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A: No one has ever explained how a mechanism of
any kind can accomplish anything that is actually
new. In order to confer that power on a brain you
will have to assert that a brain is more than a
mechanism, and then you are right back where you
started.

Q 12: Ethics appear to be more about means than
ends. Certainly there are ends to a person’s life. too.
For example, your purpose was and is to develop the
Reciprocal System.

A: As [ see the picture, both the ends and the means
have to be evaluated in determining the ethical
status of an action. Either may be ethically positive.
ethically negative, or neutral (that is. having no
ethical significance). The right or wrong of the
action as a whole is a net resultant of the positive
and negative values of all aspects of the action. Such
an evalutation is often difficult, which is one of the
reasons why improvement in ethical understanding
is a requirement for ethical progress.

Q 13: Engineers and entrepreneurs of the past 200
years have done more for humanity than all the
priests, ministers, rabbis. etc., have done over the
past 3000 years.

A: The validity of your contention depends on the
definition of “doing more.” Certainly they have
done more to make life more pleasant and more
comfortable. I have emphasized that point in the
book. But the conclusion from my factual
development is that well-being in that physical sense
in not relevant to the purpose of our existence. The
question then becomes whether the indirect results
of better living conditions on progress toward the
primary goal have outweighed the accomplishments
of those who are trying the direct approach. 1 think
this is at least debatable.

Q 14: Shouldn’t prayer be a self-help device to
improve eithical living, rather than the worship of
some omnipotent being?

A: The question of worship is in Category 1. | have
not considered it. In fact, | am not sure that 1 really
understand just what worship is. | have dealt with
prayer only as a means of communication.

Q 15: Could the interaction of the Sector 3 control
units with each other constitute the Deity? Perhaps.
rather than “God is dead,” “God is yet to be bom.”

A: Category I, again. I have not encountered
anything that would give me a handle on the
question as to the existence of a Deity, other than
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religious revelation. My finding is that revelation is
a genuine source of information, but, like
information derived from other sources. the
information from revelation requires verification,
and the purported revelations are so conflicting that
their validity cannot he either confirmed or
disproved by any of the criteria that | have been able
to establish.

Q 16: Verbal transactions are important to ethics. |
have been assaulted verbally much more often than
physically. What about this subject?

A: Category 1.

Q 17: There is no mention of S. Alexander’s
metaphysics or that of A. N. Whitehead's.

A: Category I.

Q 18: I'm happy to see that you raked the
existentialists over the coals; | can’t stand them
either.

A: No comment needed.

Q 19: Is the selection of a host planet for
reincarnation an assignment or a random process?

A: Category [l

Q 20: Might not some individuals move in the
opposite direction and become less ethical over
several lifespans”

A: Probably. There are eddies in all rivers, but they
have no effect on the final outcome.

Q 21: What happens when the individual becomes
fully ethical but enjoys being in a body and doesn’t
want to be “liberated?”

A: Category I, although I might point out that we
have no choice in the matter. We are deprived of a
body sooner or later whether we approve of the idea
or not,

Q 22: If there is no deciding ego, how is the choice
made between the hiological control unit and the
ethical control unit?

A: 1 don’t think that this is a serious problem. If we
look at the situation objectively, and consider only
what we actually know, excluding what we think is
happening. we see that the human individual is
confronted by two or more possible responses to
each of various sets of circumstances. Certain forces
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(using the term in a very general sense) exert
influences tending to cause one of these responses to
take place. Other forces tend to cause some different
response. We know that the anticipated material gain
or loss is one such force. Public approval or
disapproval is another. There are many. My finding
is that the individual’s stage of ethical development
is one of these, a significant factor, but not
necessarily controlling. This conclusion has enough
support from experience to justify asserting that it is
factual.

In a complex physical situation the observed facts
are exactly the same. Some forces tend toward one
resultant, some toward another, and the action that
finally ensues depends on the relative strength of the
various forces. We could credit the physical object
that is involved with making a choice between the
alternatives—Aristotle did just that-but this
assumption is now recognized as superfluous. So far
as we know is concerned, it is just as superfluous in
the ethical case. B. F. Skinner makes this point quite
forcibly. The flaw in his reasoning is that he views
the situation as wholly mechanical, and this leaves
him without any explanation of ethical behavior.

Q 23: Individuals that process an unusual amount of
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information during the day seem to require more
sleep. How does the theory account for this?

A: There is a zone of tolerance within which we can
run a surplus or deficit of sleep for a time, but my
conclusion is that the books have to be balanced
sooner or later. This seems to conflict with some
observations, but recent sleep research has found
that there is a “microsleep™ that accounts for most of
the deviations in one direction, and that the long
sleepers are actually awake physiologically during
part of their presumed sleep time. There book by
Dement that I listed in the references is fascinating
reading if you are interested in the sleep question.

Q 24: If the “angels” of the metaphysical realm have
all kinds of technical answers for us why can’t they
find a better means for giving us all these answers?
A: Category 1.

Q 25: What about the value of individual liberty and
individual rights? Nothing is said on this.

A: Category .

I hope you find these questions stimulating, not irritating. Please reply at your convenience.

Ronald W. Satz

I have been rather brief, for reasons which you no doubt understand, but perhaps we can go into some of

these issues in more detail later.

Dewey B. Larson

The International Society

of Unified Science

Presents its World-Wide Web Site!

Surfing the Internet? Stop by the ISUS Web Site for a collection of articles, reviews, books, and the latest
information regarding Dewey B. Larson’s Reciprocal System of Theory. Browse the North Pacific Publishers
Online page for the latest collection of books, reprints, video and audio tapes available for purchase from
ISUS. Hosted by ISUS Board of Trustee member Jan Sammer (interpre@login.cz).

http://infox.eunet.cz/interpres/sr/isus/index.htm
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Evidence That Women and Men are Equals is
True Infinitude of the Private Person
The Physical and the Human: Part and Whole

Frank H. Meyer, Otto H. Schmitt and Bruce M. Peret

This paper gives some discussion of certain essential
relations between Dewey Larson’s' Reciprocal
System of Physics and his scientific discovery of our
Level 3 from the existing non-physical Sector 3 of
human existence.)

The Human Realm in Relation to the Physical

Physicists? teach that the human realm is an
accidental and finite part of the material sector of the
whole realm of an infinite physical universe. In this
setting, working women and men are found by
economists to have no inherent human worth, only
finite and unequal use value. This physical value is
expressed in terms of their exchange price or finite
wages. Price is physical value, invented to express
the finite worth of al other commodities in the free
and slave markets. For a century after the U.S.A.
was born, a working married woman had no
recognized inherent or market value, even when she
worked outside her home. Her wages belonged to
her husband.

Larson' teaches that humankind itself is a whole
continuous universe, composed of three Sectors.
Sector 1, the material sector, and Sector 2, the
cosmic sector-the two enormous physical
sectors-are entirely quantized, finite parts of our
universe. Thus, the Larson universe includes not
only the quantized world of motion, a reciprocal
relation between space and time, but also a
continuous, infinite non-physical, distinctively
human Sector 3, beyond Space and Time,
accessible with human language.

Dewey Larson teaches that equitable treatment of all
is undoubtedly part of the Sector 3 code. The human
realm is not made for the physical realm. The
physical is made for the human. The human right to
private property does not include ownership of other
persons. No one is free to be a slave. No one is free
to be master of slaves. No human being is a
commodity of finitely divisible human worth, a
thing to be bought or sold. Since inherent human

worth is a continuous. non-physical asset of the
whole of humankind, then it is true, as evidently
affirmed by our Declaration of Independence, that
all women as well as all men are created infinite,
independent, and inherently equal in human worth.

Infinitude belongs to the Sector 3 equal creation
realm of the human. Larson® has discovered that the
entire realm of the physical is only a finite part of
the human.

Quantum Physics vs Relativity Physics

Quantum physics, rather than relativity physics, is
the more promising approach to unifying physics.
Finite divisibility of the physical as first proposed to
humankind as early as twenty-five centuries ago.
Quantum physical theory and practice came into its
own as a “new” theory during this century with 1)
Planck’s discovery that the structure of light is
discrete, 2) followed by Einstein's confirmation of
this finding via the photoelectric effect, 3) also
Einstein's recipe for proving that the structure of
matter is atomic by counting Avogadro’s number via
Brownian motion in the laboratory and 4) climaxed
by Larson’s demonstration® that matter, electricity,
and light are quantized, because space, time and
motion also are.

Aristocratic and academic natural philosophers from
500 BCE to 1905 CE refused to explore the atomic
hypothesis of Leucippus, Democritus, Epicurus,
Lucretius®. Refusal resulted from their assuming
without examination that the continuous and the
infinite must reside in the physical aspects rather
than the non-physical aspects of human existence.

The mistaken guess that the physical universe must
constitute an infinite whole appears to have ensued
from the unproved assumption that matter and
energy, as well as motion, space and time, all must
be infinite; in the sense of all being infinitely
divisible or confinuous. According to Aristotle®,
motion is supposed to helong to the class of things
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which are continuous and the infinite presents itself
first in the continuous.

From assuming that motion and time are
continuous, Aristotle went on to postulate that
matter and the universe of matter are continuous.
Incidentally, Aristotle also believed the physical
world is finite in the sense of being bounded. Later,
Einstein reported the physical world to be finite and
unbounded. However, when creating his theory of
relativity, Einstein assumed, as did Aristotle, that
motion, time and space are continuous or infinitely
divisible. This ancient axiom of the infinite
divisibility of space and time and motion has
become an inseparable part of relativity theory.
Modern physicists® guess this assumed truth
without further examination to be necessarily true.
The physics profession currently does not appear to
be aware that before Einstein died in 1955, he’
reexamined his space-time continuum postulate and
became disenthralied with it, “One can give good
reasons why reality cannot at all be represented by a
continuous field. From the quantum phenomenon it
appears to follow with certainty that a finite energy
can be completely described by a finite set of
numbers [quantum theory]. This does not appear to
be in accord with a continuum theory and must lead
to a purely algebraic theory for the description of
reality. But nobody knows how to obtain the theory.”
Nobody ? Larson® has known since at least 1959.

Very few physicists have questioned the space-time
continuum principle of ancient, classical and
relativity physics. Dr. Richard Feynman® is one, “On
the other hand, I believe that the theory that space is
continuous is wrong, because we get these infinities
and other difficulties, and we are left with questions
on what determines the size of all the particles. |
rather suspect that the simple ideas of geometry,
extended down into infinitely small space, are
wrong. Here, of course, I am only making a hole,
and not telling you what to substitute. If T did, |
should finish this lecture with a new law.”

So far as the universe of motion, that is, the physical
aspect of the existence of the whole of humankind,
is concemed, the Reciprocal System of Physics
supports the quantum (finite divisibility) approach
over the continuous (infinite divisibility) approach.
Larson put the matter this way, “Infinity is excluded
from the physical universe, since we are defining
motion as the relation between a time magnitude and
a space magnitude, and we deduce that the quantity
of motion is finite. Since all physical entities and
phenomena are manifestations of motion, they are
all measured in terms of 1/n and n/1, where n is
finite. No infinities are possible.”'®
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Estimating the Whole Worth of Humankind

Physical reality is the finite and diverse part of the
human whole. Human reality is one, continuous and
transfinite. The physical realm, enormous though it
be, is a finite whole. The physical total consists of
two main physical sectors, the Material Sector
(motions in space, Sector 1) and its reciprocal, the
Cosmic Sector (motions in time, Sector 2). Sectors
1&2 assets, including our human bodies and minds,
are all finite wholes that can be counted with finite
arithmetic,

Unlike the physical whole, the human totality is not
a finite whole. Besides one’s Sector 1 and Sector 2
physical assets, the whole human ethical personality
includes infinite non-physical Sector 3 assets
beyond time and space. Another name® to keep in
mind for our human Level 3 access to Sector 3
realm is the non-physically existing infinite “Realm
of Truth.”

The whole of humankind includes the dead and the
yet to be born, as well as the presently living, The
inherent human worth of the whole of humankind, a
non-physical Sector 3 human asset, is an infinite
whole. This infinite whole cannot be counted in the
way a finite whole, such as the total value today of
the global commodities market, can be counted.

The market counting is performed with a measure of
finite worth, money or money capital. The tally is
governed by the fundamental postulate of finite
arithmetic: every part of a finite whole is worth less
than the whole. Only the sum of the parts can be
equal to the whole. Finite arithmetic, designed for
counting the finite market exchange values of slaves
and other commodities in the markets of the earth is
quite unsuitable for counting the infinite whole of
inherent human worth.

Can the whole inherent human worth of humankind
be counted? Before Dewey Larson was bom,
splendidly to define the non-physical Sector 3 aspect
of human existence, the heritage of the United States
of America included a suitable hidden arithmetical
technology for counting countable infinite wholes.
With this country’s birth, a person with a Level 3
free spirit from the intelligent Sector 3 of human
existence appeared. He understood that the whole of
human worth is a non-finite, nen-physical whole.
Before composing the original draft of the
Declaration of Independence, this free spirit, signing
himself Common Sense, learned and discovered the
art of counting an infinite whole, as distinguished
from a finite whole. Fully a century later the
mathematician, Georg Cantor'® taught for his
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profession this way of counting countable infinite
wholes.

The ethical person who composed the original draft
of the 1776 Declaration of Independence did not
simply affirm true the human equality proposition
that men and women, the proper parts of
humankind, are created infinite, independent
and inherently equal in human worth. This truth,
says he, is self evident.

The original draft in the John Adams" copy reads,
“We hold these Truths to be Self-evident; that all
Men are created equal and independent; that from
that equal Creation they derive Rights, inherent and
unalienable?, among which are the Preservation of
Life and Liberty.”

With equal human worth go equal human rights for
man and woman.

The author of the original draft of the Declaration
found the supporting evidence for the truth of the
human equality proposition in another non-physical
Sector 3 asset: pure mathematics. Infinite wholes
exist as well as finite wholes. The set of counting
numbers, daily and ubiquitously used with finite
arithmetic for counting finite wholes, is itself an
infinite whole. This is easy to prove. For the set to
be finite, you have only to mention its greatest
counting number. You cannot, because however
large a counting number you name, one can be
added to it. For centuries the mathematicians didn’t
learn how this simple infinite whole is countable and
therefore concluded it can’t be counted. Then Georg
Cantor, one of them, did it. Common Sense did it
earlier, because otherwise he would have lacked his
evidence for his affirming the truth of the human
equality proposition.

When you learn how to count the infinite set of
counting numbers, you are ready to understand how
Common Sense learned how to count human worth
as an infinite whole. He did what everyone of us
does when we wish to count a finite whole: find
another whole with the same cardinality to put in a
one-to-one correspondence with the set we wish
to count. In the case of an infinite whole the second
set has to be found within the set to be counted. To
count the infinite counting number set you first find
the part of the whole, called the proper part, that can
be put in one-to-one correspondence with the
whole. This proves to be the set of even counting
numbers. Only because the whole is infinite, you
can show that the set of odd and even counting
numbers can be put in one-to-one correspondence
with just the set of even counting numbers.
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A mathematician'? defines any whole collection of
terms or values as infinite when the whole contains
as parts other collections which have just as many
terms or values as the whole collection has. Such
part is called a proper part. Equal to the whole, the
proper part counts the whole.

Common Sense, composer of the Original Drafts of
the Declaration of Independence, performed a
prodigious mental feat when learning by himself
how to count the infinite whole human worth of the
collection of all proper members of ethical
humankind. Each private person, whether man or
woman, as a member of ethical humankind, is
inherently equal to, nor less than, the whole of
humankind in human worth. Therefore, all women
as well as all men are created infinite, independent
and inherently equal to each other in human worth,
as the author of the original draft of our declaration
demonstrated to himself.

Inherent human worth is a non-physical, ethical
value of the whole of ethical humankind, like human
dignity and/or human honor. This value concerning
the whole of humankind is infinite, since it is a non-
physical value of Sector 3 human existence. Human
worth is quite unlike human height, weight or other
value of bodily and/or mental performance, all of
which are physical values. In each and every aspect
of the physical nature of persons, we are finite and
unequal, not infinite and equal. Because inherent
human worth is infinite, it cannot be counted with
money, the customary counter of market exchange
worth. Capital is 2 commodity; labor is a collection
of persons, each of whom, as a proper part of
humankind, shares equally in the infinite human
worth of the whole.

Who is Common Sense?

Common Sense, we affirm with Joseph Lewis®?, is
one of the names of the man who composed the
original draft of A Declaration by the
Representatives of the United States of America in
general Congress assembled. He did it as the
culmination of his organizing and publicizing the
victory of the American Revolution around 1776.

The original draft is no longer extant; but before its
destruction two copies’' were made, one in the
handwriting of Thomas Jefferson and another in the
handwriting of John Adams, two of the five
members of the Second Continental Congress
Committee, appointed by it to originate and edit a
draft for the Congress to adopt. Benjamin Franklin,
the man who introduced Common Sense to this
continent, Roger Sherman and Robert Livingston
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were the other three Committee members.

Upon a first reading of his hand-written copy of the
original draft, Thomas Jefferson'' crossed out the
word “self-evident” and wrote in a substitute phrase,
“sacred and undeniable.” This suggests and appears
to mean that the truth of the human equality
proposition was not evident to Mr. Jefferson, even
though it had a surprising ring of truth to him; he
liked the proposition and wished it to be true, even
though he could not arithmetically prove it to
himself, as he trusted Common Sense had.

From this finding and other similar findings,
particularly Mr. Jefferson’s careless deletion of the
essential world, “inherent,” we conclude, contrary to
most historians and Jefferson biographers, that
Thomas Jefferson'® did not originate the original
draft of A Declaration by the Representatives of the
United States of America in general Congress
assembled.

Mr. Jefferson was a latecomer to the goal of
Independence for the Thirteen Colonies.
Furthermore, the ideas of human equality and of
equality implying the independence of the private
person, found in the original draft and cancelled by
the Committee, if not by Jefferson himself, was
quite alien to him and his associates. When
appointed to the Committee to replace Richard
Henry Lee, the delegate from Virginia who
introduced the resolution to draw up a Declaration
of Independence, Thomas Jefferson was quite
unprepared for the assignment. A few days before he
was appointed to the Committee, he wrote a letter',
dated May 17, 1776, “I suppose they will tell us
what to say about independence.”

From careful and persistent inquiry we find the
evidence * certainly probable, if not irrefutable, that
Thomas Paine, George Washington’s friend and
Thomas Jefferson’s friend, authored the original
draft of the Declaration of Independence. No one
knew better than Mr. Paine, not a duly elected
delegate of the congress, the necessity and
advantage in 1776 for the success of the American
Revolution of having his name but not his words left
off the Declaration of Independence.

A plain citizen, who is known to have had access to
a copy of the original draft and who read it before
the official printed Declaration of Independence was
published, was Ms. Abigail Adams'®, wife to Mr.
John Adams. He sent his hand-written copy,
probably for safe-keeping to his wife in
Massachusetts. Ms. Adams evidently carefully read
this copy before receiving the official, printed copy.
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On July 14™ she wrote to her husband, comparing
her evaluation of the two copies, “By zesterday’s
post I received two letters dated 3¢ and 4 of July... 1
cannot but be sorry that some of the most manly
sentiments in the Declaration are expunged from the
printed copy...”

The importance of the Declaration original Draft to
the United States of America and to the Preservation
of the Future of the Whole of Humankind Beyond
Space and Time cannot be exaggerated. Not the least
of its immediate significance is that its author, Mr.
Thomas Paine, in the title of the draft game our
country the name, the “United States of America™.

Of more ultimate significance is that during 1776 for
the second time in human history after Jesus
Josephson, as reported in the Bible, affirmed the
preciousness and equal worth of Human life,
including women as well as men, another private
person, Thomas Paine, reaffirmed this non-physical
Sector 3 asset of all ethical humankind with a
scientific arithmetic reason.

From our equal creation we derive equal human
rights, inherent and unalienable, including are the
Preservation of Life, Liberty and Democracy.

A President’® of the United States of America who
best mastered the non-physical meaning of the
human equality proposition of the Original Draft has
given a splendid definition of Democracy that
deserves to be better known, “As I would not be a
slave, so I would not be a master, This expresses my
idea of democracy. Whatever differs from this, to
the extend to the difference is no democracy.”

The postulate that private men and women, as
proper parts of ethical humankind, are finite,
expendable and worth /ess than the whole of
humankind coexists with the doing of the institution
of human slavery. While Presidents of the United
States of America freely owned men and women
slaves, Adam Smith'® reported in 1776 that the
possession of money measures the magnitude of
human worth. But is human worth finite? If so, what
prevents the slave from owning the President by
gaining more money than the latter? Each of the
Presidents, as private persons, is himself in truth
inherently equal in human worth to the whole of
humankind and no better standard is available to
count his human worth. Yet each chooses finite
market exchange worth for his neighbors whom he
enslaves. This mystery led a nineteenth century
distinguished American writer, Herman Melville'’,
author of Moby Dick, to declare in the spirit of the
Declaration of Independence human equality
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proposition, “a thief in jail is as honorable personage
as General George Washington.”

The future of human rights on Earth relates to how
humankind practices the human rights we profess. A
primary attitudinal change among humankind on
Earth now is required for the future of human rights
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on Earth to be bnghter The change has to be
composed of a rational rejection of the hoary lie that
all men are by nature finite and unequal in all
respects while women are less equal together with
the voluntary acknowledgment and posmve
affirmation that the human equality proposition is
accurately true.
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“'S'_ngen Mr.”Jefferson copied the Original Draft of the Declaration, he copied the word “unalienable” to be
inalienable™, The John Adams copy of the Original reproduces the word “unalienable.” It is interesting that
the vulgar word “unalienable” is retained in the official printed version of the Declaration of Independence.

"'I ang to hear you have declared an independency, and, by the way, in the new code of laws which I suppose
it will be necessary for you to make, I desire you would remember the ladies and be more generous and
Sfavorable to them than your ancestors. Do not put such unlimited power into the hands of husbands.
Remember, all men would be tyrants if they could. If particular care and attention are not paid to the ladies,

we are determined to foment a rebellion, and will not hold ourselves bound to obey any laws in which we
have no voice or representation.

Abigail Adams

...our expansion into the universe is not just an expansion of men and machines. It is an expansion of all
life, making use of man's brain for her own purposes.
Freeman Dyson
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Commentary on the ISUS Retreat

Bruce M. Peret

As Larry Denslow mentioned in his addendum to
the Secretary’s report, ISUS held a Retreat at the H
Bar G Youth Hostel in Estes Park, Colorado. This
was my first time at both an ISUS Conference, and a
Youth Hostel, and I must admit that | was pleasantly
surprised—though things did not start off all too well.
I had traveled to Colorado from Georgia by
motorcycle, and on the drive from Denver to Estes
Park found myself stuck in a traffic jam for 2 hours,
then a bee flew into my jacket and stung me, and
while crossing a pass over a mountain got caught in
a thunderstorm-not a real problem because I had my
rain gear with me, but throwing half-inch hail was
not kind. I'm glad | was wearing a helmet.
Nonetheless, 1 pressed on and was the first to arrive
at the H Bar G Youth Hostel. Phil Porter, Larry
Denslow, and K.V.K. Nehru were travelling together,
and were expected to arrive a couple hours later, as
they had to make some stops along the way.

The hostel itself was a refurbished farm with a
number of log cabins nestled on the sides of a hill,
with a spectacular view of the Rocky Mountains
several miles in the distance. The area was kept
natural, with horses wandering the fields, and
abundant birds and wildlife exploring the grassy
areas around the cabins,

The cabins themselves were very clean, and
included 4 beds, fumiture, a closet and bathroom. A
large picture window looked across the front porch
to the mountains beyond. A cook shack provided
refrigerators, stoves, and shelves to store food. Pots,
pans, and eating utensils were available for a cook-
it-yourself environment. The main lodge had a large
common rtoom, with couches. tables, and
refreshments, as well as an entire wall of glass again
giving a splendid view of the tall peaks of the
Rockies, and Estes Park surrounding a small lake
below.

Being the first to arrive, I nabbed one of the lower
berths on the two sets of bunk beds in the cabin, and
got settled in. Phil, Larry, and Nehru were expected
to arrive around 7pm, so I got myself comfortable
on a chair on the porch, and started looking thru the
material that [ obtained at both the ISUS
Conference. and the Global Sciences Congress,
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which 1 caught he last day of. Eight o’clock rolled
around, and the other 1SUS members had not
arrived. Apparently, luck was not with them, either,
as they had car trouble enroute, and did not arrive
until after 10pm.

With such a start, everything had to be uphill from
here-and it was, about 15,000 feet uphill! We spent
the daylight hours exploring the flora and fauna-as
well as the spectacular scenery—of the Rocky
Mountain National Park. As sunset approached, we
returned to the Hostel for a home-cooked meal in the
cook shack, discussing various activities of the day,
and sufficient comments about Reciprocity for us to
have picked up the nickname “The Mad Scientists™
from the other Hostellers.

After dinner, we would retire to the main room of
the Lodge, where we were able to obtain a
blackboard, and explain our personal understanding
of Larson’s works. It was surprising to see the
different conclusions drawn by four different people
from reading the same books. At the same time, the
supporting comments and clarifications made for an
extraordinary learning experience.

A question to explain the wave-particle duality from
a High School student named Josh eventually got to
the “teacher” instinct in Larry Denslow, who
embarked on an all-night lecture based on his
upcoming book, “Fundamentals of Scalar Motion,”
with supporting comments (and clarifications) from
myself and K.V.K. Nehru. An hour after he started,
he had a room full of people, all interested,
understanding, and questioning. It was a one-of-a-
kind event, and quite a relief to myself to realize that
Larsonian Physics doesn’t require a degree in
physics to understand-just an open mind and a
willingness to learn. But 1 will note that the people
we met at the Youth Hostel were unusually
intelligent and very curious about life. I suppose this
is why they chose a hostel instead of a hotel.

All-in-all, I had a wonderful time with some very
interesting people, and plan to attend all future
conferences and retreats. Maybe one of these days,
we’ll even get Nehru on my Harley-or at least
Rainer Huck.
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Correspondence Between Frank H. Meyer and the
Scientific & Medical Network

Frank Meyer

1103 15% Avenue SE
Minneapolis, MN, 55414-2407
4™ April 1996

Dear Frank,

Many thanks indeed for arranging to send us a copy of “Beyond Space and Time™. | would be very happy for
you to write a review of it. The maximum number of words that we normally allow would be 1000, so I hope
this would be okay with you. Our next copy date is mid-July. In the meantime I will pass the copy on to
some of our physicists here.

With every best wish,
David Lorimer

Scientific & Medical Network
Lesser Halings, Tilehouse Lane
Dehnam, Nr. Uxbridge
Middlesex UB9 5DG England
100114.1637@compuserve.com

Frank Meyer

1103 15" Avenue SE
Minneapolis, MN, 55414-2407
10th July 1996

Dear Frank,

Many thanks indeed for your informative review of Dewey Larson’s book. This will give a good idea of his

work to Members who are unaware of it. I will also put a cross referring notice about ISUS in, so that people
can make further inquiries.

Following your request, I have pleasure in enclosing five copies of our leaflet and application forms. I am
also enclosing a couple of extra council description leaflets.

With every best wish to you and Dr. Schmitt,
David Lorimer

Scientific & Medical Network
Lesser Halings, Tilehouse Lane
Dehnam, Nr. Uxbridge
Middlesex UB9 SDG England
100114.1637@compuserve.com

E I:8.2-19



E I:8.2-20

rennsvivania roeoesing Poso:

Tor e PENNSYLVLANTIA LYENING POST
}’? VERY moment that TrelaQ on oar alibire, 1tk
20 am L coavipeed of the necenity of afarmal 1)s
Todepondunee,  Reconcilisiivn iy theupit of row Ly nonc
but kraves, fo.lsand madinen 5 and a5 we canuat r
of peaze 00 Great-Uritain, unul, as other asiioas hive donc
bhetere v, we agice 1o cad ourfeives ny fame wame, [
rejoiceioheasthetitdenf the Usiran STaTzs 0F A
moerder that we may been a proper fodling to ne
peace,

Belides, thecondition of thofr brave fellows who have fall
leninio the creny’s hands as prifoners, and.the rive which
cyery man runs, whn hears asms either by land or fta in the
Siaiciican caufe, makes a deciaration of iadependance abfo-
lutely necefMary, becaufle ro pieper cariel for an exchange
cf piiforers can take place white we remain depandanis, Jous
forc degree of comfort to a mar, taken prifoner, thal he be-
lorgs to feme national poveer, is the fubjedlof fame Ltate that
will fee afier him, Oliver Cromwell would have fent & me-
mornial as powe:ful ae thunder (o any King on earth, who dar-
ed to have ufed prifoners in the manner whicn ours have been.
VW hat is it thas =ce have donc in this matter 2 Nothing, Ve
were {ubjedts.of Great-britain, and mult cot do thefe things.
Shameon your cowarcly fouls that do thecm not ! You arc not
flt o covern,

AR \ .

Were Britain to make a congueft of America, [ would,
for Ry cwn Fait, choofe rather to bz conquered as an inflc-,
pendant fate than as an acknowicdged rebel, Some forcign
puwers might interpofc for us in the firt cafe, but they caa-
not in thelatter, becaufe the law of all nations s againft us.
Bei.e:, the forciza Eurojcan powers will not ke lony noutral,
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and unlels we declare an indcpendance, and fend L';'El'\).”.ﬁ.xcs
to fuek their frienchip, Lritain will be beferenand with us;
for iz momentthat fhe finds that fhe cannct muke a €on-
quel of Amciica by her owa flrength, fhe w":ll‘cndc.\vour to
maxe an Furopean a:Txir of 1t Upon the WL, we }““Y'bc
berchited by independaace, ‘butwe ca'nnot.bchurt by ir, and
cvGiy man thas is againd it s a.tmaitorn

REPULLICUS.




