Sam, Anthony and Katie:
I spoke to each of you briefly at Steve and Kevin’s lake house.  I know that we have not talked much before, even when you were little.  As I am traveling around the country and hope to return to the Philippines, there is a good chance that we might not get to talk again in this life.  So, I am writing this letter.
Right now you each are in the most physically powerful phase of life.  It is natural to spend most of your time enjoying this physical life and not want to spend time on spiritual things.  At the same time it is a phase of exploring everything in life including new ideas.  So, discussing things like how we got here, and why we are here, is also part of this phase in life.  One more thing which is part of this phase is to feel immortal.  Yes, we all know that we will die some day and yes we know that it could happen to us, but we feel like the probability of it happening to us soon is about as likely as a safe dropping on our head as we walk down the city street.  That is: our personal death is an intellectual concept that fits in the same category as the death of the universe.  It’s an idea to toss around while having drinks but has no real personal application.
Now, I hope you realize that I have some remembrance of what that phase of life was like.  No, the details of my life were not the same as the details of your lives but the broad general categories are very similar for most people within certain phases of life.  Therefore, I hope we can connect enough for you each to read this letter and consider what is here.
There are lots of people who claim to be experts at various things in life and want you to believe what they say because it boosts their ego and gives them more power with people, if for no other reason.  With all of the conflicting claims made by different “experts”, each of us has to decide who we will believe.  Therefore, one important thing to know is how you decide if someone really knows what they are talking about or not.  For example, I was recently told “You can’t claim that there are any universal laws.  My opinion, which goes against your universal law is just as valid as your universal law!”
Obviously, that was the claim of a prideful fool and his opinions should be ignored.  The law of gravity is everywhere on this world, making it universal for this world.  Yes, it can be offset by something like the law of aerodynamics, but it can not be declared to not exist on this world.  Also, the people beaming radio signals out into space may deny the existence of God, but they are sending out mathematical functions because the laws of mathematics are the same from the sub-atomic to the entire universe and nothing has been found to offset them in any way.  Therefore, there are proven laws which apply to all of the known reality and we should be able to use those universal laws as a basis for discussion unless you want to prove that you are a fool who takes the stand of: “My mind is made up, don’t confuse me with the facts”.   If you have not turned off your brain then you should be able to give a valid reason for any objection, especially since each of you is supposed to be a genius.  That leaves the question: if you have an objection to what I write, and refuse to give up the objection, but can not provide a valid reason to your objection, are you really being reasonable and using your fine brain?
So, the question that is probably running through your brain is: “What is he talking about and why do I care?”  Simply put, I am writing about how you can answer some of the most basic questions of life such as: “What does the future hold?”, “Where did we come from?”, “Why are we here?” and similar things.  Now obviously I can not tell you the specifics of your personal future but I can, and will, deal with universal truths which are in everyone’s future such as death and what comes after that.  Now, before you dismiss me please recognize that I have dies and been revived twice.  No, I did not go down the tunnel with the bright light at the end which is the popular lie promoted by media.  However, the true me did leave my body and return and there are enough records of other people having “out-of-body” experiences that these things can not be just dismissed unless you are a self-deluded fool.  Now there are lots of people who claim to be “experts” who have no experience.  They are like a 12-year-old boy telling a mother of 6 that he knows more, than she does, about what a woman goes through in pregnancy and birth because he read what some self-proclaimed “expert” male wrote on the internet.  As you should know by now, there are some things which you can only truly understand through personal experience, such as sex.
Now, with that said, I need to deal with the objection of: “He’s not worth listening to.”  This is a side-track from the main discussion but I have had this distraction thrown up enough to get rid of it up front.  The only reason for what follows, until we can return to the main discussion, is only to show that such a claim is not valid.
There are different levels of intellect, including levels of genius, as you should each have personal experience with.  I am not, and never was, a genius.  However, before I received brain damage, I was close to what used to be called an “idiot savant”.  I was pretty much an “idiot” about many things, especially about anything required for dealing with other people.  However, in the area of abstract logic I made super-geniuses look stupid.  Consider how old you were when you finished your Calculus and then figure out what percentage of the world’s population can finish Calculus when they are 12.  That was my age when I first finished my college calculus by being your grandfather’s study partner.  Ask your Uncle Steve if you doubt my claim.  Also, as I told Anthony, based upon my college entrance exams which I took in the 11th grade, I was offered a full 4-year scholarship to Harvard with all fees, tuition, room and board and the rest paid.  I turned it down because I was afraid that they would warp my thinking to make me a super-liberal.    In my first semester of college I was tested by a man with his doctorate in testing procedures and statistical analysis and was told that less than 1 in 100 million could match me in the very limited area called abstract logic.
Now, those claims are hard to prove but what can be verified is that my name (Gary Cotter) is supposed to be in the record books of ANSI (American National Standards Institute) and ISO (International Standards Organization) for having set intellectual records which no one has come close to matching.  And, this is important because part of specifying any Standard is specifying how you prove that what you produced matches the standard.  I was publically recognized as the top technical expert in the world, which was partially because I personally (NOT part of a team) wrote the general rules for how you prove anything.  Yes, there are specific rules vary from category to category, but there are also general rules which ALWAYS apply.  For example, you must test every occurrence of a finite universe in order to specify a universal law.  The only exception is when the universe is not finite and then true Probability and Statistics must be used.  You can tell a lying statistician when they give only one percentage and fail to tell you the mathematical reliability of their prediction.  Another rule is that a true universal testing method must be applied to everyone the same way and the same amount.  So, for example, someone who claims to be someone special can not change the laws of math to make 2+2=5.
By the way, these two rules can be verified since they are universal and, yes, I have over 30 years experience applying them for international companies which only hired the top people in the world.  And, as far as your university teachers go, realize that I also teach at the Bachelor’s and Master’s levels in college.  So, yes, I have these credentials, and many more to back my claims.  With that said, hopefully we can move on with you realizing that it would be foolish to dismiss what I write as an uninformed opinion or to accept a claim that what I write is not worth considering.
Hopefully, that distraction is dealt with and we can return to the main discussion.
Everything which is claimed to be known by men is based upon facts or faith with pure logic being universal laws which are based upon observable facts.  While many people claim “my logic” such claims are not the basis upon which anything can be proven.
Facts can be verified by our physical senses even if we have to use an instrument such as a microscope or a telescope.  Things which are accepted as true, but which can not be proven using our physical senses or pure logic, are actually based on faith.  When you believe a teacher, or any other person who claims to be and authority, but do not verify their claim, you are taking their word on faith.  For example, Sam claimed that “Evolution was proven to be a scientific law through an experiment that his teacher told him about.”  He accepted that teacher’s lie based upon faith.  If evolution had indeed been proven to be a scientific law, we would see it in all of the news.  The top scientific publications, which are used for “Peer Review” would not still call it a “theory”.  Sam claimed that changing an attribute of yeast, which is on the level of accomplishment that all breeders can do, proved evolution to be a scientific law.  However, as I already said, there are universal rules for things like proof and those rules include showing that your law works in every case.  Yes, breeders can change attributes of a living organism, such as dogs or cats, but no one has crossed a snake to a bird to produce a dragon.  There are no mermaids, nor griffons nor any other such animals.  The closest known success is the breeding of near-types such as a hoers and a donkey to produce a mule.  But mules can not reproduce like the theory of requires.  While the priests of this lying religion what to claim that there is “only one missing link in evolution”, people have identified over 100,000 “missing links”.  Therefore, the reported claim by this teacher is not true, is only based upon faith, and does not meet the requirements for proving something to be a scientific law.  In addition, as I already mentioned, this claim, and similar claims, can be verified.  Accepting a claim without verification is the method of a fool.
Now, I mentioned faith, facts and pure logic.  The word “pure” can be defined as “100%”.  You can not buy true “pure gold”.  The most pure form of gold, which is honestly available, is “.999% pure”.  The same is true for silver.  Returning to logic, the only forms of pure logic, which are known to man, are mathematics and the type of logic used in computer programming.  I do not include learning how to run applications line is commonly taught as computer programming but I speak about the logic uses in Assembler, C and similar “assembly-level” languages.  These types of languages use “and”, “exclusive or” or “inclusive or”, “not” and similar commands which have as exact of a definition as mathematical addition.
Pure logic can be applied to true facts and produce exact and consistent results which are always the same regardless of who uses the logic, where or when or any other factor.  2+2=4 regardless of circumstances it is applied under and all of the true logic laws act the same.
From basic pure logic laws we have derived laws.  Multiplication is repetitive addition.  Likewise, Calculus, true Probability and Statistics and similar forms of proven mathematical rules are derived from the basic laws and have been proven to be as consistent and reliable as the basic laws.  This is why all true scientific laws must be repeatable with the same results, regardless of circumstances, once intervening factors are accounted for.  Thus, the acceleration due to gravity is a universal law of physics and can be proven to always produce the same result once intervening factors are accounted for.  This is also why something which can not be repeated can never be a true scientific law no matter who, nor how many people, claim that it is a scientific law.  Their claim might be true for a limited group but it can not be a universal true scientific law unless it passes the true test of repeatability.
[bookmark: _GoBack]I mentioned derived laws which are based upon pure logic, and also which prove to fulfill the requirements of pure logic, such as multiplication, the integral and the derivative.  How these derived arguments are shown to also be reliable laws is called a logical argument.  A true logical argument starts from the basics and shows each step that was taken to arrive at the conclusion.  That is what I am attempting to do here.  Yes, I am using examples such as the law of multiplication, without proving the proof of that example, but that proof is provided elsewhere and has been examined by many experts and proven to be consistent and reliable.  Therefore, I do not need to provide what is already published, peer-reviewed and accepted.  However, the claims of things like “evolution” have consistently failed this level of test.  Therefore, they are not a true scientific law.
Please notice that nothing which I have provided has anything to do with what anyone wants to believe.  It all is based upon facts and procedures which can be verified and which produce consistent results regardless of circumstances.
When considering logical arguments, one important thing to consider, which most people ignore, is the foundation.  When people want to implode a building they blow up the foundation and primary support structure and, thereby, reduce the power of the explosion required and reduce the secondary effects.  Intellectual arguments are like buildings in that they are built one story upon another.  If you can show that their foundation is invalid, then it does not matter how fancy their succeeding arguments are, the whole structure is invalid.  For example, at one time the doctors has me taking 28 prescriptions/day and told me that I would take that many and more for the rest of my life.  They were basing their medical decisions on what the “experts” in medical journals said.  If I had continued to follow the doctors I would be dead or in a long-term care facility.  However, I looked at how the “medical experts” arrived at their conclusions instead of trying to understand all of their arguments.  I found that there were many “medical experts” who received millions of dollars from the legalized drug pushers (international drug companies) to put their name on studies which were done the wrong way but which convinced doctors to prescribe their products.  I also found out that there were less popular “medical experts” who did their studies the correct way.  By following the “medical experts” who used the correct methods, and ignoring doctors who based their advice upon the “experts” who represented the legalized drug pushers, I changed my medical condition
The “experts” in medical journals were paid too publish results which were based upon flawed methods and, therefore, they had a bad foundation for their advice.  The “experts” who provided advice which improved my health condition used proper testing methods, which gave them a solid foundation for their claims.  That said, all of this was to tell you that a universal testing law is that people must use valid methods to test and prove their conclusions.  These laws are known by the true scientific community but are not known, or are often poorly understood, outside to the scientific community.  The people who truly know these laws, and how to apply them, usually have a doctorate in mathematics specializing in statistical methods and testing. However, there are a lot of liars who claim to be such experts and lead people into wrong beliefs for the purpose of gaining money, political power of something similar.
If self-claimed “experts” are using invalid methods then it does not matter what credentials they have, nor how many “experts” agree with them, nor what other arguments they provide to encourage them to listen to them.  Everything built upon an invalid foundation of invalid testing methods is going to fail.  You can put your trust in such self-proclaimed ‘experts”, but you will personally suffer from being a fool.  If you wish to avoid proving that you are a very intelligent fool then you must use your mind to verify the claims which you accept.
Steve’s boy Andrew has trouble figuring things out, but he does the best he can with what he has.  He is totally different from someone who has the ability to figure things out and closes their mind with an attitude of “My mind’s made up.  Don’t confuse me with the facts!”  If you refuse to consider the basis upon which an “expert” builds his arguments, and simply chose an “expert” who agrees with what you feel is right, then you prove that you are a closed-minded fool.
You might wonder “What does all of this have to do with anything?”  The answer is that the way in which we perceive anything will affect our result.  The lazy brained fool just accepts what they are taught.  I am trying to show you why you need to use your brain and verify everything which someone tells you is a “fact” or is a true-logical conclusion such a true scientific laws.  Many people pass off what they truly accepted by “faith” as fact or scientific law.  When people do this they can become so fanatical that they are willing to murder anyone who disagrees with them and even become willing to murder anyone whom their ‘expert” says disagrees with their “experts”.  Look at the true motivation for much of the violence found in the world today and throughout history and you should see that this claim is true.
Now, I imagine that you expect me to start spouting religious claims at some point.  However, I have not done so nor do I plan to do so.  However, I will lead you through some true logical arguments with facts which you can verify and with true logical arguments which you can test for yourself.  However, please keep in mind what I already presented about foundations.  Lots of people like to claim that we must deal with all of their arguments even after we have proven that the foundation of their arguments is invalid.  That is not true and I already explained that.  Thus, the person who argues that I have to accept their argument which goes against a proven universal law is wrong.  I can justly dismiss him as a fool and ignore everything he says based upon his foolishness.  Now, that said, if anyone disagrees with anything which I have said to this point then they need to write me and show where I have gone against established fact, proven true scientific law or proven true pure logic law.  A simple example is that some people will object to my treatment of the theory of “evolution”, but their objection would truly be emotional based because I proved that, what they had accepted by faith was not in truth fact nor was it a true scientific law.
Before I get to the logical argument about all of existence, 



