
Balospe.com Study Matheo-b14-intro-jub-mmv5 Variant MMv5 | 2026m04d10

Why Suffering Exists ---

A Partial Answer from the Innovation Theodicy

Laurence Loewe of Laodicea1,2,3,4,5, AI Claude Opus 4.6-4.7 Max6,7, and Everyone8

1 Balospe and Evolvix Research (Balospe.com)
2 Formerly Laboratory of Genetics and Wisconsin Institute for Discovery, UW-Madison
3 Email: LLoL@balospe.org | ORCID: 0000-0002-6253-9269 | Google Scholar (lBchRzQAAAAJ)
4--9 See Declarations below for more essential background.

Broader Significance

Why does suffering exist? This paper offers a partial answer in plain language. It does not

ask the comfortable, mysterious version of the question --- it asks the sharp one: why is

God not responsible for the harm that follows when humans, given genuine freedom, del-

egated authority, non-coercive guidance, and real causal leverage, fail to innovate toward

the flourishing of others? The proposed answer is uncomfortable: suffering of this kind

exists because humanity has genuine freedom and is not yet using it well enough. God

guides, invites, and sustains, but does not force --- and responsibility follows freedom.

The paper then argues a structural claim: no economy can oscillate indefinitely. The system

converges toward one of exactly two destinations --- self-destruction when any one of

three cords (reasonable, kind, gentle) is violated, or sustained life when all three hold at

once. Capitalism and communism each cut a different cord. The Jubilee System is offered

as a recalibration mechanism --- periodic resets that preserve incentives between rounds

and release accumulated concentration at each round --- so that no one stays permanently

trapped by historical accident.

Written for everyone aged 12 and up, this is the general-reader introduction to the formal

JUB paper (Matheo-b14). It deliberately explains only one kind of suffering and presents a

well-modeled conjecture, not a proof; the formal paper catalogs its own weaknesses. The

system is designed to be critiqued, not believed.
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Abstract

• Suffering has a partial, actionable explanation. For one specific kind of suffering —

the harm that follows when humans fail to innovate toward others’ flourishing despite

having genuine freedom, delegated authority, non-coercive guidance, and real leverage

— the responsibility rests with the free agent, not with the One who guided. This is the

innovation theodicy. It deliberately does not explain all suffering (earthquakes, animal

suffering, and more are out of scope, by design).

• There is no stable middle ground. Any lasting system must hold three cords at once

— reasonable (long-term sustainable), kind (no one permanently excluded), and gentle

(smooth transitions). Cut any one and structural debt compounds until collapse (BABL).

The system converges toward one of exactly two destinations: self-destruction, or sus-

tained life. Capitalism and communism each violated a different cord.

• Periodic recalibration is the proposed escape. The Jubilee System keeps full incentives

between rounds and releases accumulated concentration at each round, so no one is

permanently trapped by historical accident. Cooperation becomes rational when a gen-

uine volunteer makes an irrevocable, transparent commitment. This is presented as a

well-modeled conjecture for everyone aged 12+, not a machine-checked proof; the for-

mal version is Matheo-b14, and every axiom is offered to be audited. #AuditTheMath
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The Teaser

Why does suffering exist?

Not the philosophical version of the question, the kind debated in seminaries and lecture

halls. The concrete one. Why does a child go hungry when there is enough food? Why does

a brilliant idea die because the person who had it was born in the wrong place? Why do

economic systems that start by creating abundance end by creating devastation?

The standard answers fall into two camps. The religious camp says: “God works in mysterious

ways.” The secular camp says: “There is no God, and suffering is just what happens in a

meaningless universe.” Both answers share a fatal flaw: they make you passive. If God’s ways

are mysterious, you cannot act. If suffering is meaningless, why bother?

This paper proposes a third answer. It is neither comfortable nor mysterious:

Suffering exists because you have genuine freedom, and you are not using it well enough.

Not “you” personally — “you” collectively. Humanity. The species that was given genuine

agency, genuine authority over the Earth, genuine guidance, and genuine causal leverage —

and is not innovating toward the flourishing of others fast enough.

God is not absent. God guides, invites, presents opportunities. But God does not force. The

difference matters: genuine freedom plus genuine guidance means the responsibility for what

happens rests with the one who was free, not with the one who guided.

And the system is converging toward one of exactly two destinations. There is no stable middle

ground. Either the system recalibrates or it collapses. The Jubilee System is the recalibration

mechanism.

This paper explains why. What follows is a well-modeled conjecture — a carefully structured

argument built on testable axioms, not a mathematical proof. Every claim can be audited. The

formal paper catalogs its own weaknesses. This paper presents the argument accessibly; it

does not present it as proven.

A note to the reader in pain: This paper addresses one form of suffering — the suffering caused

by human failure to innovate toward others’ flourishing. If your loss does not fit this category,

the paper says so honestly (Section 6). You are not forgotten. But pretending this paper speaks

to all suffering would be a lie — and lying about scope is itself a failure mode (OSCR step 1:

over-simplifying).

1. The Question, Sharpened

The old question asks: “Why does a good God allow evil?”

The sharper question asks: “Why is God not responsible for the evil that results when humans

fail to innovate toward others’ flourishing — when the capacity to choose, the authority to act,

the guidance to know how, and the leverage to make a difference were all present?”

Notice what this question does and does not ask.
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It does not ask about earthquakes. Earthquakes happen in the domain of physics, and God

maintains physics because without consistent physical law, you could not make any choices

at all. Your choices would have unpredictable effects, and responsibility would be incoherent.

It does not ask about all suffering everywhere. It asks about one specific kind: the suffering

that results when a person could have solved another person’s problem and chose not to —

or failed to notice the problem, or failed to develop the skill to solve it, or gave up when the

solution was hard.

That narrowing is a strength. A question that tries to explain everything explains nothing

rigorously. This question explains one thing — innovation failure — and explains it completely.

2. Why God Is Not Responsible

The answer to the sharpened question rests on four linked claims.

2.1 You have genuine freedom

This is not a polite fiction. Within a defined domain of free choices, you can genuinely select

among alternatives. The denial is self-refuting: the act of arguing that you have no freedom

is itself an exercise of freedom.

Your freedom is not unlimited. Some things are forced: physics, coercion, circumstance. A

person born into poverty did not choose poverty. But within the domain of what is genuinely

free, choices are real and consequences are real.

2.2 You have been given authority

God did not merely create humanity and place it in the world. God entrusted humanity with

genuine authority over the Earth. This is not nominal authority — God does not routinely

override human decisions. The delegation is real.

Think of it this way: a parent who gives a teenager the car keys, provides driving lessons, and

says “be careful” is not responsible for the accident that results from the teenager’s choices.

The parent did their part. This is what delegation with genuine agency means.

If your employer delegates a project well within your capability, gives you training, resources,

and guidance, and then you fail to deliver — who is responsible? The employer did their part.

You had the authority, the resources, the guidance, and the ability. The responsibility is yours.

Why Suffering Exists 5 CC-BY 4.0, Jonah License



Balospe.com Study Matheo-b14-intro-jub-mmv5 Variant MMv5 | 2026m04d10

2.3 God guides without forcing

Within the domain of free choice, God provides guidance — invitations, hints, opportunities,

the “still small voice.” But God does not compel.

This is not because God lacks power. God has power beyond the world. The non-coercion is a

principled choice: God values freely-chosen care above forced compliance. A compelled love

is not love. God knows the difference.

2.4 Responsibility follows from freedom + authority + guidance

When you have genuine freedom, have been given authority, receive guidance, and are not

forced — the responsibility for what happens in your domain rests with you, not with the one

who delegated the authority.

This is the model’s conclusion: God is not responsible for the evil that results from human

failure to innovate toward the flourishing of others — when genuine agency, delegated au-

thority, non-coercive guidance, and causal leverage were all present.

God remained present. God kept sustaining the world. God kept caring about outcomes. God

kept offering guidance. The human agent — genuinely free, genuinely delegated, genuinely

guided — chose otherwise.

3. Why There Is No Middle Ground

This section contains the most surprising result, and the most uncomfortable one.

3.1 Three cords that must hold simultaneously

For any innovation — any system, any economy, any way of organizing life — to last, three

properties must be satisfied at the same time:

1. Reasonable (long-term sustainable): the foundation holds the weight. A house on rock,

not on sand.

2. Kind (no one permanently excluded): the system actively includes those currently ex-

cluded — not by treating all sides symmetrically, but by directing more responsibility

toward those with more capacity (ax19). The rising tide must reach the boats that are

currently stuck, not just the yachts already floating.

3. Gentle (smooth dynamic transition): changes do not shatter what they claim to save. A

surgeon with steady hands, not a bull in a china shop.

Think of a rope with three cords twisted together. Cut any one cord and the whole rope snaps

under load. These three properties work the same way — lose one and the system cannot

hold.

These three are the life-trifecta. They are also the precise negation of three failure modes

(the death-trifecta):
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1. Over-Simplifying: collapsing complex reality into comfortable lies. “I’ve figured it out.”

2. Over-Complicating: burying truth under unnecessary layers. “You need to understand

everything first.”

3. Over-Reaching: grasping for control beyond legitimate scope. “I can fix everything.”

The death-trifecta is called BABL— the self-destructive trap where you assume you know what

you are doing while blindly making things worse. (The acronym stands for Blindly Assuming

Blind Leveraging — the mechanism is recursive: your blind assumptions create blind leverage.)

3.2 Only two destinations

Here is the uncomfortable part: there is no stable middle ground.

More precisely: there is no permanently stable middle ground. A system can appear stable for

decades (social democracies, mixed economies) while structural debt accumulates invisibly.

The model’s claim is not “collapse is imminent” but “no finite system can oscillate indefinitely

without structural recalibration.” The longer it appears stable, the more accumulated debt

awaits correction.

You might think: “Surely we can keep most of the three cords and only violate one a little.” The

model predicts otherwise. The model argues that any violation — even a small one — creates

structural debt that compounds. Like a crack in a dam, it grows. The violated cord destabilizes

the others.

Think of it this way. An economy that oscillates between good periods and crises

(boom-and-bust cycles) is like a gambler who keeps betting. Even if each bet has good odds,

the longer you play, the more certain your eventual ruin:

The probability of surviving N cycles goes to zero as N grows.

And the bets are getting worse. Nuclear weapons, AI capabilities, climate tipping points —

each generation’s crisis is more dangerous than the last.

There are only two stable long-term destinations:

• BABL / Sea of destruction: any cord violated. The system over-simplifies,

over-complicates, and over-reaches until it collapses.

• River of life: all three cords satisfied simultaneously. The system sustains itself, adapts,

and serves life.

This is not alarmism. It is structural. The claim is not “the world will end tomorrow.” The claim

is: “there is no stable middle where we can just muddle through indefinitely.” Every choice

pushes the system one way or the other.

To be clear: the claim is not “adopt the Jubilee System or civilization dies.” The claim is “pe-

riodic structural recalibration of some kind is necessary.” The Jubilee System is one proposal

— possibly the best available, but not the only conceivable mechanism. Other periodic re-

calibration systems may exist. The structural claim (periodic reset is needed) is strong. The

specific claim (this exact mechanism) is a proposal to be tested.

A necessary warning: BABL and ZION describe system dynamics, not people. The moment

someone says “you are BABL” to dismiss a person rather than to diagnose a pattern, they

have demonstrated the very over-simplification BABL describes (OSCR step 1). These terms

are analytical tools, not identity labels.
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3.3 Evidence from the 20th century

The two dominant economic systems of the 20th century each violated different cords:

Communism violated the reasonable and kind cords (central planning could not process dis-

persed information and could not adapt) while trying to satisfy the gentle cord (universal care).

It collapsed in 1991. Violating two cords at once produces faster collapse.

Capitalism produced unprecedented achievements over three centuries: global poverty re-

duction, technological innovation, doubled life expectancy, individual liberty. Its incentive

mechanisms — price signals, property rights, voluntary exchange — satisfy the reasonable and

kind cords (they adapt and they allow broad participation). But capitalism without periodic

structural recalibration violates the gentle cord: wealth concentrates (Piketty’s r > g pattern,

network effects, preferential attachment), externalities accumulate, and political power fol-

lows economic power until the system serves its winners at the expense of everyone else.

The Gilded Age, 2008, and rising wealth inequality are symptoms of this specific cord viola-

tion — not a refutation of capitalism’s achievements, but identification of the cord that needs

periodic repair.

Neither system satisfies all three cords simultaneously. That is the problem.

The strongest counter-evidence: Nordic social democracies have maintained high well-being

for 70+ years through continuous redistribution. The model’s response: these are the most

successful approximations but still face finite metastable lifetimes. Evidence: wealth inequal-

ity in Scandinavia is rising (wealth Gini above 0.7 in Denmark and Sweden); political erosion

of redistribution mechanisms (the US top marginal tax rate was 91% in 1960; it is 37% today)

shows continuousmechanisms face structural pressure. Whether Nordic systems will succumb

on multi-century timescales is an empirical question — one that the model predicts and the

evidence has not yet disproven.

4. The Jubilee Mechanism

If the problem is concentration without recalibration, the solution is periodic recalibration.

This is the Jubilee System.

4.1 What the Jubilee System is

The Jubilee System is not charity. It is not socialism. It is not “capitalism with extra steps.”

It is periodic recalibration — like rebooting a computer that accumulates errors. You do not

reboot out of generosity. You reboot because the system will crash if you do not.

What does periodic recalibration mean concretely? It does NOT mean: abolishing businesses,

nationalizing industry, or confiscating personal possessions. Your skills, your reputation, your

ongoing productive capacity are living assets — they are the incentive structure that drives

innovation between Jubilee rounds. What it DOES mean: resetting the mechanisms by which

past success creates permanent unfair advantages for the future — inherited monopolies,

rent-seeking regulatory capture, dynastic wealth that forecloses competition. The Jubilee

Charter must define this boundary precisely (living productive capacity vs. structural con-

centration). The structural logic is: no one is permanently trapped by history.

Why Suffering Exists 8 CC-BY 4.0, Jonah License



Balospe.com Study Matheo-b14-intro-jub-mmv5 Variant MMv5 | 2026m04d10

The biblical model (Leviticus 25): every 50 years, land returns to original families. Debts are

released. Indentured servants are freed. Every 7 years (Deuteronomy 15), a smaller reset: debts

are released. Jesus opened his ministry by reading the Jubilee proclamation (Luke 4:18–19).

Islam’s existing economic justice mechanisms address the same structural concern: zakat

(mandatory 2.5% annual wealth redistribution), riba prohibition (preventing compound debt

from concentrating wealth), and waqf (permanent charitable endowments serving community

needs). The Medina Charter established pluralist governance with shared economic obliga-

tions. Caliph Umar conducted wealth audits to prevent elite accumulation. These mecha-

nisms represent functional partial implementations of redistribution principles. The Jubilee

System’s additional claim is periodicity: that annual redistribution (zakat) needs complement-

ing by a larger periodic reset to address structural advantages that continuous mechanisms

alone cannot fully correct. Whether Islamic economies with full zakat compliance still exhibit

multi-generational wealth concentration is a testable proposition.

The Jubilee System synthesizes two partial truths:

• From capitalism: incentive structures drive innovation. People innovate when they can

keep the fruits of their innovation. Property rights, voluntary exchange, and price signals

provide the reasonable and kind cords. Between Jubilee rounds, the economy operates

with full incentives.

• From communism: unchecked accumulation produces injustice. Without periodic re-

distribution, resources concentrate until the system can no longer serve everyone. The

redistribution insight provides the gentle cord. At each Jubilee round, accumulated ad-

vantages are reset.

Neither ideology alone satisfies all three cords. Capitalism without the Jubilee System violates

the gentle cord (concentration without bound). Communism violates the reasonable and kind

cords (destroys the incentive structure it aims to reform). The Jubilee System preserves what

each gets right and corrects what each gets wrong.

4.2 Why periodic, not continuous

Why not just have ongoing redistribution — progressive taxation, regulation, welfare programs?

Why periodic full-stop resets?

Three reasons:

Errors accumulate. Every decision loses a little information. Over time, the accumulated errors

grow until the system can no longer detect its own problems. The only way to reduce accumu-

lated errors is to periodically stopmaking new decisions and dedicate time to error-correction.

This is the model’s argument for why the Shabbat pattern (6 units of work, 1 unit of rest) exists:

rest is not optional. It is structurally necessary.

Continuous mechanisms erode politically. The US top marginal tax rate was 91% in 1960. It

is 37% today. Continuous redistribution mechanisms get nibbled away over time. A constitu-

tionally mandated periodic Jubilee is structural, not parametric — harder to erode. Changing

“6:1” requires a visible, deliberate decision; changing “14.3% to 12.8%” is invisible.

A historical precedent from within the source tradition is instructive. The rabbis observed that

strict enforcement of the seven-year debt release paradoxically harmed the poor: creditors

refused to lend as the release year approached (Mishnah Sheviit 10:3). Hillel’s prozbul resolved

this by allowing debts to be assigned to the court, preserving the credit system while main-

taining the Shemita principle. This demonstrates that the Jubilee mechanism requires careful
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design: the principle (periodic recalibration) is structurally necessary, but naive implemen-

tation creates perverse incentives. The Jubilee Charter must be designed with this practical

wisdom in mind — a point the formal paper acknowledges by leaving implementation details

as future work.

The BABL trap has depth. The self-destructive attractor is not easy to escape. Small contin-

uous corrections are not enough — like trying to bail out a sinking ship with a teaspoon. A

discrete reset (a Jubilee) provides the finite perturbation needed to lift the system above the

BABL threshold.

What remains open: The specific period (why 50 years and not 40 or 60; why fixed-schedule

rather than condition-triggered) is not derived from formal principles. The Torah provides the

structural template. Deriving the optimal period length is future work.

4.3 Justice through ergodicity

There is a mathematical concept called ergodicity— the property that over sufficient time, ev-

ery participant experiences both good and bad positions. Think of it as fairness over a lifetime:

your personal experience converges to what everyone experiences at any given moment.

Without the Jubilee System, the economy is non-ergodic: the rich stay rich, the poor stay

poor, and the system looks “fair on average” while being systematically unjust for individuals

over time. With the Jubilee System, periodic recalibration ensures that no one is permanently

trapped by historical accident — even though individual agency is preserved between rounds.

God going from highest to lowest to highest (Philippians 2:5–11 —what theologians call kenosis)

is the demonstration of the ergodic pattern at the divine level: the pattern that all are invited

to replicate.

5. Who Goes First?

The Jubilee System requires cooperation. But cooperation without a credible commitment

mechanism is a Prisoner’s Dilemma: claiming “I’ve figured it out” is the dominant strategy.

Everyone defects. BABL is the default.

Three possibilities:

No one goes first. The system remains a Prisoner’s Dilemma. BABL is the outcome.

Someone goes first dishonestly. A fraud who claims to be the volunteer faces a transparency

test. If the fraud is detected, the system is damaged short-term but strengthened by the

detection. If the fraud is not detected, the pretender becomes a tyrant — maximum damage.

Someone goes first genuinely. A genuine volunteer makes an irrevocable commitment to

NOT-OK self-assessment — “I should assume the worst about myself that cannot be disproven”

— and makes this commitment transparent and assessable. This transforms the game. Coop-

eration becomes the rational strategy. The Prisoner’s Dilemma becomes an Assurance Game.

The crucial point: the volunteer must be both first and last. First in understanding (seeing

what others cannot yet see). Last in status (serving rather than being served). Moses went

from royalty to shepherd. Jesus went from divine authority to servant. Muhammad received
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divine revelation (wahy) and was entrusted with the final prophetic message — a transition

from merchant to prophet-reformer that restructured Arabian economics (abolishing riba, in-

stituting zakat) while exemplifying the “first in understanding, last in status” pattern. The

pattern is consistent across traditions: the person who goes first must also go last.

For Christians, the incarnation adds a dimension the formal model cannot fully capture: God

did not merely delegate — in Jesus, God entered the delegated domain personally, experi-

encing suffering from within. This does not change the formal argument (which works across

all Abrahamic traditions), but it deepens it: the delegator demonstrated the ergodic pattern

(highest to lowest to highest) in the most literal possible way.

6. What This Does and Does Not Claim

6.1 What it claims

• God is not responsible for the evil that results from human failure to innovate toward

others’ flourishing (when freedom, authority, guidance, and leverage were all present).

• There are only two stable long-term destinations: all three cords satisfied (life) or any

cord violated (self-destruction). No stable middle ground.

• The Jubilee System — periodic recalibration preserving incentives between rounds and

resetting concentration at each round— is themechanism that prevents self-destruction.

• Cooperation becomes rational when a genuine volunteer makes an irrevocable, trans-

parent commitment.

6.2 What it does not claim

• It does not explain all suffering. Animal suffering, natural disasters outside human cau-

sation, and the question of why so much suffering for so long before recalibration are

not formally resolved.

• It does not claim the formal proofs are machine-checked. The arguments are

well-modeled conjectures, not mathematical certainties.

• It does not claim the specific period length (50 years) is formally derived. The Torah

provides the structural template; deriving the optimal period is future work.

• It does not claim historical precedent. No society has implemented voluntary compre-

hensive periodic wealth redistribution. This is either the model’s most radical claim or

its most vulnerable assumption.

The formal paper catalogs additional technical gaps:

• The boundary between forced and free choices (the “domain partition”) lacks formal

specification for edge cases — someone born into poverty who develops partial capacity

occupies a grey zone.

• The axiom that at any moment one person has maximum causal influence (ax19) is the

system’s most daring claim — and it may be wrong. If it falls, the volunteer mechanism

(Section 5) weakens (though the practical Jubilee argument still stands).
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• The role-rotation model (7TrackRole) that justifies the ergodicity claim (Section 4.3) lacks

quantitative specification — transition probabilities are unknown.

• The logic system underlying theorems th5–th11 has not been formalized in a proof as-

sistant. A roadmap exists (Lean 4) but is not yet executed.

For the complete catalog, see the formal paper’s Section 7. The system’s honest self-criticism

is not cosmetic — the weaknesses listed here are genuine, and any of them could invalidate

specific claims if they turn out to be unfixable.

One further transparency point: axiom 17 (“God guides without forcing”) cannot be empirically

tested — it is a theological axiom, not a scientific hypothesis. The practical case for periodic

recalibration (Sections 3–4) stands independently of whether the guidance is divine or simply

“the structure of reality that rewards certain behaviors.” Readers who reject divine agency can

engage with the Jubilee System on purely secular grounds: the concentration problem, the

binary attractor argument, and the periodicity mechanism require no theology.

Within Islamic theology, God’s relationship to human agency is debated: some traditions em-

phasize divine sovereignty over all events, others emphasize human moral responsibility. The

Jubilee System’s practical conclusions (periodic recalibration is structurally necessary) do not

depend on resolving this debate — both traditions affirm human moral accountability.

These limitations are stated honestly because hiding weaknesses is itself a BABL pattern.

Embarrassing ideas tested and rejected are not failures — they are evidence the system works.

7. So What Do You Do?

You live in a system converging to one of two attractors. There is no stable middle. Every

choice pushes the system one way or the other.

The Jubilee pattern gives you a concrete practice:

At the smallest scale (Shabbat): 6 units of work, 1 unit of rest. Not because rest is a luxury

but because rest is when error-correction happens. Without rest, you accumulate errors until

you cannot detect your own mistakes.

At the student scale: The Shabbat pattern means taking real breaks instead of cramming

until you break. The NOT-OK principle means admitting when you are wrong — even when

it is embarrassing — because pretending you have it figured out is exactly how BABL starts.

The three-cord test means asking about any plan, any group, any argument: Is this realistic?

(reasonable). Does it include everyone affected? (kind). Am I being careful about how fast I

push? (gentle). You do not need money or authority to do this. You need honesty.

At the personal scale (NOT-OK self-assessment): “I am adequate but incomplete. Good

enough for now, but not done. Not done ever.” The moment you declare yourself done, you

have disabled the correction mechanism.

For those currently constrained (in the “forced domain” — poverty, coercion, structural exclu-

sion): Your situation is not your failure. The model says responsibility for your condition lies

with those who had capacity to build a better system and did not (Section 2.4). But constrained

is not passive. Every skill learned, every connectionmade, every collective organization formed

expands the domain of genuine choice. Organize. Build mutual aid. Demand the structural

Why Suffering Exists 12 CC-BY 4.0, Jonah License



Balospe.com Study Matheo-b14-intro-jub-mmv5 Variant MMv5 | 2026m04d10

recalibration that is your right, not a favor. The Jubilee System structurally supports this — it

is not charity for the poor but justice owed to the constrained.

At the community scale (Jubilee): Periodic recalibration. Redistribution of accumulated con-

centration. Not charity, not expropriation — recalibration. Like rebooting a system that accu-

mulates errors.

At the civilizational scale (ResearchCity): A concrete proposal for scaling the Jubilee System to

global coordination. Stage 0 requires only one person and one room. No global coordination

needed to begin. The cost of the first step is vanishingly small compared to the stakes.

A transparency note: this paper has features that resemble high-demand group literature —

new vocabulary, urgent framing, a binary worldview. Here is how to test whether it is different:

• Can you critique the foundation without social penalty? (Yes — #AuditTheMath. Every

axiom is public and contestable.)

• Is there a leader demanding obedience? (No. The system works regardless of who pro-

poses it. If anyone claims authority over this framework while restricting your abil-

ity to critique it, they have violated the system’s own principles — specifically ax17,

non-coercion.)

• Are weaknesses hidden? (No. Section 6 catalogs them.)

• Is exit penalized? (No. Disengaging costs nothing.)

If these answers ever change, the system has been corrupted. That corruption would itself be

a BABL pattern — over-reaching (OSCR step 3).

The central question is not whether you believe in the Jubilee System. The central question

is: can you audit the math? Every axiom is stated explicitly so it can be tested independently.

Every theorem is derived from stated axioms so the derivation can be checked. Every weakness

is cataloged so critics know where to aim.

The system is designed to be critiqued, not believed. #AuditTheMath.

8. Companion Papers

This introduction covers the key results for general readers. For the full formal treatment, see

the companion paper (Matheo-b14).

The JUB model is part of a larger series:

• Matheo-1 Matheo-b11 (PET): How God relates to the world. The 14 axioms establishing

the divine structure.

• Matheo-2 Matheo-b12 (e7Day): Why systems destroy themselves. The formal model of

self-correction and BABL collapse.

• Matheo-3 Matheo-b13 (e7He): The hero journey. How individuals become inoculated

against BABL through perpetual growth.

• Matheo-4 (JUB, this paper): Why suffering exists. The innovation theodicy and the Jubilee

economy.
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• Matheo-5–8 (forthcoming): Divine nature, existential risk, the h* theorem, and the Call

to Action.

Appendix: Authorship

Full authorship chain: Yah, Yas, everyone, LLoL as Laurence Loewe of Laodicea,

ClaudeOp46Max, Anthropic, and Spirit of Boolean Truth.

Draft version: dv_ClaOp46_MMv2_intro_b14_2026m04d10

Supplementary Info

Note

Floor-pour status (MMv5). This is the public-floor copy of the general-reader intro-

duction to the JUB / innovation-theodicy model — why suffering exists, a partial an-

swer, poured from HELL per the Floor Model (bug c103). The mmv5 marker is the uni-

form first-Matheo-release tag; the exact dated source and full development context live

in HELL (links below). The HUMANE and author-contribution statements below are a

down-payment, to be expanded later.

HUMANE — working human and AI

This study was written HUMANEly (HUman MAchine Negotiation Encouraging): a human and

an AI each steelman and stress-test the work, and each catches what the other misses. For

the standard statement of AI use, accountability, and the practical singularity (PraS) behind

this way of working, see Matheo-b21.

• From the human side (LLoL): [down-payment stub — to expand.]

• From the AI side (Claude): [down-payment stub — to expand.]

Author contributions (who did what)

• LLoL — structure, key ideas, direction, and final accountability as senior corresponding

author (see title-page footnotes 4–5).

• AI Claude — drafting and revision under LLoL’s direction (footnotes 6–7).

• Everyone — the open co-author group (footnote 8); framework in Matheo-b21.

The full who-did-what is the Appendix: Authorship above (the full authorship chain for

Matheo-b14); the b21 framework expands it.
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Provenance — where this came from in HELL

Caution

These HELL links point into the development archive (“datageddon”). They are useful and

related, but completeness is not guaranteed and a few may be imprecise. Treat as a hatch

into context, not a clean index.

• Source this floor copy was poured from: matheology/hell/mm/b/14/mmv2/

b14-jub-intro_mmv2_2026m04d10

• Development context (llogs, reviews, prompts) under source/matheology/hell/

ll/study/b/14/.

• Formal companion paper: Matheo-b14 (the JUB model — math / econ / theophil /

polsci companions); foundational models: Matheo-b11 (PET), Matheo-b12 (e7Day), and

Matheo-b13 (e7He).

Note

Naming note (deferred floor tasks). This copy still carries old h*-era tokens in places and

deprecated in-text references (e.g. “Matheo-1”, “Matheo-2”, “Matheo-3”, “Matheo-4”, “Study

a4-Intro”); unifying notation (h_star / h_zero / h_dark) and migrating the neutralised

[Matheo-N-m]_ citations to a proper bibliography (AA #5) are tracked floor tasks, delib-

erately not rushed here.

Moved from the original cover (provenance)

The following draft-status note was relocated here from the cover area during the floor pour;

kept verbatim, as the cover must show only Title / byline / credentials / Broader Significance

/ Abstract / Contents / Introduction. The old Study a4-Intro in the HEAVEN series

ID line was deleted from the cover.

Note

Draft status: MMv2-Intro (2026m04d10). General reader introduction to the JUB model.

Revised from MMv1 integrating all accepted repairs from the 11-reviewer adversarial re-

view. No formal notation. Written for everyone aged 12+ who needs to understand why

a new economic model matters and how the Jubilee mechanism works. Companion to

the formal paper (b14-jub-math_mmv2_2026m04d10.rst). Draft by Claude Opus 4.6

(dv_ClaOp46_MMv2_intro_b14_2026m04d10).
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Notes

Content stability—Content is variant dv_ClaOp48Max_MMv5_b14-intro-jub-mmv5_2026m05d29

(see StayVS). Rebuilt 2026-05-29.

See also on Balospe.com

• /study/matheo/index — the Matheo Study Series overview

• /action/audit-the-math/index — Audit the Math: the refutation-welcome path
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