Dear Dr. Tiller,

Thank you for the manuscripts of Psychoenergetic Science sent to each of us. I (McInnis) have already completed reading it in one long sitting, and am now going back through it quite methodically. 
We have also both listened to your 1½ hr. interview with Art Bell in June, 2005, and are reviewing your DVD on Conscious Acts of Creation. And I am rereading Science Adventures with Real Magic.
We have noticed that you represent Mass <> Energy <> Information <> Consciousness as a linear continuum. Is this literally a causal chain of effects (presumably from right to left), or does it represent a causal field with feedback, throughput, and/or feed-forward links from some or all four aspects to some or all of the others? In other words, could all four aspects be represented as a tetrahedron with consciousness at its apex and some if not all of the vectors double-arrowheaded?

As for Level 1 electromagnetic reality, Level 2 magneto-electric reality and their deltronic Coupling Coefficient, my own tendency (McInnis) is to imagine the relationship among all three as I would a glass of warm, salty, green water, in which all of the water is permeated by warmth, saltiness and greenness. Hence another question: Is all of reality permeated by each Level, as well as by their coupling coefficient, or do they instead exist in causally chained separation from one another?
To frame both questions somewhat differently: To what extent and under what conditions is entanglement of Mass <> Energy <> Information <> Consciousness omni-mutual, and to what extent and under what conditions is entanglement of Level 1, Level 2 and the Coupling Coefficient omni-mutual? 
Yet another way of posing this query might be, “Are some or all of each set’s aspects superpositioned?”
Knowing how you would answer these questions will be most helpful to us in formulating the questions we are preparing for our interview. 

It is likewise helpful to all concerned for you to be aware that our forthcoming book in December of this year, The Science of Causing Outcomes, is an upgrade (actually an extreme makeover) of our 1985 book, The Power of Commitment.  We define “commitment” as “a non-divertible intention”. We do not mean by this, however, that one is never off course of such a committed intention, only that one consistently corrects one’s committed course whenever one is diverted therefrom. For example, in-flight airplanes are off course up to 98 percent of the time, so that a pilot’s job (whether automatic or manual) is essentially one of full-time course correction. It is the same with industrial strength commitments like climbing Mt. Everest, being married, and having children (which we’ve listed in ascending order of the likelihood of their going off course).

As for Mt. Everest, you have probably heard the oft-quoted statement of mountaineer W.H. Murray, who advance-scouted Sir Edmund Hillary’s first-ever ascent thereof:

Until one is committed, there is hesitancy, the chance to draw back, and always ineffectiveness. Concerning all acts of initiative (and creation), there is one elementary truth, the ignorance of which kills countless ideas and splendid plans: that the moment one definitely commits oneself, then providence moves, too. All sorts of things occur to help one that would never otherwise have occurred. A whole stream of events issues from the decision, raising in one's favor all manner of unforeseen incidents and meetings and material assistance, which no man could have dreamt would have come his way. 

I have learned a deep respect for one of Goethe's couplets:

Whatever you can do, or dream you can, begin it.
Boldness has genius, power and magic in it.

An ultimate purpose of our book is to substantiate what (if any) are the “providential” aspects of committed intention, i.e., is there any verifiable validity to Murray’s assertion that “providence moves too”?
one more question →
Are you familiar with Walter Russell’s hypothesis of a mirror-image magneto-electric reality that may be coupled with electromagnetic reality via consciousness, as presented at length and depth in his 1989 magnum opus, A New Concept of the Universe? http://www.amazon.com/New-Concept-Universe-WalterRussell/dp/1879605139/ref=sr_1_14/002-9668200-3757616?ie=UTF8&s=books&qid=1177721252&sr=1-14 
If so, of what relevance to one another (if any) are his and your endeavors? 
Russell info: http://www.philosophy.org and http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Walter_Russell and the four reference links that conclude the latter.
Finally: With the next month’s availability of your new book, it seems timely for an update of your own bio at http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/William_Tiller .










Sincerely,










Noel McInnis










Doug Yeaman

Dear Noel:

Regarding your questions, here are my brief responses:

1. The equation

mass  energy  information  consciousness

 yeta . From traditional science we know that mass can be converted to energy and energy to mass. A break occurs between energy and information because thermodynamic free energy = E-TS+PV = G is the operational potential that drives all the processes we know about in nature (here, E = energy, S = entropy, T = temperature, P = pressure and V = volume and a change in any one of them can do work). An increase in information in a process means a decrease in entropy (thus work related). It is a theoretical postulate of mine that the application of consciousness to a physical process (under the proper conditions) can change the amount of information in the system. That is what our experiments show. It is probably better to think of the thermodynamic free energy function, G, as having many extensive variables of which mass, energy, information and consciousness are four of the important ones.

2. I tend to think of all of reality coexisting with all of its parts; however, today, most of us only sense, and our measurement instruments only respond to the electromagnetic part. Our work has shown that, with sufficient deltron coupler present, these same instruments can respond to the magnetoelectric part (at least to some degree). It  is my present working hypothesis that either some higher level of deltron activation or some other coupler medium is needed to allow some types of measurement instruments to respond to these other parts (down the road in our far future).
3. Information entanglement is a natural part of nature but can only be quantitatively expressed via a suitable reference frame. The duplex RF of D-space/R-space, with sufficient deltron coupler, is the kind of RF needed to express the phenomenon.
4. Everything can be superpositioned in principle; however, couplers are needed to make different parts instrumentally accessible.

5. I am deeply committed to manifesting and materializing psychoenergetic science as an expansion of traditional science. Perhaps that won’t happen in this lifetime so I will leave the best record I possibly can so that others might follow and complete the work. I will look forward to reading in detail “The Science of Causing Outcomes”.
6. I have always appreciated Walter Russell’s poetic statements relating to science since reading “The Man Who Tapped the Secrets of the Universe”. However, his treatise on light is not about electromagnetic light and I don’t think he was aware of this. I have never read any of his work that points to a mirror-image, magneto-electric reality. I met Russell’s wife, Lao, in the late 1970’s. It was during this period of time that I published some of the psychoenergetics work in conference proceedings, small journal articles and in the book “Future Science” (1977) page 257 (edited by John White and Stanley Krippner, Anchor Books).

Best Wishes,

Bill Tiller

Dear Dr. Tiller,

Thank you for your helpful answers to our questions.  You are correct about Walter Russell’s not calling the other half of his two-way universe “magnetoelectric”. It apparently is I (McInnis) who thought in those terms while reading his posthumous magnum opus.

Three more typo’s: 

On page 22, second line of first full paragraph, “by” is meant to be “my”.

On page 23, second sentence of first full paragraph is to begin with a capital “T”.   

On Page 44, second sentence of last paragraph is meant to be “science, it” rather than “science. It”

We are approaching the science of causing outcomes in the context of what we are calling the “self-world interface”, and your work is very germane to a full description of that interface from a causal perspective. 

Our intention is to represent your work with a linguistic Occam’s razor, using no more synonyms for a single item than necessary. For example, you variously refer to EM, deltrons and ME as “spaces”, “levels”, “domains” and “substances”. Which of these terms would best represent them in most cases?  

Here are a few more questions, your answers to which will also assist us in conceptually framing our interview.

1. Why did you choose the term "deltron"?  We know that "-tron" signifies particles, but the "del-" eludes us. 

2. In keeping with another suffix, "-scope", how might one prefix "-scope" to signify the detector device(s) for deltronic and magnetoelectric substances. Since people are already accustomed to telescopes, microscopes, periscopes, oscilloscopes, etc. as well-known detection devices, it would (if possible) be cognitively self-consistent as well as conceptually familiarizing to stay with the "-scope" suffix..

3. Is larval ATP analogous to human growth hormone?

4. How (if at all) do so-called “mirror neurons” relate to psychoenergetic science?

5. Is there a psychoenergetic aspect to some (if not all) “tipping point” dynamics?

6. Is the magnetoelectric reality level a subtle energy “spectrum” in the sense that the EM reality level is?

7. Your report on the rising placebo rate suggests a morphogenetic field effect á la Rupert Sheldrake. Are morphogenetic and epigenetic effects evidence of a subtle-energy “spectrum”?

8. Do the three levels of reality represent a plurality of isolated domains or the plural unity of a single domain? Are they independent of (i.e. separate from) one another until they are deltronically coupled? Or are they inter-dependent irrespective of our awareness of other than the EM level? It it more accurate to think of them as 1) three different reality domains that can be interlinked, 2) as sub-components of a single reality domain, or 3) as three different reality domains that function AS IF they were a single reality domain once they are interlinked? 

9. Are we correct in assuming that the deltronic and ME levels of reality are material realities?

10. Would it be accurate to say that whereas conventional science posits wave-particle duality, you are positing a wave-particle unity?

11. Would it be more precise and informative to speak of the four conventional “forces” as energetic “interactions”, i.e., the gravitational interaction, the EM interaction, the weak nuclear interaction and the strong nuclear interaction? And if so, may the deltronic and ME reality levels likewise be understood as energetic “interactions” rather than forces? 

12. If the ME level consists of information waves, does the EM level consist of information particles, á la John Archibald Wheeler’s “it from bit” hypothesis?

13. If one were to characterize Wheeler’s “it from bit” hypothesis and Fred Alan Wolf’s “whiff from quiff” hypothesis as respectively right- and left-handed perspectives on reality, would your hypothesis tend to be a centrist perspective?

14. Does the deltronic ability to decrease entropy potentially preclude the “heat death” of the universe?

15. An observation: Not once have we encountered any mention in the discussion of global warming that increased CO2 levels will also raise the pH level of all of Earth’s surface water. This is a gross oversight, since this is far more toxic to planetary life overall than are severe climate changes and rising sea-levels.
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Our intention is to represent your work with a linguistic Occam’s razor, using no more synonyms for a single item than necessary. For example, you variously refer to EM, deltrons and ME as “spaces”, “levels”, “domains” and “substances”. Which of these terms would best represent them in most cases?  
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22. Your report on the rising placebo rate suggests a morphogenetic field effect á la Rupert Sheldrake. Are morphogenetic and epigenetic effects evidence of a subtle-energy “spectrum”?

23. Do the three levels of reality represent a plurality of isolated domains or the plural unity of a single domain? Are they independent of (i.e. separate from) one another until they are deltronically coupled? Or are they inter-dependent irrespective of our awareness of other than the EM level? It it more accurate to think of them as 1) three different reality domains that can be interlinked, 2) as sub-components of a single reality domain, or 3) as three different reality domains that function AS IF they were a single reality domain once they are interlinked? 

24. Are we correct in assuming that the deltronic and ME levels of reality are material realities?

25. Would it be accurate to say that whereas conventional science posits wave-particle duality, you are positing a wave-particle unity?

26. Would it be more precise and informative to speak of the four conventional “forces” as energetic “interactions”, i.e., the gravitational interaction, the EM interaction, the weak nuclear interaction and the strong nuclear interaction? And if so, may the deltronic and ME reality levels likewise be understood as energetic “interactions” rather than forces? 

27. If the ME level consists of information waves, does the EM level consist of information particles, á la John Archibald Wheeler’s “it from bit” hypothesis?

28. If one were to characterize Wheeler’s “it from bit” hypothesis and Fred Alan Wolf’s “whiff from quiff” hypothesis as respectively right- and left-handed perspectives on reality, would your hypothesis tend to be a centrist perspective?

29. Does the deltronic ability to decrease entropy potentially preclude the “heat death” of the universe?

30. An observation: Not once have we encountered any mention in the discussion of global warming that increased CO2 levels will also raise the pH level of all of Earth’s surface water. This is a gross oversight, since this is far more toxic to planetary life overall than are severe climate changes and rising sea-levels.
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