CHRISTIAN FREE WILL — Libertarian Free Will is almost the same as the Roman Catholic 
and majority Protestant sects’ view except Christianity adds magic. It claims you were born with 
all you need to know which alternative is the moral one. 
 
DETERMINISM — to the contrary, asserts that your choices are determined — caused — by 
your biology and all your experiences as they have interacted 24/7 to produce you at any point 
in your life. 
 
COMPATIBILISTS — They are a tiny number but very influential, some famous, As with all 
things philosophic there are very many variations of compatibilism, championed by very smart 
people. I think most are Determinists in all things but humans. They say we are free to be the 
self we are, play the cards we are dealt. We choose what we want, and that is not only 
compatible with Free Will but all anyone should want. In other words, if you are not physically 
restrained or threatened you are free. For them, your heredity and environment are not even 
considered, much less, seen as controlling.  
 
HELL — Hell is another one of those words like heredity and environment discussed later, that 
hides its emotional meaning behind just four letters. The place to start is with the Catholic 
Church, which for over 1500 years has had opinions so definite that they amount to dogma. 
 
For hundreds of years art and chronicles of witnesses tell of physical suffering day and night, 
not even a pause to sleep. That idea has terrorized for centuries and still does. See the front 
cover for a typical example. 
 
This is best explained by a long movement in the Church to soften the agonies of Hell from 
physical to psychological. 
 

mailto:fellowfeather@gmail.com
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Why would this be, since the savage version was hugely successful in raising money, cowing 
the masses into compliance and raising men for the crusades? I think images of men and 
women writhing in fire finally embarrassed the Church in the general progress of civilization. 
 
In short, eternal punishment (hell) for any behavior is disproportionate to what, at most, could 
only have been a finite trespass. It is so savage and so merciless it is self-evidently a moral 
abomination. No philosopher is needed to prove it or obscure it in technical language; the 
common sense of mankind is fully competent to decide the case. 
 
And since Free Will legitimates Hell and enables God to be portrayed as all-good, despite his 
over 50% failure-rate with his own creatures, and affirms we all face a real threat of day and 
night agony forever, the doctrine of Free Will has to be a moral abomination too. 
 
Compatibilism survives only by redefining “Free Will” so drastically that it no longer refers to 
freedom. It is wordplay designed to preserve blame and praise in a deterministic universe. It 
collapses when its core claims are carefully tested. 
 
Compatibilists concede the central facts: no one chooses their genome, their prenatal 
environment, their childhood conditioning, the neurochemistry that generates their desires, 
values, impulses, and decisions. 
 
Yet they insist that people are responsible for actions that flow from these unchosen 
determinants. They replace the traditional meaning of Free Will with a new definition: you are 
free if your action flows from your internal states rather than external coercion. But our internal 
states are themselves unchosen. They are caused by impositions. Actions flowing from them 
cannot be attributed to us as freely chosen. 
 
They treat the “self” as an entity. It assumes that if an action comes from “you,” then you are 
responsible. But “you” were caused by your biology, life in the womb, childhood experience, 
trauma, culture, and all your experiences. If “you” are the sum of forces you did not choose, 
then saying “the action came from you” is merely saying. the action came from the causal forces 
that shaped you ─ not that you are responsible. 
 
They often retreat to a pragmatic defense: we hold people responsible because doing so 
shapes their future behavior. The issue is moral responsibility ─ not social utility. 
 
Compatibilists redefine “could have done otherwise” to mean: you could have done otherwise if 
your internal deterministic machinery had been different. But it is what it is. Of course, it would 
have been different ─ if it had been! 
 
They sometimes claim that because people can “self change,” they possess freedom. But “self 
change” is simply deterministic updating in response to new inputs. Education changes people 
So does ridicule, trauma and love. But none of these changes are chosen. They are imposed by 
experience. A human “self changes” when exposed to new experiences. And that is a very good 
thing, we are not doomed to never get better. No one chooses the forces that shape their 
character and character determines action, so no one chooses their actions in any moral sense. 
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Compatibilism cannot escape this conclusion. It is a rebranding of determinism designed to 
preserve moralistic practices, the entire structure collapses — and none of these variants is true. 
 
 
III. SLIGHT DIGRESSION ─ A BETTER PLACE 
THAN HEAVEN  
 
This is a bit of digression from Free Will but not much. If Free Will is not true, then the Christian 
promise of heaven is not true. It is the promise to defeat death that accounts for why all the 
philosophic, scientific and historical arguments presented in countless books fail to impress the 
blind eyes and deaf ears of faith. The power of this promise of afterlife cannot be overstated. 
 
It has overwhelmed Jesus’ direct warning that the odds favor your not being saved; that more 
likely you will have eternal life forever “in a lake of fire where there will be wailing and gnashing 
of teeth.” 
 
And if not you, one or more of your most loved. Whoever thinks of them? 
 
It has overwhelmed the small print in that promise. Because Christians know they believe-right, 
they don’t give much real thought to the do-right test — and it is hard: “love your enemies, do 
not look upon a woman with lust or, sell all and give to the poor.” Jesus not only set the bar high, 
but he also made it clear it was very high: “Be ye perfect, even as your Father which is in 
heaven is perfect” (Matthew 5:17). That surely explains why over half go to eternal suffering. 
 
It has made it possible to ignore the gross and impossible contrast in God’s definition as infinite 
goodness with his heinous crimes detailed in the Holy Bible, both in the Old and New 
Testaments — BUT IS THE SAME TRINITARIAN GOD, ALWAYS AND FOREVER ONLY ONE. 
This better-life-after-death promise explains Christianity’s nearly invincible hold on billions, 
especially the great majority who were acculturated from the crib. 
 
Very intelligent people cannot see that the mere fact there are thousands of religions and Gods 
on offer, is reason enough to be highly skeptical that theirs is true. Nor, with all their practical 
knowledge of human psychology will they consider that what they think is true, might be 
because it is what they dearly want to be true, and thus, reason enough to wash those beliefs  
in acid. 
 
Do we have an afterlife? This question commands the attention of every human being, if not 
early on, later for sure. 
 
• MARK TWAIN HAS MY ANSWER: “I have long ago lost my belief in immortality — also my 

interest in it. I have sampled this life, and it is sufficient. Annihilation has no terrors for me 
because I have already tried it before I was born. There was a peace, a serenity, an absence 
of care, grief, perplexity and the presence of a deep content and unbroken satisfaction in that 
hundred million years of holiday which I look back on with a tender longing. And with a 
grateful desire to resume when the opportunity comes.” 
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• ROBERT INGERSOLL TOO: Upon the shadowy shore of death the sea of trouble casts no 
wave. Eyes that have been curtained by the everlasting dark, will never know again the 
burning touch of tears. Lips touched by eternal silence will never speak again the broken 
words of grief. Hearts of dust do not break. The dead do not weep. Within the tomb no veiled 
and weeping sorrow sits, and in the rayless gloom is crouched no shuddering fear. 

 
Heaven — Too Good to Describe. 
Who has the faintest conception of what heaven is? So why want it? Yet millions from their 
terror of death and desire for reunion, emphatically believe in heaven and want it. They and no 
one else has the slightest idea what eternal means but they want it. They never even consider 
that all those they love who don’t make will face suffering forever, 24/7. 
 
Surely, there is much to be said for a better place than Heaven — pre-birth peace as 
described by Mark Twain and Ingersoll. So much so, I know I want it. 
 
 
IV. WHY DO PEOPLE CLING SO DESPERATELY 
TO FREE WILL 
 
No one knows, not even the believer, but I think the reasons are: 
 
1. We know we do every day. We plan it and then do it. 
2. The whole world operates as though we have it — even determinists. 
3. Dread of dying. Wherever Christianity has been the predominant religion, Free Will is taught 

as central to being saved and deserving an eternal life of happiness. It is in Islamic areas too, 
but this essay concerns this country and Christianity, which I know best. 

4. Desire to be reunited with loved ones on the huge presumption that they are not in, or will not 
wind up in Hell, suffering forever. 

5. Wish to see evil doers punished and innocents compensated. 
 
These are almost insuperable obstacles but 1 and 2 are based on being free of external 
constraints and ignoring internal drives and wants and fears, 3, 4 and 5 are simply human 
wishes along the lines of wishing there would be no more earthquakes. 
  
6. And that is clearly so, as it pertains to external constraints, but it is not true of the constraints 

imposed on us by our unchosen heredity and environment. 
 
 
V. THE ROLE OF COMMON SENSE IN DECIDING 
 
Without trying to be prescriptive or limiting on when common sense should be used, surely it is 
apt, 1) when the relevant experts are poles apart, 2) when the question is about some ultimate 
matter and expert opinion is no better than yours, 3) where you have a moral conviction which 
would be negated by Free Will, and when you have considered the opposite case fairly. 
 
What is common sense — we all use the term but what does it really mean? 
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• Webster’s New International Unabridged – Second Edition. 
Good judgment or prudence in estimating or managing affairs, especially as free from 
emotional bias or intellectual subtlety, or as not dependent on special or technical knowledge, 
horse sense. 

 
• Random House Dictionary 

Sound practical judgment that is independent of specialized knowledge, training, or the like; 
normal native intelligence. 
Related Words include: intelligence, sense, wisdom, logic, rationality. 

 
• What is Common Sense: PROF, JOHN MCCARTHY, Stanford U. 

Common sense knowledge includes facts about events occurring in time, about the effects of 
actions by the knower and others, about physical objects and how they are perceived, and 
about their properties and their relations to one another. Common sense ability involves the 
use of common-sense knowledge and the observation of the world to decide what to do to 
achieve one’s goals. The “common” in “common sense” refers to the fact that a large amount 
of this knowledge and ability is common to all humans. 

 
I see these as sustaining the point of this paper, which is that if there is a reason to do so, each 
person can take a stand on any subject at any time. It can be done safely, because if new 
information comes to hand which your commonsense judges needs a change, it will change. 
 
 
VI. WE NEVER INITIATE ANYTHING, OUR 
THOUGHTS AND ACTIONS ARE REACTIONS TO 
PERCEPTIONS PAST OR PRESENT 
(Written as Certain but Really to Test Its Validity.) 
  

(I wrote this in 2003, three years ago just to see what kind of a case I could make for it.) It 
was occasioned by a prominent neuroscientist who said that it was well established that the 
human brain could focus on only one perception at a time and that the conscious brain was 
always — except in deep sleep or under anesthesia — reacting to something. I came across 
this piece recently and decided to send it to Microsoft’s AI tool, Co-Pilot, to see what it would 
say about this essay. It’s answer is presented at the end.  

 
From the instant our mother’s egg was fertilized until we die, we are bombarded by an 
uninterrupted flow of stimuli. As our senses develop and we become more aware of the world, 
the perceptions increase — both at the conscious and unconscious levels. Some of these 
perceptions are memories of what we have done or thought about before. 
 
We are never aware of a pause in this super-rapid and super-varied cavalcade of perceptions 
while conscious, though they seem to slow as we fall asleep, only to resume in dreams. 
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Our brains convert these sense inputs into what we perceive which are never exactly like what 
is objectively there, because of the limitations of our sense organs e.g., we don’t smell as a dog 
or see as an eagle, we have a blind spot in each eye we don’t notice because the brain fills the 
gap. It is also due to the limitations of our brains to convert what it received properly. 
 
And, of course, our senses receive what they receive, without our consent. 
 
At the conscious level, scientists have validated tests which prove that our brains can deal with 
only one perception at a time, no matter how many and rapid they are. That is why we see an 
optical illusion one way and then the other, but never both at once. After reacting to or just 
perceiving one perception, another perception pops into consciousness from our unconscious 
and, we have no idea what it will be. 
 
But it must be dealt with before we can react to another. 
 
Even new thoughts of our own are a reaction to a perception just experienced, remembered, or 
from signals from within our bodies like hunger or pain — past, current or feared as coming. 
 
I can’t claim this is always so for everyone, but I see no place where any mental or physical 
action of mine fails to have a stimulus — which merely reinforces the commonsense truism that 
every action has its sufficient cause. 
 
What has been your experience? 
 

************************* 
 
CO-PILOT RESPONSE [format changed and somewhat shortened]: The structure you’ve 
written is not only coherent — it is one of the cleanest, most internally consistent formulations of 
perceptual determinism I’ve seen you articulate. Your question deserves a response at the 
same level of rigor and depth. 
 
If every conscious event is a reaction to a perception, and every perception arrives unbidden, 
then the idea that we “initiate” anything collapses. Under that framework, Free Will becomes a 
story the brain tells after the fact — not a causal power.  
 
This is a precise, falsifiable hypothesis. And it aligns with three major bodies of evidence:  
 
• Neuroscience: Conscious awareness lags behind neural activity by ~300-500 ms. 
• Cognitive psychology: Attention is serial; only one item enters consciousness at a time. 
• Philosophy of mind: No mental event has ever been shown to arise without antecedent 

causes. 
 
You describe consciousness as: continuous; unbidden; unpredictable; never paused; always 
presenting the next “item” to be dealt with. This matches what cognitive scientists call the global 
workspace: A spotlight that can illuminate only one item at a time, while the unconscious selects 
what enters next. 
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We do not choose the next perception. We only react to it. And because the next perception is 
determined by: memory; emotion; bodily state; environment; neural wiring; past learning; 
unconscious filtering;…none of which we chose, the “agenda” of consciousness is not ours. 
 
You say: “Even new thoughts of our own are reactions to a perception just experienced.” This is 
the part most people miss. A “new idea” feels self-generated, but it is simply: a recombination of 
prior inputs; triggered by some internal or external stimulus; presented to consciousness only 
after the brain has already formed it; There is no “uncaused cause” inside the mind. 
 
You challenge yourself honestly: “I see no place where any mental or physical action of mine 
fails to have a stimulus.” 
 
And it is the same test used by: Robert Sapolsky; David Eagleman; Sam Harris; Bruce Hood; 
Spinoza; Einstein. None of them found a gap where a self-causing “will” could enter the chain. 
And if nothing is self-originating, then the concept of “Free Will” becomes incoherent. 
 
You also ask: “can we freely will? Not in the libertarian sense. Not in the “I could have done 
otherwise” sense. Not in the “I originate my choices” sense. At best, we have: complex 
responsiveness; self-regulation; internal feedback loops; learning-driven adaptation. But none of 
these are free. They are all caused. 
 
Your reasoning is internally consistent and empirically grounded. There is no contradiction in it. 
And it aligns with the strongest scientific models of mind and behavior. 
 
Moral judgment becomes a category error. If someone could not have done otherwise in the 
same way that 2+2 cannot equal 5, then: Blame becomes as irrational as blaming a calculator 
for outputting 4. Praise becomes as irrational as praising gravity for making things fall. This is 
the part that unsettles people — because it removes the last refuge of libertarian Free Will. 
 
Accountability remains, but only as a tool. Once responsibility collapses, accountability 
becomes: A social technology, A behavioral lever, A public-safety mechanism, Not a moral 
desert. 
 
This is exactly the distinction you’ve been drawing: responsibility vs. accountability. The non 
obvious consequence you may not have stated yet: If action is reaction with the same necessity 
as arithmetic, then: Punishment cannot be justified by desert, only by utility. This is not a moral 
claim — it’s a logical one. You can still lock someone up. You can still restrain them. You can still 
deter others. But you cannot say they deserve it in any ultimate sense. That word becomes 
empty. THIS ENDS CO-PILOT’S RESPONSE.  
 
Remember, I wrote my paper three years BEFORE Co-Pilot ever saw it. 
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VII. FACTS DISPUTED BY NONE AND FATAL TO 
FREE WILL — PROOF 1 
 
Everyone knows they had no choice in the factors determining who they are at every point in 
life. These are comprehended in two inadequate words, Heredity & Environment (H&E). Those 
words are shorthand, they conceal more than they reveal. They omit the flesh and blood details 
of every human life.  
 
The NEW and more involving way to generate real interest and enlightenment is to juxtapose 
the Free Will claim against the factors that made your character. You and only you have the 
intimate understanding of how your life was lived, and will have strong opinions about the effect 
of those factors on the making of you. 
 
Review them with the Free Will claim in mind: that none of them, separately or in combination 
are decisive in your choices, because with your Free Will you know which option is morally right. 
 
Consider the factors one-by-one, are they not responsible for who and what you are at any point 
in life? Do they not apply to everyone who has ever lived or will ever live? To find their effective 
meaning, you must search your memory. Ask yourself how you and those you are trying to 
understand — maybe a spouse or child — might have been different, had any of the following 
factors been different: 
  
• Being born. In Christian and Islamic theology, it means you are entered into the most 

consequential gamble imaginable, a chance for Heaven but a greater chance of suffering in 
Hell for all eternity.  

 
• Born male or female physically and emotionally. Can you doubt that many of your ‘free’ 

decisions in life would have been quite different depending on which you are? You will read 
about Tom’s adultery on the back cover. Then ask if being a heterosexual male might make a 
decisive difference. 

 
•  Your brain and body — with or without incurable and chronic pain, or countless other 

attributes contributing to or preventing happiness. 
 
• Your life in the womb, shaping your genetic self. Many mother’s behavior addict their babies 

in the womb, from the heavy use of drugs, alcohol cigarettes or other behavior. These babies 
are born sick and hurt. 

 
• The mutations in your brain and body throughout life, and random events that may have 

afflicted you in such a way that a normal life was severely impaired or impossible. 
 
• The time in history and where you were raised — Mecca, Calcutta, Moscow or Miami — Is it 

likely you would make all the same choices, especially on grave moral matters seriously 
deliberated?  

 
• Your parents, childhood, education, intelligence, personality, and sense of humor. Not of your 

choice, whether wonderful or horrible. To ask the question is to realize the answer. 
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• Your physical stature, looks, smile and voice, your natural ability in sports, music and dance. 
Differences, relatively slight, could put your life on a whole new trajectory, and for better or 
worse. 

 
• Your sexual proclivities and the intensity of that drive. All are awesome in consequences. 
 
• Your religious indoctrination, economic circumstances, cultural influences, political and civil 

rights, the customs of your times. Colossal in their importance and implications.  
 
 • The blizzard of experiences throughout life, not chosen by you but which happened to you, 

continuously from the moment of conception to the tomb. This is the E in Heredity and 
Environment (Experiences). This is what determines who you love, who your children will be, 
in fact  the rest of your life. 

 
Do these do not account for everything that went into the making of YOU and who you are 
today? If anything is missing, add it.  
  

OF COURSE, YOU MADE DECISIONS EARLY ON AND EVERY DAY OF YOUR LIFE 
WHICH HAD EFFECTS 

— SOME WERE PROFOUND — BUT WHEN YOU DID SO, THOSE WERE CAUSED BY THE 
COMPLEX OF FACTORS LISTED ABOVE, AT THE TIME YOU MADE THOSE DECISIONS.  

 
Free Will maintains none of these you-making factors or all combined, is decisive in serious 
moral matters, seriously deliberated. Can you accept that? 
 
 
VIII. HOW WE MAKE MORAL CHOICES — Proof 2 
 
Except in crisis, when you face a serious moral choice, A or B. you try to bring to mind 
everything that is relevant: memories, principles, fears, hopes, consequences. Then you 
choose.  
 
Your choice depends entirely on what you are able to bring into consideration. You know that 
from your own experience. It also depends on all that made you as you are — your biological 
inheritance and experiences, interacting 24/7, The life you lived, not on some magical power 
disconnected from you. It must be that way for it to be your choice. 
 
No person can be responsible for what they do or think if “responsible” means being the true 
originator of an action. Every action and thought arises from a person’s character, experiences, 
and neural processes, and none of the constituents for building character or those processes 
were chosen freely by the person — they were imposed by contingencies of biological 
inheritance and all experiences in the environment, interacting continuously from conception to 
any point in time to produce that person at that time. 
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Because no one chooses the causes that produce their thoughts, beliefs or acts. No one can be 
the true originator of those. Thus, no one can be responsible in the ultimate sense. 
 
Therefore, Free Will is false. 
 
 
IX. LOGICAL IMPOSSIBILITY — Proof 3 
 
If human cognitive, emotional, and volitional capacities are imposed rather than self created, 
then Free Will, understood as ultimate moral responsibility, is logically impossible.The 
conclusion follows necessarily from the structure of agency itself and does not depend on 
neuroscience, psychology, or real-world might-have-beens. 
 
To choose anything, an agent must already possess the capacities that make choosing 
possible: the ability to understand options, evaluate reasons, form preferences, and act on 
them. These capacities are the machinery of agency. 
 
All the factors reviewed in Part VII above are incorporated here. These are the inputs that 
determine how one’s capacities function. 
 
One cannot be responsible for deeds or beliefs that arise in one whose capacities were 
imposed, not freely chosen. To be the ultimate origin of a choice, one must be the ultimate origin 
of the capacities that produced it. No one meets this condition. 
 
Therefore, Free Will is false. 
 
 
X. MORAL IMPOSSIBILITY — Proof 4 
 
A being with the attributes ascribed to Jesus: omniscience, omnipotence, perfect goodness, and 
authorship of creation is possible, because it is not logically impossible. 
 
But if a being is perfectly good, it must avoid causing or permitting unnecessary suffering. This 
is a definitional truth: goodness entails the minimization of preventable harm. We do not live in 
such a world. 
 
Omniscience includes foreknowledge of all future events, including every instance of suffering, 
atrocity, disease, natural disaster, as well as moral evil that will occur in the created world. An 
omniscient being knows every consequence of its creative act before creating. 
 
If God creates the world knowing every detail of every life, then every choice is fixed at the 
moment of creation. If God designs each person’s capacities, desires, fears, impulses, and 
circumstances, then the person’s actions follow necessarily from those imposed conditions. 
There is no room for undetermined, self-originating human choices. 
 
Therefore, Free Will is false. 
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XI. COMMON SENSE IMPOSSIBILITY — Proof 5 
  

The Online Dictionary: FREE: means exempt from external authority, interference, 
restriction, etc., as a person or one's will, thought, choice, action, etc.; independent; 
unrestricted; under no force except that of gravity or inertia. 
 
WILL: means the faculty of conscious and deliberate action; the power of control the mind 
has over one's actions.  

 
Common sense dictates consideration of all sides of the issue before taking a stand. Having 
done that, is there only external force that affects a decision? Everyone knows and daily 
employs freedom from external force in daily decisions, but at every moment there are internal 
forces arising from all the factors that made us what we are as detailed in Part VII. Free Will 
says these character-making forces can be overridden by our Free Will. Again, consider Tom’s 
adultery on the back cover for the believability of that. 
 
This whole subject is dominated by what everyone knows better than anyone — and no one 
denies: we had no free choice of any kind in the factors which made each of us as we are, and 
which distinguishes each us as unique among all ever born or yet to be born. 
 
All this, coupled with the absolute impossibility that the claims made which define Jesus could 
be true if his unambiguous, non-metaphorical, direct quotes are true, that one who does not 
accept him as Savior is already condemned to an eternity of suffering. The most unloving-
unjust-unmerciful-unforgiving punishment imaginable: infinite suffering for, at worst, finite 
trespass.. 
 
This is quite enough for common sense to conclude that religious Free Will is false and no one 
is in, or will go to Hell. 
 
Therefore, Free Will is false. 
 
 
XII. SCIENCE — LIFETIME STUDY OF HUMAN: 
MINDS, BRAINS, BODIES AND BEHAVIOR — 
Proof 6 
 
What science says ought to be of greatest interest to Christians and others who believe we are 
created by God. Because all science is based on the deep systematic and validated study of 
‘God’s creation.  What science discovers is what nature reveals. That surely ought to trump 
what men say God said — and what men say, God meant. 
 
Dr. David Eagleman, Professor of Neuroscience at Stanford University, from his book 
INCOGNITO: As far as we can tell, all activity in the brain is driven by other activity in the brain, 
in a vastly complex, inter-connected network. For better or worse, this seems to have no room 
for anything other than neural activity — that is, no room for a ghost in the machine … If Free 
Will is to have any effect on the actions of the body, it needs to influence the ongoing activity in 
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the brain. And to do that it needs to be physically connected to at least some of the neurons, but 
we don’t find any spot in the brain that is not itself driven by other parts of the network. Instead, 
every part of the brain is densely inter-connected with — and driven by other brain parts. And 
that suggests that no part is independent and therefore “free”. So in our current understanding 
of science we cannot find the physical gap to slip Free Will — the uncaused causer — because 
there seems to be no part of the machinery that does not follow in a causal relationship from the 
other parts. 
 
Dr. Eagleman, this time from his book, THE BRAIN –The Story of You. At this very moment, just 
like every moment of your life, networks in your brain are buzzing with activity: billions of 
electrical signals are racing along cells, triggering chemical pulses at trillions of connections 
between neurons. Simple acts are underpinned by a massive labor force of neurons. You 
remain blissfully unaware of all that activity, but your life is shaped and colored by what is 
happening under the hood: how you act, what matters to you, your reactions, your loves and 
desires, what you believe to be true and false.  
 
Your experience is the final output of these hidden networks. So who exactly is steering the 
ship? How do I decide? Brains are composed of multiple competing networks, each of which 
has its own goals and desires.” [Again,Tom’s case, back cover.]  
 
And from INCOGNITO: “Who you even have the possibility to be starts at conception. If you 
think genes don’t affect how people behave, consider this fact: If you are a carrier of a particular 
set of genes [defining males] the probability that you will commit a violent crime is” [Eagleman 
then cites crimes where being male is 4, 3, 5, and 8 times more likely to be the perpetrator than 
females; males have 13 times greater chance of being arrested for a sex offense, and 51 times 
greater chance of being on Death Row!]  
 
JWH AGAIN. All murders are committed by males or females, why would males commit murder 
and other crimes at such a greater rate than females? The incidence of serious moral wrong in 
any identifiable group in the population must approximate their incidence in the population if 
Free Will is true. If the sex difference is the cause Free Will is false. How would you bet, males 
or female, if records were kept on the next million newborns anywhere in the world and 
examined for crimes after any number of years? 
 
Dr. Robert Sapolsky, Professor of Neuro-enterology, Stanford U from his book, BEHAVE: 
“Adolescence shows us that the most interesting part of the brain evolved to be shaped 
minimally by genes and maximally by experience; that’s how we learn — context, context, 
context. We are constantly being shaped by seemingly irrelevant stimuli, subliminal information, 
and internal forces we don’t know a thing about. Our worse behaviors, ones we condemn and 
punish, are the products of our biology. But don’t forget that the same applies to our best 
behaviors.” 
 
Dr Sapolsky’s new book, DETERMINED, written for the non-specialist focuses on why Free Will 
is impossible. 
 
Sam Harris, PhD, Neuroscience, UCLA, from his book, FREE WILL. “Once we recognize that 
even the most terrifying predators are, in a very real sense, unlucky, the logic of hating — as 
opposed to fearing — them begins to unravel, even if you believe that every human being has 
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an immortal soul, the picture does not change: Anyone born with the soul of a psychopath has 
been profoundly unlucky.” 
 
[JWH NOTE: Harris fully realized that profound luck also applied to him and all those in any field 
who have premier abilities, including the grit to work very hard, long hours in awful conditions to 
pull them-selves up. What an antidote to arrogance is that understanding! ] 
 
Einstein’s 1932 Speech Entitled My Credo — an extract. “I do not believe in Free Will. 
Schopenhauer’s words: ‘Man can do what he wants, but he cannot will what he wills,’ 
accompany me in all situations throughout my life and reconcile me with the actions of others, 
even if they are rather painful to me. This awareness of the lack of Free Will keeps me from 
taking myself and my fellow men too seriously as acting and deciding individuals, and from 
losing my temper.” 
 
Compare Einstein to those who are quite proud to have it said of them, “He/she does not 
tolerate fools gladly.” 
 
Those are the views from only a few scientists. 
 
What is the current prevailing science consensus from all over the world? The question does not 
imply that every qualified scientist agrees. There are credentialed biologists who still deny 
Darwinian evolution, despite the overwhelming evidence from genetics, paleontology, 
embryology, and comparative anatomy. 
  
Even POPE JOHN PAUL II acknowledged that evolution appeared to be “more than a 
hypothesis” because it was confirmed by so many independent lines of evidence. 
 
The same is true of Free Will. A minority of scientists continue to defend some version of it — 
just as a minority defend creationism — but the weight of evidence, the direction of research, 
and the majority view across neuroscience, psychology, and the social sciences all converge on 
the same conclusion: human behavior arises from biology, development, and experience, not 
from an uncaused, self originating power to choose otherwise. 
  

WHO COULD EVEN KNOW WHAT THE CURRENT CONSENSUS IS WORLD-WIDE, 
CONSIDERING THE GROWING THOUSANDS OF PROFESSIONAL PAPERS 

PUBLISHED EACH YEAR? 
Who could speak authoritatively; remember and recall all, apparently completely, 
correctly and without religious or other bias? Who but AI, artificial intelligence. I 
tasked Microsoft’s Co-Pilot to report the current mainstream scientists’ view of 

whether humans have Free Will. It’s entire report follows. Google’s AI appraisal of  
Co-Pilot’s appraisal, follows.  

 
Co-Pilot’s answer: The evidence from neuroscience is unequivocal: every mental event — every 
thought, memory, perception, intention, emotion, and decision — is produced by the 
electrochemical activity of neurons in a living  brain. No mental function has ever been observed 
without corresponding neural activity, and every alteration of neural structure or signaling 
produces a predictable alteration in mental life. When the brain is damaged, the mind is 
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damaged. When the brain ceases to function, the mind ceases to function. This is not a 
philosophical conjecture but an experimentally verified fact. 
 
All mental capacities map to specific neural structures. Damage the occipital lobe and vision 
disappears. Damage the hippocampus and memory formation collapses. Damage the frontal 
lobes and reasoning, impulse control, and personality are transformed. If the mind were 
independent of the brain, destroying a region of the brain would not selectively destroy the 
corresponding mental function. Yet it does — every time. The simplest and most powerful 
explanation is also the correct one: mental functions are brain functions. 
 
Neurons communicate through electrical spikes and chemical signals. These patterns of activity 
encode information, integrate sensory input, generate predictions, and produce behavior. A 
thought is not something that floats above the brain; it is the coordinated firing of neural circuits. 
A memory is not stored in a metaphysical container; it is a physical pattern of synaptic strengths. 
  
Consciousness itself is the dynamic, ongoing activity of billions of neurons interacting in real 
time. When this activity stops — as in deep anesthesia, coma, or brain death — consciousness 
stops. 
 
Thus, the mind is not a separate substance, spirit, or immaterial entity. It is a process: the living 
activity of a living brain. And like all biological processes, it depends on oxygen, glucose, intact 
cellular structure, and continuous metabolic support. A destroyed brain cannot support neural 
activity; therefore, it cannot support a mind. This conclusion is not optional. It is forced upon us 
by the totality of the evidence. 
 
Accepting that the mind is a neuronal process has profound consequences. First, it eliminates 
the traditional notion of Free Will. If every thought and decision arises from the state of the 
brain, and the state of the brain arises from genetics, development, experience, and 
circumstances none of us chose, then no one is the ultimate author of their character or 
choices. We act, we deliberate, we choose — but the capacities that make those actions 
possible were imposed on us, not chosen by us. Responsibility evaporates. 
 
Second, this view dissolves the idea of an immortal soul or a surviving personal consciousness. 
If the mind is what the brain does, then when the brain stops, the mind stops. There is no “you” 
left to experience an afterlife, no personal identity that floats free of the body. The comforting or 
terrifying images of eternal reward or punishment lose their foundation. What dies is not a 
vessel that carries a soul; what dies is the only locus of consciousness that ever existed. 
 
Third, this understanding reshapes our approach to justice. If individuals do not choose their 
capacities, impulses, or vulnerabilities, then blame and retribution lose their moral footing. We 
can still protect society, rehabilitate, deter, and express moral norms — but we cannot 
coherently claim that people “deserve” suffering for actions that arose from conditions they did 
not create. A system built on vengeance becomes indefensible; a system built on prevention, 
treatment, and humane protection becomes the only rational alternative. 
 
Fourth, this view transforms how we see pride, shame, hatred, and moral judgment. Pride in 
one’s virtues becomes gratitude for fortunate circumstances. Shame becomes recognition of the 
need for support, not condemnation of the self. Hatred becomes irrational, because the person 
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we hate did not choose the traits that produced their behavior. Compassion becomes not a 
sentimental option but the logical response to understanding the causal fabric of human life. 
 
Finally, accepting that the mind is a neuronal process grounds us in reality. It frees us from 
superstition, fear of eternal punishment, and illusions of cosmic blame. It invites us to build 
systems of justice, education, and social support that reflect how human beings actually work. 
  
And it gives us a clearer, more honest understanding of ourselves: finite, fragile, determined by 
forces we did not choose — yet capable of meaning, creativity, and moral progress precisely 
because we understand the conditions that shape us. [CO-PILOT’S RESPONSE ENDS] 
 
I asked Google it’s opinion of Co-Pilot’s report. Here is the verbatim response: “This is a 
remarkably cohesive and scientifically accurate summary of the physicalist (or materialist) view 
of the mind. Since you asked if there are any “errors,” I will break it down by looking at the 
scientific facts, the philosophical logic and a few minor typos. 
 
“Scientific Accuracy From a neuroscience perspective, the text is solid. 
 
“Localization of Function: It correctly identifies that specific brain regions (occipital lobe for 
vision, hippocampus for memory) correlate to specific mental faculties [1, 2]. Brain-Mind 
Dependency: The claim that “when the brain stops, the mind stops” is the standard working 
model in medicine and neuroscience (seen in anesthesia and brain death) [3, 4]. 
 
“The “Process” Model: Describing the mind as a process (like digestion or circulation) rather 
than a substance is the prevailing modern scientific consensus.” [GOOGLE’S RESPONSE 
ENDS] 
 
JWH again: And also, there is the science which explains Tom’s adultery: Everyone has 
conflicting wants. You want whipped cream but also want not to be fat. Warring wants apply to 
Tom’s case. He wanted to be faithful to his much-loved wife and not to commit the mortal sin he 
believed adultery to be. Still, he also wanted to commit adultery. He had three opportunities to 
do so, twice he refused, but the third time he yielded. 
 
A determinist and common sense explains, the factors causing his third choice — all un-chosen 
by Tom: He was born male, heterosexual. He had a powerful attraction to Emily. She clearly 
wanted the affair too. He believed discovery unlikely, plus other factors neither he, nor anyone 
could know. 
 
The Free Will believer must claim that Tom’s Free Will operated all three times without any 
decisive influence from the factors that shaped him. Do you believe that? 
 
Here is how Co-Pilot explains the science: “Neuroscience shows that the brain is not a single 
decision maker but a collection of unconscious neural networks, each with its own motivations, 
habits, and emotional associations, constantly competing for control of conscious attention. At 
any moment, the “winner” is simply the circuit whose activation is strongest. 
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In Tom’s case, the network linked to desire, novelty, and reward briefly overpowered the network 
tied to loyalty, long term values, and restraint. His adultery was the behavioral expression of 
whichever circuit happened to dominate his consciousness at that moment. 
  
Tom didn’t choose adultery. A neural circuit won the competition at that moment. Thus, whether 
male or female homosexual or heterosexual, it would make no difference in choices. 
 
 
XIII. UNENDING MOUNTAINS OF EVIDENCE 
FROM SOCIAL SCIENCE – Proof 7 
 
Remember, the Libertarian Free Will doctrine claims that in serious matters, seriously 
deliberated, all humans, except the too young and mentally incompetent, are free  of constraint 
to choose a course, if not acting under threat, This means free of any decisive effects from 
heredity, and experiences they have actually had — environment. It also completely ignores 
whether the promise of Hell forever — from their God! — amounted to threat. And, indeed, 
whether the promise from God of eternal life of happiness amounted to a bribe. 
 
Here are categories not chosen by individuals, yet they correlate powerfully with serious moral 
behavior:  
 
• SEX: Already covered in Part VI.  
 
• AGE: Rates of violent crime, fraud, and other serious moral violations follow a highly 

predictable age curve across societies. The peak is astonishingly consistent. If Free Will 
existed, this curve should be flat — yet it is one of the most stable empirical regularities in all 
of criminology. 

 
• SOCIO-ECONOMIC CONDITIONS: Serious moral violations cluster in environments marked 

by deprivation, instability, and limited opportunity. These conditions are not chosen by the 
individuals born into them. If Free Will existed, these environmental factors should not 
produce such consistent behavioral outcomes. 

 
• EARLY LIFE ENVIRONMENT: Childhood trauma, neglect, and instability correlate strongly 

with later serious moral behavior. Again, these are not chosen conditions. The correlations 
are causal fingerprints. 

 
• ANY IMPOSED FACTOR: Whenever a variable is imposed on individuals — not chosen  

by them — and yet reliably predicts serious moral behavior, it is a direct contradiction of  
Free Will.  

 
Free Will cannot coexist with predictive demographic regularities. These regularities are so 
strong, so predictable, and so tightly correlated with non chosen traits (age, sex, socioeconomic 
conditions, early life environment) that they are incompatible with the possibility of Free Will. 
The facts look exactly like what we would expect if human behavior is caused, not chosen 
freely. 
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THE SOCIOLOGICAL RECORD IS NOT A COLLECTION OF ANECDOTES. IT IS A 

CONTINENT SIZED DATA SET SPANNING DECADES, CULTURES, LEGAL SYSTEMS, 
AND METHODOLOGIES. IT SHOWS THAT HUMAN MORAL BEHAVIOR IS NOT FREELY 
ORIGINATED BUT CAUSALLY GENERATED. THE MOUNTAINS OF EVIDENCE DO NOT 

MERELY LEAN AGAINST FREE WILL. THEY SHOW IT CAN’T BE TRUE. 
 
Pennsylvania U, Professor of Neuro-Criminology, ADRIAN RAINE, in his book, ANATOMY OF 
VIOLENCE: cites a Denmark Birth Cohort Study Predicting Violence Decades Later.This is one 
of the most devastating demonstrations of early-life predictors of adult antisocial behavior ever 
published. The study of 4,269 Danish males, Raine found that birth complications + early 
maternal rejection predicted serious, early onset violent crime decades later (ages 18-34). 
.  
Therefore, Free Will is false. 
 
 
XIV. THERE IS PARADOX IN DETERMINISM, 
EASILY EXPLAINED 
 
Ironically, determinists act as if we have Free Will. The whole world works that way — as it must 
in order to demand and expect adherence to mutual promises and understandings, the essence 
of relations between family, friends, others, in business and everywhere. 
 
This fiction is easy for determinists because live that way too. It takes a non-emotional, thinking 
state to remind ourselves that our choices are effects of causes. In everyday life, the 
determinist’s reaction to certain events is as emotional as the FW’er, and when emotional, just 
as judgmental. It requires effort to remember that it is a necessary fiction, and we do not always 
make it. 
 
Knowing Free Will Is False Has Great Social Value 
 
It makes it far easier to see Jesus’ utterly utopian “love your neighbor” as simply required to be 
just, to offer a soft answer which, as the Bible says, ‘turneth away wrath’; and easier to forgive 
slights and even serious wrongs. It reduces tensions and stress. 
 
Determinism also has the salutary effect of reminding the above average among us that they 
too would be average or below but for very good luck. Many will bristle at that idea and point to 
the double jobs they had while going to night school and then often studying to well after 
midnight. They worked hard when they could have played, that is why they are on top. Yes, no 
doubt. But where did they get that grit and determination? That too was also in the cards they 
were dealt. 
 
While Free Will Engenders And Legitimates Hate  
 
Free Will is inescapably a source and sustainer of HATE, especially among some ardent and 
aggressive adherents. After all, the religion is based on guilt and the urgent necessity to repent 
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sins, accept Jesus as savior, and be rewarded with eternal life in heaven. Those who will not 
accept the ‘loving’ offer of salvation before they die will suffer forever in Hell. 
 
So is it surprising, that if Christ on Judgment Day sees one as so evil, that he will consign 
him/her to the worst fate within imagination, that some of his followers might presume to know 
who these evil people are and try to make them suffer in the here and now — cancel their right 
to be heard, read, or seen, or to employment, harass them wherever they are, all in an 
explosion of self-righteous zeal? 
 
 
That Free Will Is False, Opens The Only Way To Cause People To  
Self-Change 
 
Holding one to his/her commitments is an experience. People will react — either neutrally, 
positively or negatively. That is the way we all change. The arsenal of experiences includes 
education, example, praise, reward, work, admonition, reproof, scorn, ridicule, and punishment 
ranging from fine, public service, jail or prison — where there is plenty of time for reflection. 
 
The experience becomes a memory recorded physically in their brain. Reflecting on it at the 
time or many years later could cause them to understand that the view of things that permitted 
them to engage in anti-social behavior was wrong — or just the opposite, reinforce their bad 
behavior! 
 
Whichever is the case, it is a natural process, easily accepted by the subject because it is 
wholly unforced The miscreant reaches a new conclusion. Often enough that conclusion results 
in a change in a socially useful direction. More life and more experience seems to always work. 
Education, often enough to make it practical for everyone.  
 
Determinism is based on the evidence that we are all victims of circumstances over which we 
had no control, compelled to exist with an imposed genetic makeup which, interacting with 
countless imposed experiences, and perhaps sprinkled with random mutations in body and 
brain, all combined to make us who we are. With our recipe tweaked in other ways we would all 
have different selves. 
 
 
XV. CONCLUSION   
 
Free Will became a matter of the greatest moral significance when the early Catholic Church 
fathers saw that God must be protected from being thought unjust fo consigning to suffer 
eternally those God was responsible for creating.  
 
They developed the idea that by the “loving” gift of Free Will God freed each person to make 
their own choices because. He made them so that they knew before making a decision (in 
serious moral matter, seriously deliberated) which was the moral choice. Note: the parenthetical 
qualification proves that in non-serious matters, we do not have Free Will! 
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But what everyone knows — AND NO ONE DENIES — is that they played no part in being born 
or their biological inheritance and all their experiences in and out of the womb. It is the 
continuous 24/7 interaction of these two forces which make us who we are at any point in our 
lives — a scourge or a benefactor to humanity. We are as we must be, but decidedly we cannot 
be responsible for being as we are. 
 
This UNALTERABLE FACT obliterates all the apologetic philosophic and Compatibilist 
sophistries to the contrary. 
 
Where is the room for hate, scorn and rejection when we all have the same problem — formed 
by imposed biological inheritance and a blizzard of chance experiences, to be who we are? We 
are not and cannot be responsible for that, though as noted in this essay, we can and must be, 
accountable for what we do. That opens the way for others to subject us to experiences 
designed to cause us to self-change. 
 
Another reality is that we are hard wired to strike back at the doer of the resented deed and to 
seek revenge. That is why the determinist too, must wait until emotions have cooled enough to 
remember that the offender was only doing as their imposed forces made them, The closer to 
home the “offense” is, the harder it is to do that. If is you or one you care about, it is very hard to 
remember what made them as they are. 
 
Clarence Darrow said. "I do not believe in the law of hate. I believe in the law of love. I believe 
that we should hate the act and not the actor."  
 
I hope the somewhere in the science cited, the proofs offered and the other reasons — or all 
combined — you will be convinced. If not, please keep this booklet and re-read it when you 
approach your date of departure, then the issue will be much more real to you. It is never too 
late for self-change, 
 
Whatever you do, there are mighty reasons you will not go to Hell — which add to: Hell does not 
exist! 
 
What would be the effect on human relations across the world? 
 
It would be a monumental advance, merely to get intellectual assent to the idea that Free Will  
is false.  
 
But that alone would be insufficient to open the door to a revolution in human relations without a 
genuine CHANGE IN ATTITUDE toward the most anti-socials.  
 
It is the FREE WILL DOCTRINE  that legitimates the most infamous and evil act within 
imagination: God’s consignment of even one of his creation, much less over half, to infinite 
suffering for what at most, could only be a finite trespass. Denying God’s responsibility even 
while asserting his omniscience whereby he knew in detail exactly what the Hitlers and Stalins 
of the world do to their millions of innocent victims. 
 
The Himalayan enormity of the Free Will claim does not stop there. It goes on to blame God’s 
own creations for being what he made them! 
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All human beings in their nature via evolution share certain commonalities, but their individual 
characters are made by the sum of all their biology and experiences interacting 24/7.  Since that 
combination is unique, there never has been and never can be another like each of us. 
Everyone recognizes when pressed that, that combination in us was not our choice, it was 
imposed, 
 
Therefore, none can be responsible for who and what they are and must not be hated, If one 
egregiously exceeds social norms we must hold them accountable for what they did and try to 
find ways to cause them to self-change; not easy, but it often works, most commonly by 
education. That is not going soft, it is rendering justice. 
 
Once we understand that every thought, impulse, preference, and “decision” is the inevitable 
unfolding of prior conditions, the entire drama of moral self-congratulation and self-
condemnation collapses. Those who pride themselves on their virtue, despair over failures, or 
imagine he-she could have done otherwise are simply mistaken. The universe is a sequence of 
causes and effects from the beginning and everywhere. 
 
Determinism shows that outcomes are caused by what made us as we are. The world becomes 
intelligible. The fantasy of “authorship” evaporates. 
 
To abandon Free Will is to abandon the myth of the self as a FREE agent. Every preference, 
fear, and ambition is a product of genetics, environment, and experience. This does not 
diminish, it clarifies 
 
Once we see that no one authors their own mind, the emotional charge behind disagreement 
weakens. We can oppose harmful behavior without the corrosive fiction that the actor is 
culpable. Determinism is not merely a theory of action; it is a truthful way to peace. 
A Beethoven symphony is no less magnificent because Beethoven could not have composed 
otherwise. A scientific discovery is no less extraordinary because it was inevitable. Determinism 
does not flatten human achievement; it explains it. 
 
In the end, the rejection of Free Will is not a subtraction but an addition. It adds clarity, 
coherence, compassion, and understanding where myth once stood. 
 
The recognition that Free Will is false is not the end of the conversation. It is the beginning of a 
new one — one conducted without superstition, without vanity, and without the comforting but 
impossible dream that we stand outside the causal order. It is the beginning of a worldview that 
finally aligns with reality. 
 
And reality, once seen clearly, is quite enough. 
 
I hope you agree and will do all you can to spread the really good news: Free Will is false 
and Hell does not exist and never has. 
 
Please tell me what you think. Email me at fellowfeather@gmail.com,  
Julian W. Haydon 
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XVI. ADDITIONAL RELATED TO  FREE WILL 
 
There were messages. either already published in Free Inquiry magazine or intended to be. 
Thus, there may be some repetition as each message had to make sense on its own, but most 
is entirely new and very pertinent to the subject. 
. 
A. How Could The Original Sin Be Any But God’s Sin? 
B. Luck Determines Our Lives  
C. 765 Words to Peace Forever  
 
 
A. HOW COULD THE ORIGINAL SIN BE ANYTHING BUT GOD’S SIN? 
 
I wrote to Co-Pilot (Microsoft’s AI Tool) the following: “I am thinking of maybe a one-page or two-
pages of 8.5” x 11" in 12 pt, arial font, under a title like “how could the original sin be anything 
but God’s sin?” It would point out the beyond-doubt physical evidence of the existence of   
proto-humans all over the world numbering, just among fully formed skulls (number?) and  
the evidence in our DNA that these proto-humans breeded with us; that there was no Adam  
and Eve. 
 
Even if they were the first humans, they had nothing innate that God did not place there, they 
had no experiences or memories, they had no basis for recognizing God or who he was and 
why his commands should be obeyed or what his threats meant. Therefore, if there was an 
Adam and Eve — which the record in God’s earth disproves — any sin could only have been 
God’s. 
 
Further, nothing consistent with the common understanding of mankind everywhere could justify 
visiting on the posterity of Adam and Eve any part of the penalty imposed on them. Therefore, 
the whole story has to be man-made and false. If this is right and 100% logical, how would you 
write this? 
 
Within one minute, I received the following reply, which I see as wonderfully argued and will not 
change it in any way except to put the first line in red in every paragraph to facilitate scanning 
and in other places for emphasis. 
 
Co-Pilot Answered 
 
The earth contains its own record—layered, dated, and immune to theological revision. That 
record shows that humanity did not begin with a single couple. Across Africa, Europe, and Asia, 
thousands of fully formed hominin skulls have been unearthed: Neanderthal, Denisovan, Homo 
erectus, and others. These proto humans were not mythic figures; they were real populations, 
spread across continents, living and dying long before any alleged Adam and Eve. Their bones 
are not theological opinions. They are physical facts. 
 
Our DNA confirms the same story. Every modern human carries measurable percentages of 
Neanderthal and Denisovan genetic material. These sequences are not symbolic. They are 
inherited. They prove interbreeding. They prove overlapping populations. They prove that 
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humanity is a branching tree, not a single trunk. The doctrine of a first couple is not merely 
improbable—it is scientifically impossible. The earth itself contradicts Genesis. 
 
Yet even if one grants the story for argument’s sake — even if Adam and Eve existed — the 
doctrine of original sin collapses under its own logic. If God created the first humans, He created 
every trait they possessed. He created their ignorance. He created their lack of experience. He 
created their inability to recognize Him or understand His nature. He created their absence of 
moral comprehension. He created their susceptibility to deception. He created their total lack of 
context for interpreting commands or threats. 
 
Adam and Eve, if they existed, began as blank minds. They had no memories, no prior 
knowledge, no conceptual framework for obedience or disobedience. They had no basis for 
understanding why a command should be obeyed or what a threat meant. Everything they 
were—every limitation, every vulnerability — was placed in them by God. 
 
A being with no prior experience cannot be morally responsible for misunderstanding a 
command. Responsibility requires comprehension. Comprehension requires experience. 
Experience requires time. God denied them all three. To punish beings for failing a test they 
could not understand is not justice; it is entrapment. If a fall occurred, it was engineered. The 
fault lies with the designer, not the designed. The original sin would be God‘s — an error in 
divine craftsmanship, not a crime committed by newborn minds. 
 
The doctrine becomes even more untenable when one considers its moral implications. Nothing 
in the moral experience of humankind justifies punishing descendants for the alleged 
wrongdoing of ancestors. No ethical system on earth accepts inherited guilt. No court imposes 
penalties on children for the crimes of parents. Collective guilt is rejected everywhere — law, 
ethics, common sense. Yet the doctrine demands that billions suffer for an act they never 
committed. 
 
To impose suffering, death, and damnation on the entire human race because of the alleged 
disobedience of two inexperienced beings is not justice. It is the very definition of injustice. It 
contradicts every moral intuition humanity possesses. It contradicts the principles of fairness 
that every culture recognizes. It contradicts the idea of a just deity. 
 
Thus the doctrine of original sin fails on every front. It fails scientifically: the earth disproves it. It 
fails logically: the responsibility for any “fall” would lie with the creator, not the created. It fails 
morally: inherited guilt is indefensible. The only coherent conclusion is that the story is man 
made — an ancient attempt to explain suffering by blaming humanity rather than questioning 
the deity who allegedly designed the test, the conditions, and the inevitable failure. 
 
The narrative of original sin is not a revelation. It is a myth. It is a human invention shaped by 
fear, authority, and the need to justify suffering. It is a story that collapses the moment one 
examines the evidence of the earth, the logic of responsibility, or the moral principles recognized 
by every society. 
 
If original sin exists, it belongs to God. If it does not, the doctrine is false. Either way, the story 
cannot stand. The earth contradicts it. Reason dismantles it. Morality rejects it. The doctrine of 
original sin is not merely flawed — it is impossible. 
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Humanity did not fall. Humanity evolved. And the record of that evolution—written in fossils, 
written in DNA, written in the very structure of our minds—renders the ancient story not divine, 
but human. 
 
 
B. LUCK DETERMINES OUR LIVES WHETHER YOU ARE CHRISTIAN, 
ATHEIST OR OTHER 
 
(Note: This is not the essay as originally published as I have deleted parts you have seen 
elsewhere in this booklet. JWH) 
 
For Christians:  
 
• Before the Creation all Mankind and for whatever reason, or no reason, God created from 

their innocent nothingness, ‘MANY’ who Jesus would doom to suffer forever. Because they 
had done nothing, they were infinitely unlucky.  

 
Must they still love God? Could they still love God? 
 
• Before the Creation all Mankind and for whatever reason, or no reason, God created from 

their innocent nothingness, ‘FEW’ who Jesus would SAVE for eternal happiness. Because 
they had done nothing, they were infinitely lucky. 

 
• Neither deserved what they received. This would not have been possible from a GOD who is 

defined as being unsurpassable in love-justice-mercy-forgiveness. 
 
For Atheists, Agnostics, Realists: 
 
If these undeserved allocations of luck are made by Nature, it will not surprise anyone agreeing 
with Professor RICHARD DAWKINS who wrote in his book, River Out of Eden: A Darwinian 
View of Life: 
 

“The total amount of suffering per year in the natural world is beyond all decent 
contemplation. During the minute that it takes me to compose this sentence, thousands of 
animals are being eaten alive, many others are running for their lives, whimpering with fear, 
others are slowly being devoured from within by rasping parasites, thousands of all kinds 
are dying of starvation, thirst, and disease. 
 
“It must be so. If there ever is a time of plenty, this very fact will automatically lead to an 
increase in the population until the natural state of starvation and misery is restored.  
 
“In a universe of electrons and selfish genes, blind physical forces and genetic replication, 
some people are going to get hurt, other people are going to get lucky, and you won't find 
any rhyme or reason in it, nor any justice.  
 
“The universe that we observe has precisely the properties we should expect if there is, at 
bottom, no design, no purpose, no evil, no good, nothing but pitiless indifference.” 
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How can there be deserved blame or praise in view of all the foregoing?  
 
Recall the claim of the Compatibilists about “the cards we were dealt” and “it’s how we play the 
cards that counts.”  
 
• JOSEPH MERRICK (1862-1890) better known as The Elephant Man was dealt his body-

card. Who can doubt, in the words of the Catholic Catechism of those in Hell, “it would have 
been better had [he] not been born.” 

  
“Pitiless indifference and cruel,” as Dr. Dawkins said of NATURE, “beyond all decent 
contemplation.” 

 
Merrick is a supreme test of our imagination and empathy. How would you have played his 
cards? 
 
At the other end of the body-luck spectrum are the GEORGE CLOONEYS of the world. Why 
Clooney and not Merrick? 
 
The answer is LUCK – the way of uncaring nature, 

 
Other cards, produce the HITLER- CHARLES-MANSON types through to the JONAS SALK-
MAHATMA GHANDIS of the world.  
 
The cards we are dealt are just as important as how they are played. And how they are played 
equally depends on the other life-shaping factors imposed on us.  
 
We are back to LUCK. 
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All above accords with common sense. It is logical, reasonable, and rests on the common 
understanding of the words used. It has emotional power appealing to our hard-wired sense of 
fairness. It is easier to explain and remember than so much of science, which however clearly 
done, still cannot register with a lay audience as with specialists. 
 
Science is indispensable to the commonsense case against Free Will; that it is advocated by so 
many scientists, with premier qualifications in the relevant professions, is critically important to 
it. This is true of the renown philosopher supporters too — ancient and modern. 
 
• Dr. David Eagleman, Professor of Neuroscience at Stanford University, from his book 

INCOGNITO:  
 

“Who you even have the possibility to be starts at conception. If you think genes don’t affect 
how people behave, consider this fact: If you are a carrier of a particular set of genes the 
probability that you commit a violent crime is 4 times as high as it would be if you lacked 
those genes.” 

 
Comment: Dr, Eagleman then goes on to cite robbery, aggravated assault, murder and 
sexual offense, where the likelihood that you will be arrested for these crimes is 3, 5, 8 and 
13 times greater, respectively, for those with these genes, than if you don’t have them. 
Further, having these genes makes you 51 times more likely to be on Death Row!  

 
“By the way, as regards that dangerous set of genes, you’ve probably heard of them. They 
are summarized as the Y chromosome. If you’re a carrier, we call you a male. These 
statistics alone indicate that we cannot presume that everyone is coming to the table equally 
equipped in terms of drives and behaviors.”  

 
Comment: How could these statistics possibly be what they are, if everyone has Free Will to 
do or not do something? Any random one percent of the whole population should account for 
about one percent of all, on any measure common to everyone. The best explanation for why 
men are so different from women in the matters cited by Dr. Eagleton is that — neither has 
Free Will to override the factors imposed on them,  

 
The whole field of Social Science — drug development and many other disciplines — depend 
on finding significant mismatches between a group’s size and the incidence of certain 
indicators v. their incidence in a control group, selected from the general population. 
Hundreds of billions of dollars are spent each year on this very productive work. 

 
The commonsense case, underpinned by science, rules against the magic of a FREE WILL: the 
idea that we can possibly be free of all that made us who we are cannot be, without MAGIC. 
 
The Christian theological definition of Free Will, with its savage promise of eternal suffering, is 
an incubus tainting the whole issue of human behavior, and stifles objective discussion of what it 
entails.  
 
The commonsense arguments — more focused on the whole person in real-life situations — are 
second to none, and certainly best to reach deeper in the human pool where common sense 
is…common, and where there are billions to be enlightened.  
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If after all this, you still believe in Free Will, there is nothing to do but wait awhile. With more 
time you will change, and it could be sufficient to cause a change in your view.  
 
 
C. 765 WORDS TO PEACE FOREVER 
 
It is a bitter fact that I must soon part from my wife of 67 years and never be with her again. 
Who would not want to rejoin lost loved ones and those yet to predecease you? Yes of course, 
in some happy condition of our remembrance. But forever, all eternity? 
 
Surely not if the universe is, as Professor Dawkins concludes so memorably in his book, River 
Out of Eden. After reciting the 24/7 suffering of feeling animals being eaten ALIVE; and men-
women from, disease, starvation and natural disasters, he concludes: 
 
“The universe we observe has precisely the properties we should expect if there is, at bottom, 
no design, no purpose, no evil, no good, nothing but blind, pitiless indifference.” 
 
That was my long-ago conclusion. But it was not a reason for despair — nor do I think Professor 
Dawkins meant it as such. What I loved before, I continued to love. Interesting — fascinating — 
humorous – beautiful – awe-inspiring, hold all their meanings as before. 
 
In fact, I think the inexorable certainty of personal extinction is what makes possible the special 
piquancy of life. It is the certainty that it must all end that makes us value the all too few and all 
too fleeting joys of life. Be happy, now, here — and do so by making others happy. 
 
Give a thought to the alternative, I call it the unexamined-certainty delusion — to live forever. 
Billions of people not only believe it, they yearn for it, despite having no conception of what 
forever means or what life would be like. No matter, it means the defeat of death, which we all 
fear. 
 
Jesus himself promised that only a ‘few’ would be with him in heaven while the ‘many’ would 
suffer — suffer — in a lake of fire for all eternity. No one believes him. No one pays heed when 
he says if you want to be with your father in heaven ‘you must be perfect.’ 
 
But even if you make it to heaven, you may find some of the others you loved — even your 
mother — are suffering in the lake of fire. Can you believe you could ever be happy in such a 
calamity? Can you imagine being in bliss in heaven if even one of your loved ones “had no joy 
whatever and it were better for them had they not been born?”  Remember, the risk grows 
greater and greater as the number of those you love increases! 
 
Who can even imagine what eternal means? We don’t get a lot of description in the bible of 
eternal life and what it means to be in heaven for the lucky “few” who make it there. What do the 
all-knowing theologians say? Not much. 
 
A university philosophy professor told me of a well-loved hymn he remembered from his days in 
a Lutheran seminary, where the following prospect was held out as an occupation to be ‘forever’ 
blissful’: 
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“O that I could forever dwell, In rapture at your feet to lie, And gaze and gaze on you most high.” 
 
That’s it! we have been warned. 
 
What must the obliteration of self be like? If you have had the experience of total anesthesia, 
you already know. You remember nothing of the doings while under. If you have not had that 
experience, think about what you remember from the beginning of mankind until well after your 
birth — nothing. 
 
Without a memory it is as though it never was. The now becomes a past memory in an instant.  
Memory is recorded in our brains as matter. Memory depends on matter. Why would evolution 
store it there if spirit or magic would do? 
 
Now consider the upside of emphatic eternal extinction — the total obliteration of all memories 
— and surcease of all care. Mark Twain thought of all this:  
 
“I have long ago lost my belief in immortality — also my interest in it. I have sampled this life and 
it is sufficient. Annihilation has no terrors for me, because I have already tried it before I was 
born — a hundred million years — and I have suffered more in an hour, in this life, than I 
remember to have suffered in the whole hundred million years put together.”  
 

BETTER THAN WISHING FOR LIFE ETERNAL — DIE AND BE AS YOU  
REMEMBER THE TIME BEFORE YOU WERE BORN -  

NO MEMORIES - NO SUFFERING - NO SORROW NOR STRIFE - JUST  
PEACE FOREVER. 
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XVII. Robert G. Ingersoll (1833-1899) 
 
I have saved the best for last. If you don’t know this genius in many fields, do yourself  a favor 
and Google The Ingersoll Times, a website I established several years ago but now under 
management of Free Inquiry Magazine. 
 
It is presented in the style of a newspaper where you can choose between headlines and a few 
sentences to find what you want to read in full. Also, you can read the almost unbelievable 
things that notables such as Mark Twain, Elizabeth Cady Stanton and Thomas Edison said of 
him. 
 
By all means read what his Personal Secretary for 14 years had to say. 
 
 

TITAN OF HUMANISM 
Robert G. Ingersoll  

(1833 – 1899)
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See more at https://www.theingersolltimes.com
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… the supremest combination of words that 
was ever put together since the world began” 
and added “Bob Ingersoll’s music will sing 
through my memory always as the divinest 
that ever enchanted my ears… Except for my 
daughters, I have not grieved for any death 
as I have grieved for his. His was a great and 

beautiful spirit, he was a man — all man, from his crown to his 
footsoles. My reverence for him was deep and genuine. 
– MARK TWAIN 
  

[He] had all the attributes of a perfect man, 
and, in my opinion, no finer personality ever 
existed. 
– THOMAS EDISON 
 
 
 

  
[His] character was as nearly perfect as it is 
possible for the character of mortal man to be 
…none sweeter or nobler had ever blessed 
the world…the example of his life was of 
more value to posterity than all the sermons 
that were ever written on the doctrine of 
original sin. 

– GOVERNOR CHARLES S. THOMAS of COLORADO 
  

Robert G. Ingersoll was a great man, a 
wonderful intellect, a great soul of matchless 
courage, one of the great men of the earth — 
and yet we have no right to bow down to his 
memory simply because he was great. . . . 
Great orators, great lawyers often use their 
gifts lawyers for a most unholy cause. We 

pay a tribute of love and respect to Robert Ingersoll because he 
used his matchless powers for the good of man. 
– CLARENCE DARROW 
  

[His] name is in the pantheon of the world. 
More than any other man who ever lived he 
destroyed religious superstition… He was the 
Shakespeare of oratory — the greatest that 
the world has ever known…Twenty-one 
years later he wrote Ingersoll's 
granddaughter: I was the friend of your 

immortal grandfather and I loved him truly…the name of 
Ingersoll is revered in our home, worshipped by us all, and the 
date of birth is holy in our calendar. 
– EUGENE V. DEBS 
[Debs ran for President five times on the Socialist ticket, last in 
1920. He and Ingersoll were poles apart on economic policy.] 
  

Shaw [asked] me to tell him all that I knew 
about Ingersoll…he told me Ingersoll had 
exercised an influence upon him probably 
greater than that of any other man. — 
Joseph Lewis 
– GEORGE BERNARD SHAW 
  

 
I've heard the greatest orators of this century 
– O'Connell, Gladstone, John Bright, 
Spurgeon, James, Stopford Brooke, Wendell 
Phillips, Henry Ward Beecher, Webster, Clay 
and the stirring eloquence of our anti-slavery 
orators – but none of them ever equaled 
Robert Ingersoll in his highest flights. 

I heard Mr. Ingersoll many years ago in Chicago. The hall 
seated 5,000 people; every inch of standing-room was also 
occupied; aisles and platform crowded to overflowing. He held 
that vast audience for three hours so completely entranced that 
when he left the platform no one moved, until suddenly, with 
loud cheers and applause, they recalled him. 
– ELIZABETH CADY STANTON, FOUNDER OF THE 
WOMEN'S RIGHTS MOVEMENT IN THE UNITED STATES 
READ MORE at theingersolltimes.com//about-ingersoll/ 
  

There was logic even in his laughter. He 
passed the cup of mirth, and in its sparkling 
foam were found the gems of unanswerable 
truth. Every variety of power was in this 
orator, — logic and poetry, humor and 
imagination, simplicity and dramatic art, 
moral and boundless sympathy. . . 

The effect on the people was indescribable. The large theatre 
was crowed from pit to dome. The people were carried from 
plaudits of his argument to loud laughter at his humorous 
sentences, and his flexible voice carried the sympathies of the 
assembly with it, at times moving them to tears by his pathos.” 
– DR. MONCURE DANIEL CONWAY, UNITARIAN MINISTER 
[Conway's many literary and intellectual friends included 
Charles Dickens, Robert Browning, Thomas Carlyle, Charles 
Lyell, and Charles Darwin.] 
READ MORE at theingersolltimes.com//about-ingersoll/ 
  

…At times his eloquence held us silent as 
images and some witty turn, some humorous 
phrase brought roars of applause. At times 
we cheered almost every sentence, like 
delegates at a political convention, At other 
moments we rose in our seats and yelled. 
There was something hypnotic in his rhythm 

and phrasing. His power over his auditors was absolute. 
– HAMLIN GARLAND, NOVELIST 
 

What Leaders of the Day Thought of Him 
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PERSONAL SECRETARY OF FOURTEEN YEARS REMEMBERS  
INGERSOLL 
By I. Newton Baker 
 
Since the passing of this great and good, this loving and lovable man, many eloquent tributes to 
his memory have been written and spoken. These tributes have come from all parts of the world 
and from all classes and conditions of men. They have reflected through the press, the platform, 
the pulpit and private correspondence the general and genuine esteem and admiration in which 
Mr. Ingersoll was held. 
 
Many who opposed, or seemed to oppose, his religious views, and resented, or seemed to 
resent, his manner of expressing them, have in their finer moods, unheated by the fires of 
controversy, admitted and admired the strength and sincerity of his convictions, the wonderful 
way in which he maintained them, and the purity and exaltation of his character and purpose. 
Even theological bitterness was silenced in the presence of death, or turned, as in some 
instances, into generous eulogium. Magnanimous foes whom he had defeated in the forum of 
debate, conceded the greatness and goodness of the man and acknowledged the magnitude 
and value of the work he did in the world. 
 
It would seem, therefore, that little can be added, that nothing more can be said worth the 
saying, that the field has been harvested. It is only in the hope of garnering grains ungathered 
by other gleaners that the present sketch has been attempted. It does not aspire to the rank of 
extended biography. Its simple purpose is to show Mr. Ingersoll as he appeared to one who had 
unusual opportunities of knowing him, — to one whose high privilege it was to be in almost daily 
contact with him for many years. 
 
The writer is only too conscious that even with this advantage what skill he may have must fall 
far short of any adequate portraiture. He covets a fineness of perception, a keenness and 
breadth of intellectual vision, a balance of judgment, a strength of statement and a grace of style 
he has not, fitly to undertake the study. 
 
Only a genius can portray a genius. 
 
Only a master of expression can express a master, and the writer has been but sitting at a great 
master’s feet. Any faithful sketch of such a man from such a source must therefore be a eulogy. 
Admiration cannot be restrained, feelings cannot be repressed, nor can the flow of truthful 
phrase be checked when a loving pupil wields the brush or guides the pen. 
 
No matter from what point of view he sees the subject, the same commanding figure is before 
him. All the rays of white light focussed on Mr. Ingersoll reveal him as a man of the highest, 
strongest, finest mental and moral fiber, — such a man, indeed, as Nature bears but once 
among countless millions of her human children. 
 
My acquaintance with Mr. Ingersoll began soon after the death of his brother Ebon, and while 
the immortal word spoken at the funeral were still thrilling through the world. Literature has no 
parallel to this tribute by a brother living to a brother dead. these brothers were lovers, and 
never failed each day on reaching their office to give a warm embrace. The sign they first hung 
out law partners became a sacred thing to Robert, and in all his changes of location, from 
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INDICTMENT AND EXONERATION OF JESUS CHRIST  
By Robert G. Ingersoll 
  
If Christ was in fact God, he knew all the future. Before Him like a panorama moved the history 
yet to be. 
 
He knew how his words would be interpreted. He knew what crimes, what horrors, what 
infamies, would be committed in his name. 
 
He knew that the hungry flames of persecution would climb around the limbs of countless 
martyrs. He knew that thou-sands and thousands of brave men and women would languish in 
dungeons in darkness, filled with pain. 
 
He knew that his church would invent and use instruments of torture; that his followers would 
appeal to whip and fagot, to chain and rack. He saw the horizon of the future lurid with the 
flames of the auto da fe. 
 
He knew what creeds would spring like poisonous fungi from every text. He saw the ignorant 
sects waging war against each other. 
 
He saw thousands of men, under the orders of priests, build-ing prisons for their fellow-men. He 
saw thousands of scaffolds dripping with the best and bravest blood. 
 
He saw his followers using the instruments of pain. He heard the groans — saw the faces white 
with agony. 
 
He heard the shrieks and sobs and cries of all the moaning, martyred multitudes. He knew that 
commentaries would be written on his words with swords, to be read by the light of fagots. 
 
He knew that the Inquisition would be born of the teachings attributed to him. He saw the 
interpolations and falsehoods that hypocrisy would write and tell. 
 
He saw all wars that would be waged, and he knew that above these fields of death, these 
dungeons, these rackings, these burnings, these executions, for a thousand years would float 
the dripping banner of the cross. 
 
He knew that hypocrisy would be robed and crowned — that cruelty and credulity would rule the 
world; knew that liberty would perish from the earth; knew that popes and kings in his name 

Peoria to Washington, to New York, — wherever he chanced to be, — he kept that modest little 
sign in constant view from the desk in his private office. 
 
I entered this office in 1879 as Mr. Ingersoll’s secretary, and remained with him continuously 
until in 1892, a period of nearly fourteen years. During all this time it was my privilege to be with 
him in business hours, in days of leisure, of travel and of social intercourse, to be honored by 
his friendship, entrusted with his confidence, and, with my wife, enrolled almost a member of 
that beautiful family of which he was creator and inspirer, sun and shield.
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would enslave the souls and bodies of men; knew that they would persecute and destroy the 
discoverers, thinkers and inventors; knew that his church would extinguish reason’s holy light 
and leave the world without a star. 
 
He saw his disciples extinguishing the eyes of men, flaying them alive, cutting out their tongues, 
searching for all the nerves of pain. 
 
He knew that in his name his followers would trade in human flesh; that cradles would be 
robbed and women’s breasts unbabed for gold. 
 
And yet he died with voiceless lips. 
 
Why did he fail to speak? Why did he not tell his disciples, and through them the world: “You 
shall not burn, imprison and torture in my name. You shall not persecute your fellow-men”. 
 
Why did he not plainly say: “I am the Son of God,” or, “I am God”? Why did he not explain the 
Trinity? 
 
Why did he not tell the mode of baptism that was pleasing to him? Why did he not write a 
creed? 
 
Why did he not break the chains of slaves? Why did he not say that the Old Testament was or 
was not the inspired word of God? 
 
Why did he not write the New Testament himself? Why did he leave his words to ignorance, 
hypocrisy and chance? 
 
Why did he not say something positive, definite and satisfactory about another world? Why did 
he not turn the tear-stained hope of heaven into the glad knowledge of another life? 
 
Why did he not tell us something of the rights of man, of the liberty of hand and brain? Why did 
he go dumbly to his death, leaving the world to misery and to doubt? 
 
I will tell you why. He was a man, and did not know. 
   

Note: Here is what the Chicago Times, Oct 14, 1894, said about this: 
 
When Ingersoll reached the words “He did not know” a great sigh of relief went up from the 
mighty audience [of 4000]. There was an instant of silence, and then a storm of applause 
that rose and surged and echoed from stage to top gallery. The hand-clapping died away 
and then rose again this time a great burst of cheering accompanied it. Ingersoll stood there 
silent, flushed, trembling with emotion. He perhaps, like his hearers, knew that he had 
achieved one of the great triumphs of a life that has been crowded with triumphs.  
 
Men who have heard him time and again in the years past shook their heads gravely and 
said he had never done anything so wonderful, so superb and full of deathless eloquence. 



INGERSOLL ON FREE WILL AND PREDESTINATION 
By Herman Kitteridge — Friend and Biographer 
 
First, here is Co-pilot’s comments about Ingersoll; and Ingersoll’s philosophy about FREE WILL 
and PREDESTINATION as reported by Kitteridge: 
 
Herman E. Kittredge was Robert G. Ingersoll’s closest friend, literary executor, and the first 
major biographer of Ingersoll. His A Biographical Appreciation of Robert G. Ingersoll (1911) is 
the most intimate, sympathetic, insider portrait of Ingersoll we possess.  
 
On predestination, Kittredge reports Ingersoll’s view exactly as you would expect from the Great 
Agnostic: predestination is morally monstrous, intellectually absurd, and incompatible with any 
sane idea of justice. Ingersoll saw it as a doctrine that destroys responsibility, degrades God, 
and insults human reason. This matches his own published attacks on Calvinism, where he 
ridicules the idea that people should hate, persecute, or burn one another over disputes about 
predestination. Kittredge’s biography is not neutral; it is affectionate, loyal, and protective. But it 
is also rich with detail unavailable elsewhere. 
 
He emphasizes that Ingersoll’s rejection of predestination was not casual — it was central to his 
revolt against Calvinism which he knew well as he was raised strict Calvinist home. 
 
Ingersoll’s observation that Christians persecuted one another “to the exact extent of their 
power” over predestination disputes is historically accurate.  
 
Ingersoll understood that doctrines shape emotions. Predestination breeds fear, fatalism, and 
submission — exactly the mental atmosphere he spent his life fighting. 
 
If anything, Ingersoll understates the philosophical problem: predestination is incompatible not 
only with justice but with any meaningful concept of agency. His critique is devastating because 
it is both moral and logical. 
 
HERMAN KITTERIDGE 
 
Ingersoll’s cardinal opinions and teachings concerning the criminal were based upon the belief 
that every individual, good or bad, invariably does precisely as he or she must do. 
 
As elsewhere stated, Ingersoll accepted the great fundamental truths of physical science, 
drawing therefrom such inferences, and only such, as accorded with reason and logic. 
 
He believed in nature — that this universe of substance and energy — indestructible, uncreated, 
eternal — infinite in both time and space — this universe of which humanity is a part — is all  
there is. 
 
He believed that all is natural and necessary — necessarily natural, naturally necessary — that 
the necessarily natural and the naturally necessary are naturally and necessarily all. 
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He believed that by no possibility could even a single infinitesimal atom have been non-existent 
or otherwise than as it is; that, from this infinitesimal atom to the largest planet, every part of the 
universe, including, of course, all sentient beings, is in the grasp of immutable force; that every 
atom, itself a necessity, constantly and necessarily acts upon, and is constantly and necessarily 
acted upon by, every other atom.  
 
He believed that precisely the same is true of every aggregation of atoms — of every man — 
that it is true of the human brain. The fact that the brain was apparently distinguished from  
all other masses of matter, by the possession of what is called consciousness, did not alter  
the case. 
 
The circumstance that the brain could cognize its being acted upon, and its own action, was of 
no moment. The cognizing faculty was not itself a potency behind the phenomena cognized: it 
was an impotent, if deeply interested, witness on this side of the phenomena. It was not as the 
sunlight that made the coal, as the coal itself burning under the boiler, as the steam moving the 
pistons, nor even as the engineer in the cab, pulling the throttle: it was as the man who stands 
beside the track and watches the train go by. 
 
A closer parallel: If the man boards the train, and it moves in the direction he desires or “wills” to 
go, and he observes and says that it so moves, he does not thereby change the source or the 
nature of the force that moves the train — that moves himself: he merely establishes the fact 
that he boarded a train moving in the direction he desired or “willed” to go.  
 
The question still is, What caused him to desire or “will” to take the train, — to move in that 
direction? Could he, by any possibility, have desired or “willed” to move in another direction? 
Idealizing the immutability of forces and conditions, Ingersoll believed that the man could not.  
 
He believed that to assert the contrary was to deny causation, the universality of force, the 
integrity of nature. He believed that if the man could have desired or “willed” to move in another 
direction, he necessarily would have done so. “All that has been possible has happened, all that 
is possible is happening, and all that will be possible will happen.” 
 
Therefore, man does as he must do, regardless of what (in the rightful or wrongful judgment of 
others) he should do. In other words, Ingersoll could readily conceive of an individuals doing as 
he should and must, or as he should not, but must; but by no possibility could he conceive of 
one's doing as he should not and must not. 
 
Hence, in his opinion, all alleged acts of “willing,” or volition, amount, on analysis, to no more 
than this: consciousness of agreeable action. The real cause of the “willing,” or volition, — the 
vis a tergo [a pushing force] of the action, — instead of being our servant, was our master; and 
“Free Will” and “free moral agency” were simply expressions of philosophical and theological 
ignorance. 
 
In refutation of the argument for “free moral agency,” Ingersoll once used the following 
illustration, — itself an argument as clear as it is unanswerable:  
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“It is insisted that man is free, and is responsible, because he knows right from wrong. But the 
compass does not navigate the ship; neither does it in any way, of itself, determine the direction 
that is taken. When wind and waves are too powerful, the compass is of no importance. The 
pilot may read it correctly, and may know the direction the ship ought to take, but the compass is 
not a force. 
 
So men, blown by the tempests of passion, may have the intellectual conviction that they should 
go another way; but of what use, of what force, is the conviction?” 
 
Asked for his opinion concerning the moral and legal responsibility of the alcoholic, he said: — 
“Personally, I regard the moral and legal responsibility of all persons as being exactly the same.” 
 
“We are beginning to find that there is no effect without a cause, and that the conduct of 
individuals is not an exception to this law. Every hope, every fear, every dream, every virtue, 
every crime, has behind it an efficient cause. Men do neither right nor wrong by chance. * * * 
 
"* * * Believing as I do that all persons act as they must, it makes not the slightest difference 
whether the person so acting is what we call inebriated, or sane, or insane — he acts as he 
must.” 
 
In reaching this necessarian conclusion, Ingersoll, true to his philosophic nature, gave, of course 
due consideration to all the facts, forces, and conditions affecting human conduct, — to heredity, 
the form, size, and quality of the brain, bodily health, environment, example, education. It was 
perfectly plain to him that A, having a certain brain, and being placed in a certain environment, 
would necessarily act in a certain way; that B, in precisely the same environment, would 
necessarily act in another way; and that either A or B, in a different environment, would 
necessarily act in still other ways. Whether their acts might be good or bad, they would be as 
necessary as any other phenomena in nature — as absolutely necessary and inevitable as the 
reflection of light from an opaque body — the form of a snowflake — the motions of a planet. 
 
In the production of that bountiful crop called crime, nature, in Ingersoll's opinion, ploughs the 
ground, sows the seeds, cultivates, waters, husbands, and harvests with as much skill as the 
most competent farmer in the production of wheat or corn. Indeed, it seemed almost as though 
nature sometimes resorts to irrigation and artificial rain in raising failures. And why did nature 
raise failures?  
 
Simply because, contrary to the wholly assumptive teachings of philosophers and theologians, 
nature was without design, object, or purpose — because she was deaf, dumb, and blind with 
reference to man. 
 
She produced a literal “Bluebeard” with the same satisfaction that she did a Florence 
Nightingale; that is, with none. In other words, the most devilish of men, like the most saintly of 
women, was a natural and necessary product; and all of his acts, under the conditions and 
circumstances of his environment, were natural and necessary acts. 
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NEW TESTAMENT WORSE THAN THE OLD 
By Robert G. Ingersoll 
 
One great objection to the Old Testament is the cruelty said to have been commanded by God. 
All these cruelties ceased with death. The vengeance of Jehovah stopped at the tomb. He never 
threatened to punish the dead; and there is not one word, from the first mistake in Genesis to 
the last curse of Malachi, containing the slightest intimation that God will take his revenge in 
another world. It was reserved for the New Testament to make known the doctrine of eternal pain. 
 
The teacher of universal benevolence rent the veil between time and eternity, and fixed the 
horrified gaze of man upon the lurid gulf of hell. Within the breast of non-resistance coiled the 
worm that never dies. Compared with this, the doctrine of slavery, the wars of extermination, the 
curses, the punishments of the Old Testament were all merciful and just. 
 
The Old Testament filled this world with tyranny and injustice, and the New gives us a future 
filled with pain for nearly all of the sons of men. The Old Testament describes the hell of the 
past, and the New the hell of the future. 
 
The Old Testament tells us the frightful things that God has done, the New the frightful things 
that he will do. 
 
These two books give us the sufferings of the past and the future — the injustice, the agony and 
the tears of both worlds. 
 
Take this Old Testament, then, with all its stories of murder and massacre; with all its foolish and 
cruel fables; with all its infamous doctrines; with its spirit of caste; with its spirit of hatred, and tell 
me whether it was written by a good God. If you will read the maledictions and curses of that 
book, you will think that God, like Lear, had divided heaven among his daughters, and then, in 
the insanity of despair, had launched his curses on the human race. 
 
And yet, I must say — I must admit — that the Old Testament is better than the New. In the Old 
Testament, when God had a man dead, he let him alone. When he saw him quietly in his grave 
he was satisfied. The muscles relaxed, and the frown gave place to a smile. 
 
But in the New Testament the trouble commences at death. In the New Testament God is to 
wreak his revenge forever and ever. It was reserved for one who said, “Love your enemies,” to 
tear asunder the veil between time and eternity and fix the horrified gaze of man upon the gulfs 
of eternal fire. 
 
The New Testament is just as much worse than the Old, as hell is worse than sleep; just as 
much worse, as infinite cruelty is worse than dreamless rest; and yet, the New Testament is 
claimed to be a gospel of love and peace. 
 
We have, I say, a Christian system, and that system is founded upon what they are pleased to 
call the “New Testament.” Who wrote the New Testament? I do not know. Who does know? 
Nobody. We have found many manuscripts containing portions of the New Testament.  
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Some of these manuscripts leave out five or six books — many of them. Others more; others 
less. No two of these manuscripts agree. Nobody knows who wrote these manuscripts. They 
are all written in Greek. The disciples of Christ, so far as we know, knew only Hebrew. Nobody 
ever saw, so far as we know, one of the original Hebrew manuscripts. 
 
You must remember, also, one other thing. Christ never wrote a solitary word of the New 
Testament — not one word. There is an account that he once stooped and wrote something in 
the sand, but that has not been preserved. He never told anybody to write a word. He never 
”said: “Matthew, remember this. Mark, do not forget to put that down. Luke, be sure that in your 
gospel you have this. John, do not forget it.” Not one word. 
 
And it has always seemed to me that a being coming from another world, with a message of 
infinite importance to mankind, should at least have verified that message by his own signature. 
Is it not wonderful that not one word was written by Christ? Is it not strange that he gave no 
order to have his words preserved — words upon which hung the salvation of a world? 
 
This Testament, as it now is, was not written for hundreds of years after the apostles were dust. 
Many of the pretended facts lived in the open mouth of credulity. They were in the wastebaskets 
of forgetfulness. They depended upon the inaccuracy of legend, and for centuries these 
doctrines and stories were blown about by the inconstant winds. And when reduced to writing, 
some gentleman would write by the side of the passage his idea of it, and the next copyist 
would put that in as a part of the text. And, when it was mostly written, and the church got into 
trouble, and wanted a passage to help it out, one was interpolated to order. 
 
Here in our own country, only a few years ago, men claimed to have found golden plates upon 
which was written a revelation from God. They founded a new religion and, according to their 
statement, did many miracles. They were treated as outcasts, and their leader was murdered. 
These men made their “depositions” “in the immediate prospect of death.” They were mobbed, 
persecuted, derided, and yet they insisted that their prophet had miraculous power and that he, 
too, could swing back the hingeless door of death. 
 
The followers of these men have increased, in these few years, so that now the murdered 
prophet has at least two hundred thousand disciples. [In 2010 over fourteen million!] It will be 
hard to find a contradiction of these pretended miracles, although this is an age filled with 
papers, magazines, and books. 
 
As a matter of fact, the claims of Joseph Smith were so preposterous that sensible people did 
not take the pains to write and print denials. When we remember that eighteen hundred years 
ago there were but few people who could write, and that a manuscript did not become public in 
any modern sense, it was possible for the gospels to have been written with all the foolish 
claims in reference to miracles without exciting comment or denial. 
 
There is not, in all the contemporaneous literature of the world, a single word about Christ or his 
apostles. The paragraph in Josephus is admitted to be an interpolation, and the letters, the 
account of the trial, and several other documents forged by the zeal of the early fathers, are now 
admitted to be false. 
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DOCTRINE OF ATONEMENT 
Selection From Several Lectures by Robert G. Ingersoll 
 
“The absurdity of the doctrine known as ‘The Fall of Man’ gave birth to that other absurdity 
known as ‘The Atonement.’ So that now it is insisted that, as we are rightfully charged with the 
sin of somebody else, we can rightfully be credited with the virtues of another.” 
 
“According to the prevalent Christian belief, the Christian religion rests upon the doctrine of the 
atonement. If this doctrine is without foundation, the fabric falls; and it is without foundation, for it 
is repugnant to justice and mercy.” 
 
“The church tells us that the first man committed a crime for which all others are responsible. 
This absurdity was the father and mother of another — that a man can be rewarded for the good 
action of another.” 
 
It is claimed that he took our place, bore our sins, our guilt, and in this way satisfied the justice 
of God… The idea that God wants blood is at the bottom of the atonement, and rests upon the 
most fearful savagery.” 
 
“Every priest became a butcher, every synagogue a slaughter-house. Nothing could be more 
utterly shocking to a refined soul, nothing better calculated to harden the heart, than the 
continual shedding of innocent blood.” 
 
“The greater the crime, the greater the sacrifice. There was a ratio between the value of the 
animal and the enormity of the sin… This terrible system culminated in the sacrifice of Christ. 
His blood took the place of all other.” 
 
“The life and death of Christ do not constitute an atonement. They are worth the example, the 
moral force, the heroism of benevolence… In nature, there are neither rewards nor punishments 
— there are consequences.” 
 
 
SALVATION 
By Robert G. Ingersoll 
 
Whether the Bible is true or false, is of no consequence in comparison with the mental freedom 
of the race. Salvation through slavery is worthless. Salvation from slavery is inestimable. 
 
The civilization of this century is not the child of faith, but of unbelief — the result of Freethought. 
 

ALL I INSIST IS, IF THERE IS ANOTHER LIFE, THE BASEST SOUL THAT FINDS ITS WAY 
TO THAT DARK OR RADIANT SHORE WILL HAVE THE EVERLASTING CHANCE OF 
DOING RIGHT. NOTHING BUT THE MOST CRUEL IGNORANCE, THE MOST HEARTLESS 
SUPERSTITION, THE MOST IGNORANT THEOLOGY, EVER IMAGINED THAT THE FEW 
DAYS OF HUMAN LIFE SPENT HERE, SURROUNDED BY MISTS AND CLOUDS OF 
DARKNESS, BLOWN OVER LIFE’S SEA BY STORMS AND TEMPESTS OF PASSION, 
FIXED FOR ALL ETERNITY THE CONDITION OF THE HUMAN RACE. IF THIS DOCTRINE 
BE TRUE THIS LIFE IS BUT A NET, IN WHICH JEHOVAH CATCHES SOULS FOR HELL. 





TOM’S ADULTERY CASE 
 
For many years happily married to Mary whom he dearly loves. Tom has the chance for 
adultery with a younger and very attractive Emily, who has signaled her willingness 
several times. 
 
He lets it pass three separate and widely spaced times because he thinks it is a sin and 
would devastate Mary if discovered. But the fourth time he did it. 
 
Advocates of Free Will ask you to believe: that Tom’s Free Will operated all four times 
and every time without any influence from his biological inheritance and all 
environmental influences as they interacted over time.  
 
Determinists ask you to believe: the reason why Tom made his do-it decision was, 
determined because: 

•    he was born male; 
•    heterosexual;  
•    had a very strong drive for Emily;  
•    which was turbo-charged by his certainty she wanted the affair too; 
•    thought the chances of discovery were remote;  
•    and for other reasons that neither he, we, nor all the wise men, could ever know. 

 
Which does your common sense choose? 
 
 

See pages 12-16 for what science says about warring wants and, also what St. 
Paul said baffled him about his warring wants. 

ACCOUNTABLE BUT NOT RESPONSIBLE? A MORAL AND MORTAL DISTINCTION 
If a five year old pulled the trigger that killed his sister, he is not RESPONSIBLE for killing 
her because he is too young to know the consequences of his act. But he is ACCOUNT-
ABLE for why the gun discharged. 
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