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This universe would have no value whatsoever unless it could be used as a playing field.
The physical universe essentially is a game. A game is a third dynamic operation, a group activity.
The truth of the matter is, is there—as far as the reason why is concerned, of existence—the reason why is a game. And when it ceases to be a game, there is no reason why.

So a person only becomes baffled about a reason why when it has ceased to be a game. Well, how could it cease to be a game? By a person no longer being a player. A person is no longer a player. A person becomes a pawn. What do you think a pawn on a chessboard thinks about?

The auditor's mission is to bring him up to where he can be to some degree a player. If he can't play a game, he can't do anything because there's nothing else to do.
That's the hideous part of all this. People come around and they tell you, "Now, life is serious. It's important." You know what they're trying to do? Trying to make a pawn out of you. That's how you make pawns. You come up to some somebody and you say, "Now, listen. Life is serious. It's important. And you are an 'it,' you know, and it's very serious and it's very important, and you move when I move you."

Next thing you know, why, you feel kind of pawnish or if you're in the army, privatish.

What's the difference between a game and not a game? Well, there's two gradients. There would be the point above and the point below a game.

We'd have this level here, we call it game level. Now, we have a point below it where the person is actually involved in a game but isn't playing it, but is simply being moved around willy-nilly, see? Well, that person might be part of the game, but he doesn't know anything about it if he is. See, he wouldn't have any knowingness. Therefore, any participation he had would be other-determinism, and he would be getting moved around.

Now, there's the point above that where there would be no game simply because there's no players. You walk in on the scene, you make a scene, something like this, and you look around you, and there's just nobody else to fight with, nobody else to play with, there's no other chess player. Life is not worth living if there's only a first dynamic (his own needs). That's the truth of the matter. 
There's two ways you could get into this. As far as the study of individuality is concerned, it is basically the study of the individual who has full capabilities for playing a game and has no other players against whom to play, or below that level is forced into the category of being the only one, and so of course cannot play a game because he is again enforcedly and obsessively the only one. His perception is so poor as a pawn that he can't even look around and find out there are even enemy pawns. He just feels confused when somebody moves him. Somebody moves him, and he immediately feels confused because there seemed to have been something else on the space or something. He isn't sure. It's all a big maybe. He probably bows down and prays to Yahweh or somebody at this point.

And there's one other way to know there is no game, and that is simply be blotto, unconscious, wiped out, either permanently dead – which is impossible – or at least parked on one of these bars around here with the other barflies or sound asleep in bed. Under these conditions, you wouldn't know about a game either.

unwritten rule

When we get into the field of games, there are certain rules that nobody ever practices, really, and that's this rule don't knock out the playing field. That's an unwritten rule in games.

But what sort of a state of mind would an individual have to be in to do this? Boy, would he have to be desperate. That man's record must look like that he lost every game for ages. He must conceive that it's absolutely impossible to win a game if he is going to conceive that the only solution to this game and the only way he can win is to destroy the playing field.

The Wrong Thing To Do

We know the wrong thing to do. Any preclear is stuck on the track when he took no responsibility and did nothing. We find him utterly enmeshed and smashed and mired into the mud at those points when he said, "I can't do anything about it. I quit." 
So we know the wrong thing to do, don't we? Nothing.

Therefore, if the wrong thing to do is nothing, if the goal posed or the necessity about which to do something sits there, then anything you do is more right than nothing. Isn't it? Anything you do is not as wrong as doing nothing.

The fond hope would be that everybody would simply go into apathy and say this one government would govern.

Point of Fighting Back
There's a very funny thing about man. He doesn't happen to be a coward. There is always some point of degradation where he will turn and fight. He's not a rat. In spite of psychology, he is not a rat, and he doesn't behave like rats except in one respect, is you shove him too far and he'll fight.

I have seen men pressed into the deepest apathy you ever heard about by the sudden emergency and explosion of weapons of war. And then resurge and find somewhere enough energy to continue forward and somehow or other patch things up and keep going.

I've seen things in the most incredible state of dishabille put back together again by men who a few minutes before had been in complete apathy about doing anything.

Man is a remarkable character. Man will do something about this. Not because I say so. Not because you say so. He will do something about it as soon as he begins to realize what this is. He too will realize that the wrong thing to do about it is nothing. 
Put all the responsibility on somebody else that would be the wrong thing to do. Even he will realize this.

You may see a complete revulsion against science as such. Complete revulsion, to where any scientific accomplishment becomes suspect. This has happened, but remember that science has as its belief that man is something which was created from mud. That man is a thinking sort of a machine not endowed with any immortal life. And science is wrong, and I would put my chips on the person who was right. I always like to do that.
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