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    BREAKTHROUGH

by

Charles Mack





I think we all knew it would happen this way — on a day like this one, a day like any other, an announcement like this, a new discovery, 
a new tool in the hands of Mankind . . . and the world will never be the same again.

	We've seen it happen on a smaller scale ever since the beginning of the 20th century.   In 1905, when Einstein quietly announced that E = mc2 
;   in 192
6, when 
Erwin Schrodinger
 
quietly 
published 
the foundation
s
 of 
quantum 
mechanics
;
 
 
in 1954, when Watson and Crick quietly sent off a letter to SCIENCE describing the DNA molecule.  And now, in 1981, as inevitably it would, as quietly as we all knew it would, in an article inserted in [
name of publication
] at the very last moment, we have the final, the ultimate scientific breakthrough that will cure all the ills of the world, will make our private lives innocent and virtuous, our social lives guileless and harmonious, our political lives pure and trustworthy, our international lives carefree and secure.  I will say it once more:  The world will never be the same again!

By now I'm afraid most of you have guessed what the breakthrough is. It's a shame I gave away the surprise by chattering along like this, but my excitement is surely understandable.  The breakthrough, of course, is Positron-Emission-Transaxial-Tomography (more frequently referred to as PETT).

And why is PETT such a revolutionary phenomenon?  Again you're
 probably way ahead of me.  It i
s because this extraordinary technique permits us to look into the brain and watch its functioning in detail, watch thoughts as they flash from one part of the brain to another.  So what?   So we've finally got a lie detector that works.   Works at whatever level of complexity and whatever depth of consciousness the situation requires.  And with absolute accuracy.  A truly reliable lie detector - - at last.

	I hardly need remind you that the development of such a device has been one of the principal goals of science for the past 250 years, every since Daniel Defoe put us on the track.  Oh, yes, I know there is a small clique of non-scientists that remembers the great Daniel Defoe primarily for his story about Robinson Crusoe, but I have yet to meet a scientist of any real caliber who doesn't instantly associate the name of Defoe with his pioneering work on lie detection.  In his consummate 
groundbreaking
 work of 1730 entitled "An Effectual Scheme for the Immediate Preventing Robberies and Suppressing all other Disorders of the Night" (affectionately known as ESIPRASDON in higher scientific circles), Defoe emitted his cri de coeur  on this subject.  “Confront every suspect,” he urged, and "take hold of his Wrist and feel his Pulse", he implored, and "there you shall find his Guilt", he assured, "a fluttering Heart, an unequal Pulse, a sudden Palpitation shall evidently confess he is the Man, in spite of a bold Countenance or a false Tongue".

Ah, those were the days!  That was a Challenge indeed!   All but the most mediocre scientists dropped everything else they were doing and dedicated every waking moment during the next two and a half centuries to the historic quest.

But it was not until February 2, 1935 that the quest bore fruit, and that alas! turned out to be a bit, if I may use the word, equivocal.  It was in Judge Clayton F. Van Pelt's courtroom that the Keeler Polygraph was first unveiled.  It was a magnificent instrument combining Defoe's pulse rate measurement with Vittorio Benussi’s rate-of-breathing test with the Riva Rocca blood-pressure-measuring sphygmomanometer with Veraguth's Psychogalvanic Reflex measurement.  In little Portage, Wisconsin t
hat day, both Tony Grignano and
 his sidekick Cecil Loniello were found guilty of assault by the simple expedient of asking them if they had done the dirty deed, then watching them lie on Keeler's wonderful Polygraph machine.


	
Although the technique has been very popular since 1935, it is marred by the fact that blood pressure tends to rise in times of anxiety (times like being accused of a crime), that rate-of-breathing changes occur during problem-solving efforts (like trying to recall half-forgotten facts), and that the psychogalvanic skin response responds more to psychology than veracity (like how do I feel about stealing, rather than did I steal).  In spite of the fact that the Polygraph does a fair journeyman's job in the hands of experts, true scientists have never for an instant faltered in their search for an unequivocal instrument capable of drawing what Joseph Stalin used to call "the appropriate conclusions".



Now I've done it.  I've found it.  The 250 years are over.  The answer is 
Positron-Emission-Transaxial-Tomography
 and, as it usually happens in such cases, one cannot help but be astonished at how easy and obvious the solution is, lying, as it were, beneath our very noses all these long years.

The technique itself is a model of simplicity and convenience.

One first 
builds
 a cyclotron, then smashes up some atoms to make radioactive oxygen or nitrogen or carbon or fluorine, then immediately runs them into an attached chemical processing plant 
to incorporate them into natural metab
olic substances
 
(you have to hurry, their half-lives are only a few minutes long), 
 then introduce
s
 them into the subject's body by one means or another, then straps the subject to a motor-driven table which propels the subject's head into an enormous cylindrical array of gamma-ray detectors that looks like the door of a bank vault, then feeds the output of every detector into a 
high-speed computer that figures out where each metabolic molecule was when it emitted its positron which entered into a mutually annihilating reaction with a nearby electron which emitted two gamma-rays in opposite directions which were detected on opposite sides of the bank-door detector array.

	But all that stuff Is just hardware detail, already worked out by others and generally known to the reading public.  My contribution is to see its true potential, to see clearly how that potential can be realized, and to grasp the enormity of its consequences.  When PETT installations are spread across the land and around the world and into every little backwoods town, we can give people positron-emitting cocktails once or twice a week, pop then into detector arrays, and start putting the "questions of the day" to them.

What questions?  Well, that will have to be worked out very scientifically.  We've got a lot of ground to cover and we can’t have everybody spending half their time inside a PETT while long lists of poorly-designed questions are read off to them.  We've got to put our heads together here.  We've got to ask short-term questions often and long-term questions infrequently.

For example, income tax vs. kidnapping.  You wouldn't have to ask somebody whether he had cheated on his income tax more than maybe every year or two.  If he says "yes" you can drag out the details at leisure and no harm done.  But you'd have to ask questions about some crimes far more frequently.  Like "Have you kidnapped somebody and locked him up in a sealed room in the basement with only two days worth of air in it?"   A question like that would have to be asked every day and a half.  But you might get clever and throw in questions like this:  "Do you presently intend or have you discussed with a third party or have you recently overheard anyone else planning to kidnap somebody and lock him up in a sealed room in the basement with only two days worth of air in it?"

Computers can be programmed to generate lists of crisp, efficient questions like that, each tied to a specific time interval, each skillfully designed to give the subject a 
clear-cut
 mental choice between telling the truth and doing you know what.



  
	
But how does PETT know the difference between truth and falsehood? Nothing could be easier.

As I already explained in the section on hardware, the PETT technique allows us to follow the chemical functioning of the brain by computer-reconstructed three-dimensional pictures.  For example, if we ask a question like "Did you cheat on your income tax this year (optional: ‘the way you did last year’)”?  What we'll see on our flickering full-color screens is something like this:

•  In the occipital lobe of the subject being scanned, the true answer forms as a pure, unspoken memory.  Characteristic flashes of metabolic activity are displayed on the PETT screen in that area, then move forward as the thought begins its normal 
circulation 
inside the brain.  The pattern moves to the front and swings by the 
prefrontal
 lobes before diving down through the 
midbrain
.  If the superego, enthroned in the 
prefrontal
 lobes, exercises its 
saintly influence and speeds that
 memory back around to the motor cortex controlling speech, the scanned subject will utter some such statement as:

"Yes, I did, come to think of it.  I doubled up on some deductions and hid a lot of income in unmarked bills under the refrigerator. . . . The proper tax would have amounted, if my memory serves me right, to something like twenty-four hundred dollars more than I paid."



	•  But if the dirty old Id, lurking down in our primitive midbrain (the seat of our baser emotions and our victories over the IRS), reaches out its hairy arm and grabs that lovely, pure, honest memory by the throat, then no pattern of flashing lights will flow back up to the motor cortex.  No sir!  That pattern will die in the depths.  Suffocated.  Its virtuous message choked into silence forever.  And back in the occipital lobe, there will slowly form a very different pattern of lights
 — a 
pattern that will slither across the screen of that PETT scanner and scowl sullenly up at its keen-eyed operator, then sneak past the superego in the 
prefrontal
 lobes to be patted approvingly in the reptilian 
midbrain
 by the telltale positron-emitting 
silhouette
 of that old devil Id, now dazzlingly exposed in a burst of gamma rays on the unblinking screen of our Positron-Emitting Transaxial Tomographerl
  The lie will out!  The lie will be reported by the operator and the nation will be solvent.


From this one magical instrument a thousand epic blessings flow.  Take crime, for example:  Over a million cars stolen a year, over four million houses and stores burglarized.  That's finished.  That's over and done with.  That's only a problem now for the Yale Lock Company, whose cumbersome products (that I never remember the right keys for) are no longer needed.  Just wait a few months and you'll see it in Congress: A bill to bail out Yale.  They'll just cross out Chrysler's name on the old legislation and slip it to Yale out the back door.

Who'll need locks anymore?  Nobody.  Once we start processing the entire population through PETT, it'll be a cinch to throw in questions like "Did you enter any premises without authorization or with the intent to unlawfully convey during the 
preceding
 year . . . five years? . . . ten years? . . . twenty-five years?   (Of course, the question will have to be tailored to the subject's age to avoid getting into any more sticky prenatal problems in Congress.)

Our entire world will open up.  Department stores, supermarkets, gas stations and the little shop on the corner will be open all night.  There'll be a coffee can next to the front door where you can leave your money, make change, drop in notes to the store manager, etc.

Theft will become a thing of the past.  After all, when you 
cannot
 possibly get away with it, what's the point? And we'll be able to clear up all the thefts that have already been committed, including exactly how much was taken.  In the case of money, we can put professional thieves in prison workhouses until they earn enough to make full restitution.  In the case of , say, the 270,000 sets of earphones that are stolen by airline passengers each year, it would be enough to have them simply returned.  After all, these are honest people.

But it's no use trying to dodge the issue, when PETT swings into full operation, we're headed right straight for a major national problem.  The problem will be an acute shortage of jail cells — on an unprecedented scale.  Just look at these numbers, if you don't believe me:

•  Careful studies show that approximately ten percent of the customers entering big-city department stores steal something while they’re there.

  •  Anonymous surveys at several high schools in the Western United States revealed that nearly sixty-one percent of the boys and over thirty percent of the girls had shoplifted.


	
That must be true because we rack up 140 million "lifts" in 
US
 shops each and every year. 



Combine those numbers with the fact that we already arrest almost six million people a year for other crimes, and you see what I mean about the need for more prisons.  What makes that a problem is that we currently spend over seven billion dollars a year on the 350,000 prisoners we already have.  You start piling on the uncounted millions discovered by PETT and the whole system could collapse.


But n
ot to worry.  Although other scientific breakthroughs have frequently 
created more problems than they ha
ve solved, my PETT project is different.  It completely reverses the ghastly financial balance sheet of our present prison system and turns it into a paying proposition.

	Consider the advantages of a PETT-supervised penitentiary:

 Construction will be of locally available, minimum-cost materials:  wood, mud  bricks, adobe, etc.  There will be wooden doors equipped with the surplus locks that used to encumber our existence out in the honest, law-abiding world. 	Manufacturing plants will adjoin the barracks; dining facilities will be on the far side of the manufacturing plants.

 To gain access to the dining hall, one must pass through a quick PETT scan asking a single question:  "How much did you just earn?"  (The answer is automatically sent to the cashier's desk.)

 
	
Each morning, the entire population of the prison will be given another single-question scan:  "Are you planning to escape, or are you currently engaged in any activity that would give you access to the outside world?" (Thus wood, mud brick or adobe.)

	•  Every item of personal property, every aspect of the prisoner's standard of living will be determined by productivity.  Size of each cell, its furnishings, its television set and 
premium 
channels will be paid for out of earnings.  Price 
markups
 will be set high enough to make the national prison system profitable and to reimburse the victims of crime.  The cost of the PETT system (together with my modest, but well-deserved royalties) will also be defrayed by "correctional institution" profits.

	•  Parole, suspended sentences and mass criminal releases by 
US
 district judges will be a thing of the past.  With the emphasis shifted entirely over to restitution, punishment and quarantine, everything will depend on the answers to such PETT questions as :

  If you were the victim of your own crime, would you now consider the slate wiped clean. (Remember, it is impossible to dissimulate to a PETT machine.)

  If you were released tomorrow, would you be likely to commit the same crime again?

  What about some other crime?

  Why are you any different from before?

You're probably getting worried about the huge numbers of people who will spend their lives in jail under the new system.  I think you can put your mind at ease on that score; there are a lot of people whose risk of imprisonment will now practically disappear.  Why?  Because most categories of victimless crime will disappear.



	
It has 
gratified
 our inherently hypocritical species to write into the law books all kinds of detailed prohibitions about how other people live their private lives — what they read, whether they gamble, what kind of sex life they have — that sort of thing.  For every offense against a victim in the 
US
 each year, there are over two-and-a-half arrests for crimes that have no "victim" at all — aside from the person arrested.  It is highly likely, however, that when all our personal behavior in any respect can be laid open to publi
c scrutiny during the next PETT
 scan, we will be a lot more careful about what we define as a crime.  Remember, anything the society defines as a crime will go into the questions everybody is asked at each routine PETT session.


But there is one crime that has a devastating effect on its victim, yet has been utterly impossible to deal with in the past.  And that crime is rape.

Society has never been able to handle rape.  Without PETT, society would never have become capable of handling it.  It has been, until now, quite beyond the capacity of our species to sort out the tangled skein of accusation and denial in that particular form of interpersonal behavior that has been made intolerably complex by the diligent researches of Sigmund Freud.  Well, that problem is behind us.  A few straightforward questions put to both parties under the watchful eye of a PETT system will promptly straighten the matter out.  Then, with all its former cynical reservations cleared up, society can visit upon the undoubted rapist the full fury due him throughout the centuries of unrecorded history.

It is a far cry from such a subject to the problem of married conflict, but PETT's effect on the family will be profound and beneficial, I assure you.  America's one million divorces a year provide endless examples of destructive behavior indulged in solely on the assumption it'll never be discovered.  PETT's vast national computer system will put an end to that sort of thing once and for all.  I don't want to get too technical about this, but there are readily available algorithms and cross-correlation techniques that can work quite handily with special sequences like:




• 
	Is he playing around?




• 
	Is she playing around?




• 
	Are they both playing around?




• 
	Is it tennis?

or:




• 
 
   
Did she really remind him they were supposed to eat dinner



at the Robinson’s next week?




• 
	Did he really tell her he had to be in Chicago that day?




• 
	Did he have to be in Chicago?




• 
	Is Mrs. Robinson's cooking as bad as everyone says?




	
But all this ex-post-facto stuff will eventually be short-circuited by the PETT-scan interrogations that will become a routine part of marriage applications.  Before the license is granted, each applicant will get to ask the other all the PETT-supervised questions he or she wishes.  Even if the interrogation goes on for days and weeks, there will be no holds barred.  If any applicant fails to get the message after six months of continuous questioning, there will be a five year cooling-off period before the pair can pick up again where it left off.



It is a small step for Mankind from the subject of marriage to open warfare, but PETT will obviously put an end to international conflict as well.  It is immediately clear that there can be no such thing as a surprise attack once the PETT system has been put into operation on a worldwide basis.  Political and military leaders, most newspaper columnists and, of course, everyone's wife will be routinely asked whether their countrymen are up to anything sneaky.  No plans for Pearl Harbor will slip past our plucky positrons!


	
And that's not all.  There'll be no more of those old-fashioned declared wars of bygone centuries, either.  Why? 
 
Because the foremost enemy of war is equality.  Nations just hate to charge into battle against opposing forces as powerful as their own.  They like to slap together a little something extra in the back room to make sure their plans will work out all right.  But, in a world of PETT-supervised arms control, preparations for war are sure to backfire.  Let country X build a few extra missiles, a secret submarine base or an undeclared squadron of bombers in anticipation of the Big Day and the truth will inevitably out.  No lurking Id, no guilty secret can pull the wool over PETT's eyes.

	And when the truth does out, something entirely new under the sun will take place — the psychology of aggressor and victim will be transformed!  The intended victim was, of course, country Y.  And down through history, the self-indulgent populations of intended victims have been able to tell each other that there was no cause for alarm, no need to exert themselves, no need to turn from the feeding trough for a glance in the X direction.  After all, the population of X country is just misunderstood.  They’re a bunch of pussy cats, really.  That talk doesn’t mean anything.  Forget it.


	With PETT, the population of every intended victim will be technologically deprived of that historical cop-out.  All those lovely arguments for doing nothing until country X's forces are marching up the Champs-Elysées will be stripped away by the undeniable testimony of transaxial tomography.  They'll have to spring to their own defense or publicly submit to their nation's subjugation.  I'd bet my last gamma ray the comfortable denial of past centuries is a thing of the past.  Endangered countries will actually defend themselves — and war will be only a memory.


	
But all this sounds like the spending of public money, and I've claimed that PETT will keep $468, 273, 359, 711 a year out of the hands of public spenders.  Was that a wild claim?  Absolutely not. That figure was calculated with a computer and it is therefore accurate out to twelve decimal places.


Take this military spending, for example.  The 
US
. Department of Defense is the only organization on earth that routinely spends ten dollars to buy one dollar's worth of weaponry.  Before PETT there was no hope at all of reducing this waste;  the problem was intrinsic and inescapable.  When you're spending tax money, it isn't so much what you get for it (nobody pays much attention to that) but whether you get caught stealing any of it.  Careful scientific analysis has revealed that headlines dealing with crooked contracts are printed in type 6.33 times larger than headlines dealing with contracts that are merely wasteful.  The military procurement system, therefore, is carefully designed to ensure that nine people are looking over the shoulder of each worker actually building anything that will float, fly or furrow in the presence of an enemy.

Clearly, then, we need only ask everyone whether he/she is currently stealing any money from the government.  With that out of the way, we can reduce the Defense Department's procurement budget of $59,736,000,000 down to $5,973,600,000, thus saving $53,762,400,000.



The same protective instinct governs expenditures in all other departments of the government, but at a watcher/worker ratio of only 8.969.  Thus PETT supervision will save 89.69% of the total non-defense procurement budget of 322,602,190,000 or, roughly, $289,341,910,000 a year.

But that's not all.  What we've been talking about so far is only the procurement budgets — the money all those federal employees spend when they go to the store.  But how many of those employees do we need in the first place?

The answer to that question has been lying in the government's bottom drawer for thirty-four years, at least as far as the Defense Department (2,960,400 employees) is concerned.  America's foremost military historian, S. L. A. Marshall, revealed in 1947 that, whereas you might sometimes find as many as 25 percent of our soldiers firing their guns while engaged in battle with enemy troops, the most you could usually  count on was 15 percent.   But, before PETT came on the scene, there wasn't much we could do about that.  The problem was:  Who was part of the 15 percent that actually fought our wars and who was part of the 85 percent that only performed as spectators?  With PETT, we can ask them all ahead of time, and send the 85 percent home right away.  That will save us $20,899,970,000 a year, previously spent on uniformed bystanders.

According to the 
Correspondence
 Principle (that's physics and not to be questioned), the same ratio of active-to-inert should apply in the rest of the government service.  That means we can use PETT to weed out 85 percent of the federal bureaucracy by asking questions like


 •  
Did you think today?



 
•  Was that good or bad for the taxpayers?



 • 
 How many fingers am I holding up?

Sending home the ones that fail that test will save $69,328,549,000 in the first and each succeeding year.

The raw total of savings, then, is $433,332,829,000 per annum.  Allowing for unforeseen developments adds another $12,780,622,000 for a total of $446,l13,451,000 which, allowing for inflation and the mean discount rate, plus savings on the margin of Eurodollar holdings in banks north of 24 degree
s latitude, brings us to $468,27
3,359,711 — exactly as promised.  (When you work around PETT, you don't try to pull any fast ones.)



	But it isn't all peaches and cream — there's a 
rebound
 effect.  It’s highly likely, I'm afraid, that the private sector will be interested, as well, in all this PETT-enabled increase in efficiency.  American industries and corporations will be falling all over each other to find out who actually does the work while “present and accounted for” on company premises.  They will set up employee screening facilities in which PETTs examine the answers to such questions as:

	•   What was the value of your efforts on behalf of the company during the past week (month, year)?


		 
And I’m very much afraid that the answers will be used in computing the payroll.

The effects will be catastrophic!  Executives will be applying for public housing assistance, secretaries will be buying Cadillacs, labor-union officials will be out looking for jobs.  Assuming that the same 15%
 
/
 
85% ratio applies in the private economy, we can expect the current national income of $2 trillion to fall abruptly to $300 billion, bringing down federal tax receipts by a comparable factor.  Prodigious economic problems will have to be solved; confusion and disarray will be commonplace.  Once again, Rebecca West's complaint again
st scientists will be borne out —
  that they persist in presenting the world with "more intricate and terrible weapons".


	
I hate to go from one depressing thought to another, but we really ought to discuss politics.  Yes, yes, I know we all thought the problem of honesty was solved once the Washington Post and our brave Congress had driven bad old Richard Nixon out of the sanctified halls of government, but there might still remain some isolated pockets of improbity in the political world.  Certainly not in the White House — that problem was solved in 1976 when we reached deep into America's gut to find a newly reborn religious man who drove lying and other forms of badness right out of there.  And 
certainly not in world politics —
 Jimmy flogged out of our sacred presence all those dirty-minded allies who used to tell us lies about how nice they were.  But, despite all our efforts, we've still got 

problems with Truth In Politics.  The problem is exclusively, of course, at the state and local level.

For most of you, the sordid revelations of PETT-supervised interrogations in state capitals will be painful indeed.  But for those of us who live in Massachusetts, triumphant vindication is at hand.  People all over the United States have begun to claim, in recent years, that their state government is the most corrupt in the nation.  We in Massachusetts have put up with this pompous twaddle about as long as we're going to.  A complete PETT screening of all state legislatures and bureaucracies will show once and for all that we have lost nothing 
— 
NOTHING! 
— 
since Mayor James Michael Curley ran the affairs of Boston from his cell in Danbury penitentiary.

It was Mayor Curley who took us to the top of the charts, made us world league, put Massachusetts corruption in the history books.  His hard working successors have kept us there ever since.  Richard Nixon himself has acknowledged the justice of our claim.  In his book, The Real War, Richard Nixon put that sanctimonious twerp Jimmy Carter in his place by reminding him that our Boston politics are just as corrupt, just as much a violation of human rights as any Jimmy found outside in all those 
bad 
foreign countries.  We in Massachusetts are proud to rest our case on the testimony of our favorite son.


	
As soon as we have established the hierarchy of corruption and put all the sticky fingered pols in those mud brick workhouses
,
 we can turn our attention to PETT-supervised elections.  These will take place in two steps.  First, each candidate will see to it that the charges he makes against his opponents, and the promises he makes on his own behalf, are printed in the local newspapers. (Unfortunately he can't mail them out to the voters because, at the rate Postal charges are increasing, one would have to file bankruptcy papers to enter politics.)



After allowing everyone time to read and digest what each

candidate says, we'll have a television special on which the results of the candidates' PETT interrogations are revealed.  Anyone who has been found to be speaking the truth (to any significant extent) will automatically be elected.  All of the rest of our political offices will be left vacant.  It is safe to assume that politician
s, too, will conform to the 15% 
/
 
85% pattern.

Up to this point we have assumed (wrongly, it turns out) th
at everyone would merely sign up
 for his periodic interrogation and the results would be automatically forwarded to Pueblo, Colorado for further processing.  Not a bit of it.  The first order of business for any PETT is to establish who, in this whole wide world, you are.  The fact is (we are told by the FBI) that 300 thousand Americans take on false identities each year (with malice aforethought) and over 8 million Americans aren't even Americans! — they're aliens who have sneaked into the country illegally.  Even people who are most of the time who they say they are have gotten into the habit of using false 
ID
 cards when using other people's bank credit cards — running up bills 
totaling
 $500 million a year that can't be collected on.

But where this whole thing of identification fraud strikes most painfully is in the sacrosanct area of American sports.  Like the 12-year-old tennis champion from Cleveland whose mother had falsified his birth certificate to keep him 12 years old somewhat longer than conventional calendars would have warranted.  Or the senior basketball team (40 years and older) that won the national cha
mpionship with a perfect record —
 all 20 of their birth certificates were false. (Their true ages averaged out at 34 years.)   It is exactly as that famous American humorist, Artemus Ward, once said:   "It ain't so much the things we don't know that get us in trouble; it's the things we know that ain't so".

But Artemus Ward ain't exactly his real name, either.  The ugly fact is, he was really somebody named Charles Farrar Browne, passing himself off under a false identity.  People like that will be routinely exposed in our PETT-supervised future.

Big Brother, you say?  Well maybe you don't, but I bet George Orwell would have condemned the new system as right out of 1984.  Well

let me just put you in the know about that cat.  His name wasn't even

George Orwell.  How do you like that?
 
 His real name was Eric Blair,

a fact that would have been picked up in his first PETT scan.


	
Thus the score card of PETT's triumphs is long and impressive, ranging from the abolition of domestic discord to the termination of international strife.  Since science has provided the tool to prevent surprise attacks and the preparations for war, we scientists are at last safe from Rebecca 
West’s
 withering scorn.  Not only that, but we have the means at hand to unmask Ms West herself, whose real name is Cicily Isabel Fairfield, as any routine PETT screening would have revealed.  The sordid truth is that she has been masquerading all these years under the alias "West" to keep her mother from finding out she was secretly writing articles for a feminist magaz
ine.  Yet another crime exposed!


As long as we're on the subject of names, I would like to register a protest against PETT itself.  That's exactly the kind of manufactured name I detest.  A silly bunch of awkward words forced into an arbitrary sequence so that their initial letters generate an acronym that turns out to be some cute word that doesn't logically have anything to do with anything. 

In a wiser age, when all educated people spoke the same language, they named new apparatuses (
apparati
?  apparatusi?) in sensible words drawn from Latin.  Let us therefore do likewise.

To begin with, this system uses positrons to probe into a person's head.  What is it probing for?  That's just where everyone goes wrong.  They cast things in a negative context by calling it a lie detector.  I look on this new discovery i
n a purely positive context, a
s a means of 
acquitting
 an accused person of lying.

Clearly, then, there is only one Latin description for this exciting new scheme, and that is:

Scutari Caput Absolvo Mendax

 which means, of course, To Probe An Accused Person's Head in order to Acquit Him/Her of Lying.

But Latin is always supposed to be written backwards, so the name should read:

Mendax Absolvo Caput Scutari

We should use this name exclusively from now on whenever we refer to this amazing new system.

As was to be expected, I suppose, the nabobs of negativism have already started to criticize the Mendaxabsolvocaputscutari.  For instance, my colleagues keep telling me these systems are too expensive, that they take too long to make a full brain scan, that the whole idea is absurd, or absurdly utopian.

All right, so it's utopian.  But not nearly as utopian as its alternative . . .

				. . .which is that we all start telling each other

the truth.





The End



