The Human Mind

Eobert Kuhn

THE HUMAN MIND — MORE THAN A COMPUTER

Man thinks. At least he thinks that he thinks. But he
knows. Apd he knows: that he knows. Man is ind=ad
unique. o other physical being is creatively self-cons
cious, nor can any other ponder the transcendental ques-
tions of life, death and ultimaie purpose,

Man is & tantastic creature, but his time is nearly up—
he |s bent on self-extermination, MNaturally, man's ingan-
wity has concooted @ macabre variety of hyperefficient
technigues;, the job can be done guickly by nuclear,
biological and chamical warfare, or more subitly through
aver-population, faming and pollution. But how can the
awasoma human ming be permanently banshed from
existence’ Should a being whao can percaive etarmity be
denigd it

It 15 now imparative to serously revive those olg = yet
atill unsolved — questions: what s man?  where has man
come from? where is heé going? what is man's purpose?
how should he live? Mo longer can wa affard the laoka-
daisical luxury of relegating thess yital jssies 1o cock tail
parties, fréestiman philosophy courses, and the proverbial
“bull" sessions, Mo longar can we nonchalantly and con-
desceindingly assume that thess probilems are insoluble,
We have no choice but to consider tham. Qur very sur-
wival lies in credible answers o these fundamental gues-
tions. S0, let’s sincerely and candidly resolve to face the
ultimate guestion — “What is man? ' — devoid of our pra-
conceived attitudes, biases and opinons,

Far the orux of the inguivy, we must resurrect the end-
lessly rehashed 'mind-body problem.’ What s the rela-
tionship between man's mental activities and his physical
brain?  Tradifionally, there heve been two opposing
schools of thought. First of all, Materfalism postulates
that matter is the only reallty; ‘mind’ s viewed as an

apiphenomenon, simply the totality (Gestalt) of physio-
logical brain function. The materialist believes that the
term ‘mind’ itself is unnecessary and confusing, and was
invented 1o superstitiously explain what man could not
yet physically comprehend. The seientisl, who by defini-
tion is concerned exclusively with the physical, gpitomi-
zas the materialist,

The second position subscribes to a belief in the (-
martality of the Soul. Adherents to this long-cherished
thesis conceptualize the humean being as an immortal sou|
temporarily joined to a physical body, The soul s the
real "you' | thay say, the body being merely its vehicle of
manifestation in the present physical world. After your
body's death, your soul 15 free 1o continue on its immaor-
tal journey.

S0 the lines of combat are clearly drawn; tha mate-
rialistic scientists, dressed in thair laboratory smocks, are
barricaded behind their esateric theories on one side; the
immortal soul religionists, clothed in their presching
fracks, are entrenched behind their philosophical reason-
ings on the opposite side. |n tha historic struggle Betwesn
religion and science, the materialism-immortal soul con-
troversy remains the classic confrontation. In our "sophis
ticated' society of wishy-washy non-commitment, each
sicle s bsually courteous towsrd the other—= a1 least in
public. This uneasy truce s often gxpressed i popular
articles: "Can a Scientist Balieve in God? " or “A Theolo-
mian Looks at Modern Sciance’. Both Scientists and theo-
lagians mutuatly— and hypoeritically - agree not to inter-
fere with the other's ‘sphere of influence” . & d the pub-
liz iz duped: The irreconcilable conflict betwean science
and religion is submerged. Is man wholly physical - or
does he have a higher purpose? In our nightmarish age,
this guestian is vital

Mow, at this same critical juncture in history, there has
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amerged a sciepce which gan unravel the mystery and
direct vs toward the sorgly needed solution. Just as the
early decades of this century produced a revaolution in
physics and the 1950° -« G0's witnessed enormous strides
in molgculzre biology, we are now entering the age of
brain research. For the first time, we arg dalving nto the
basic processes by which we are able to investigate
science, ponder religion, gnjoy 8 symphony and &I i
love, Brain research is now avolving infio a mulidisei-
plined study where scientists from two dozen or so
diverse fields ~ from physics to physiology, biochemistry
to psychiatry — combeng torees for a frontal altack upon
ihe basic mechanisms of thought.

‘Tha brain is a computer,” cries the materialist, point
ing out parallgl concepls in cybernetics and neuro-
physiology. Their point s well taken, Information in the
biain js simply the presence or absence of an electro-
chemical discharge. This ‘pressnce-absence’ is precisely
the same as the ‘yesno', ‘flipflop’ of & computer.
Tiue enough, the brain is enormously more sophisticated
in potential pathways and micra-circuitry. [There are up-
wirds of 50,000 independant nerve calls in avery culac
millimeter of cerebral cortex — 10 to 18 billian altoge-
ther; each nerve cell is able to receva simultaneous infor-
mation frorm thousands of cells, integrating and thep fun-
neling this new information to many other cells; the per-
mutations and combinations of cirewitry and seguences is
astronamical), Nonetheless, the brain is essentially a com-
putar: Given enodgh tme (a "catch-all’ swcientitic phrase),
1 computer could duplicats every Brain function — though
to aceomplish this within the geographic confines of the
cranal gadily must be beyond the technological imagina-
tan of even the most optimistic scientist,

Animal brain is indest a computer. But s human mind
entirely the same as animal brain?  "Yes' fires the
materialist, "Moo’ retorts the religlonist. Before we take
sides, let's all recall our pledge to resist every amaotianally-
inculoated  conviction, Let's subimit this fundamental
issue 1o the wunbiased arbitration of brain  reseanch,

But where do we locate unblased brain ressarchars?
Mot an earth — that's certain, Therefare, we must fabri-
cate some gsofenc investigators from the nth dimension
or the q"h galaxy = arriving on earth through what
science fiction writers have explaned as a 'space-time-
warp', A5 we might expect (anthrapomorphizing & bit),
their physiclogists and psychologists prefer 1o work Tnde-
pendently,

It was obvious 1o the physiologists that the brain was
tha most fascinating organ. Since mammals had complex
brains, they werg investigated by the chief physiologists
{leaying other vertebrates for graduata students and inver-
tebrates for undergraduates). Representative brains ware
wieighed and the descending order was, whale, elephant,
mari, gorilla, chimpanzes, monkey, and rat (seven must
be & universal number). Comparative anatomical siudies
revealed a uniformity of distinet brain struchures; sach
structire was present in every brain, though their refative
sizes vaned. There were ro gualitative differences among
the mammalian brains.

AL this point in the invesligation, & preliminary report
was received from a physiologist spy plantad in the pay-

52

chology departmenl (he was masaquerading as a tech-
nician). Apparently, the creature ‘man’ was showing sur-
prising capabilities, But man didn't have the largest brain!
Returning to their labs, the physiologists soon realised
thar anly the cerebral cortes was responsibla for cons
cious intelllgenca, (The cerebral cortex j5 the thin, ave. 4
mims., outermaost layer of the brain, convoluted in order to
compact a large surface ares into a small volume). Fur
ther investigations revealed two general catagories of cor-
lex! ‘specific corlex’ subserving direct sensation (visual,
suditory, somesthetic) and movements; and ‘unspecific-
cortex’ {of ‘association-cortex’ | which hss no direct
connection with the external environment, Unspecific

cortax s composed of two areas: ‘posteriorunspecifics
cortex’ , involved in sensory associations and problem sal-
ving, and “frontal-unspecific-cortex” | from which think-
ing in the sphere of time, social awareneass and the ‘will®
originate, Unspecrfic cortex then, is the key to human

though. Man had large unspecific cortical areas — especial-
ly the frontal regions. Conseguently, man should have

been somewhat more advanced than mere brain size sug:
gesied,

The complete spy-report flabbergasted the physiolo-
qists, Man was incontrovertibly foremost on earth!  But
the physiologists knew that man's cerebral cortex, aven
his Trontal wnspecific region, was not as large as tha
whale's. 5o maybe the refarive proportion of unspecific
vortex was critical, Perhaps too much specific cortex
‘clutters up' the hrain, not allowing the unspecific areas
the “freedom’ of abstract, cognitive and symbolic Thought.
If this were true, the ratio (percentagel of unspe-
cific cortex to total cortex was crucial, The physiologists’
conclusions were finalized: man's brain was the most ad
vanced: chimpanzea (large fatio of unspecific cortex) and
whate and elephant Harge amounts of upspecific cortex)
were & werp olose sacond, With respect to individual and
collective behaviour, the physiologists smugly Expetrtéd
the same relative positions, They were visibly shaken by
the psychologists’ conclusions. £ seemed impossible,

The psychologists bad immediately recognized that
man was unigue, {The chief psychologists studied man,
relegating all other animals to graduate students, wha in
tern assigned  their work to undergraduates, Graduate
studarnits are the same throughoot the universe). Man was
vastly different — producing automobiles and astronauts,
bridges and brushes, symphonies and solilogquies, catas
rrophes and calamities. Man communicated symbolically;
te inguired about himselt; he delved into his origing
he wrote his history; built upon his predecessors, and
passed on information. Nong af thase characteristics were
remotely shown by chimpanzee, whale or any other ani-
mial,

The physiologists stood stupefisd. They could not
aocount Tor the cavernous gulf betwesn man and animal.
The brains were not that different, anatomically, bio-
chemically, or glectrically! There was no physeal expla-
nabon. The scientists were frightened. There was only
one alternative; a unigqua MON-physical component must
exist which transforms human brain into human mind.

Wa thank our mythical friends for their help. Consider-
ing the cosmological sigmificance of their conclusion, we



should clearly undarstand the logical sequence of prere

fuisite propositions.

1. Man does not have the most masswve birain, nor the
largast carebral cortex, nor even the greatest unspecific
cortical areas. Theretore, brain 3ize cannot be the sole
axplanation for ‘mind” — or else whale, elephant, and
dalphin would dominate the world.

2. Mammalian brams are gqualitatively identical; there

are mige unigue sections in man's brain, every structure
i easily found in other Lrains,

3 Proportionally, man has the largest unspecific cortes,
This critical percentage (unspecific cortes/tatal cortex
w 1000 s about 60 per cent i oman, 40 per cent in
chimp, gnd less than 10 per ceptl in rat. Ahout 1ha
same ralative posilions amang man, chimp and rat also
hotd witly respect to the micro-anatomical orpanisation
of carebral cortex nerve calls and the intricate wave-
tarm patterns of cerebral cortex electrical activity,
The trend & clear; human and chmp brains are similar,
rat brakn far Lethin.

4, Consequently, on the basis of all physical data, elimp
should be wastly ‘superior’ to rat, ta a far greater de-
gres than man s superc o chimp, The chimpdrat
species- 10 ratio should be significantly above the
man/ehimp ratio. We would therefore expect the pro-
duct of brain function - the psycholoocal and sociolo:
gzl scocamplishiments of the incdividuals composing
ihe specias and the species itself — to be somewhat si-
milar Tor man @ chimp, while much different Tor
chimp and rat

5 However, precisely the opposite is true. Chimps and
rats behave very similarly. Both can learn complak
problems invalving long sequences of moves: both
fave similar group activities, maturational processes,
gz, True enough, chimp behaviour 15 more intricate
and fess stereotyped, Monetheless, chomps and rats
differ only quantitatively — nol gualitativaly

G, Bul who could homestly say that man differs only
guantitatively from chimp? Who but man possssses
the awareness of afstasy, the ecslasy of lowve, the love
af heauly, the beauty of sccomplishment, the accom-
phshment of mapration, the inspiration of creativity,
the creativity of humour, and the umour of himse|f?
Man stands dparl — & distinet cragton

7, Wea can now Tormulsta our condgluson,

{a)  Man's beain is similar o animal brain, merely
continuing the gradual jncrease in complexity
eyidancad by all mammals from shrew to chm-
panzee

i3 Al brain resaarch — anatomy, blochamistry, elac-
tra-physiology — proclaims that the difference
between the hurman bram and chimp-whale-dol-
phin brain is far fess than.the difference between
chimpawhale-dolphin brain and rat brain.

{ch Rats anmd chimps-whales-dolphing have gqualita
tively the same instinciive bDahayviour paiterns

tdl The psychological and sociological machinations
of tha human mind are unequivpestly dissogia-

ted from animal behaviour.

tel  The human brain cannot account fof the yawn-
ing chasm betweern these Ulerly unigue charace
teristics of humans and the repatitive instingts of
animals,

1) Therefare, & non-physical addition must unite
with the humar brain, comvariing i into the
human ming.

Dran't lose poiots Te and 7T amidst the verbosity! The
human brain canpor explain the human mind = thare must
be & nop-physical ingredient, beyond our microscopes,
test tubes, electrodes and computers, To the wuly open
minded individual, it is fruitless to physically rationalize
the unigueness of mind. There must be 8 non-physical
essence — a "SpiftT — i man,

The die-hard materialist will not easily allow his
quaint lirtle world 1o crumble, He has two arguments
left. First, an analogy in which unspecific cerebral cortex
is lkened to U235 and specific cortex 1o lead When
there is sufficient U235 and the |ead percentage is small
enpugh, a ‘critical-mass’ is reached and an enormous ex-
plosion ensues. In other waords, both the amount ancd
ratio of U235 must surpass a given layvel (o commence
atomic fission, Drawing his analogy, the materialist rea
sons that only inman is there bath a sufficient amount of
unspecific cortex (like whale but not chimp) coupled
with @1 large epough unspecific cortical ratio (like chimp
but not whale)., Therefore, only i man is this ‘critical:
mass " attained, with the resultant psychological explo-
sion of creative self-consciousness. Clearly, circular rea
somng motivated this hypothesis: how can the psycholo-
pical disparity between man and animal be justified with:
out shattering the cherished tenets of materialism? The
arguer 1= runming scared, This s his only physical solution
latt,

Among apes, trani@al capacity vares from 4 1o 39 cu.
in. — a 9-fald variation. The weights of unspecific cortex
will drastically increase but there is only 1he barest in-
crease in psychological attainment. Likewiss, among hu-
mian beings cranial capacity will range from 61 to 113 cu.
in — wnth no consistent relationship to human attributes,
Cetacean |porpoises, dolphing, whales) brains add the
coup e grace. They vary from the 1 pound porpoise
brain to the 19 pound sparm whale brain = accompanied
by not the shightest increase in mental owtput,

The Cetacean brain in itself is effectual testimony to
the existence of a non-physical component in the human
mind. Meurophysiologists must struggle just to ascertain
why the huge (Up ta 6 times the waight of the human
braind, highly complex Cetascean brains are not actugliy
physically superior to the human brain. Krager {in
Whates, Dolphins and Porpoises, edited by Norris, 1963}
shiows that Cetacean cerebral cortex 15 not only much
larger than human cortex and strikingly  smilar in
appearance, but more significantly, it alsa has (remark-
ably) about the same ratfo of unspecific cerebral cortex.
In a candidly desperate search to justify human domi
nance, Kroger hits upon the orderly arrangement of
human cerebro-cortical nerve cells in distinct layers or
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‘laminars’ — in constrast to the corresponding Cetacean
cortical cells. Now this is our paint, Since Kruger must
{forthright and briliantly) employ circular regsoning in a
frantic attempt to keep human brain just barely superior
to Cetacean brain, it then becomes an absurdity to
physically rationalize the unbridgeable qulf berweean
human mental output and Cetacean stereotyped instinet!

Surely, this data doss not rigorously disprove the
materialist’s ‘critical-mass’ hypothesis; but the hypothe-
sis itself, by definition and design, is logically impossible
to rigorously deny. Straining far a physical axplanation,
malerialistic circular redgsoning has carefully devised a
hwpothesis propounding that only man has both the pre-
cisg amount and exact ratio of unspecilic cortex, We may
ask, ‘What expernmental evidence could conceéivably
prove the matarialist wiong? " None! His ideafogy is his
prefabiricated, impenetrable defence. Materialists have
evolved a ‘disproot-proot,’ internally-consistent system
of assumptions — reésembling paranoic obsessions — which
can nullify all dissent generated by emipirical evidence or
logical analysis.

Ag B last resort, the materislist may retrogress and
claim than man's psychological and sociological produc-
tions are not guahitatively distinct from the ammal king:
dom, "All these qualities;' he would say, ‘customarily
considerad “uniquely human'’, are merely the highest ex
pression on the present continuum, and are in fact repre-
sentad in other animals.” But is this true?

What sbout humour, beauty, ecstasy, will, lowve?
Humour has no eguivalent in animals, Darwin assumed
that the smile evalved from the animal snarl, obviously
ignoring the dissimilar meanings. To laugh st incongrui-
ties, we must be detached from the situation, Animals re-
acl to unexpected events but can never become detached
anough to reflect upon them as ineongruous, and there
fore cannot Bppraciata humour,

Fesuty |5 known only to man; it is admired for its own
sake, not Tor any use it may have, oF appetite it might
satisty. But the amimal considers only the potential
sarigtion of besic drives and needs — beauty in an object
acltls nathing to the appeal. For man, besuty supersedes
mere sensory stimulation; i1 5 an abstract integration,
persanally blending with the individual psyche,

s the ecstasy experienced from listening to a Mahler
symphony just the sophisticated refinement of animal
drive reduction? Hardly! Ecstasy fulfills thie entire being,
transcending simple specific satisfactions.

Free will demands the absence ot programmed in-
stingts. Anmimals operate iy means of pre-ser, albeit com-
plex, pathways. Without embroiling ourselves in the ‘de
termminismprablem’, we recoghize that human bengs
have the capabillty to conscious!y make any decision ina
Jven situation — even irrational ones.

Human beings have the potential {though rarely at
tained) of expressing fove — o selfless, outgoing concem
for others, Amimals are surely artracted to Bhings. but
this is merely & self-centred association with intrinsic
drives such a5 food, ssx or attention — not love,

Can there be ary doubt? The human mind infinitely
outolasses animal brain. But why? If the human brain
exhibited sven a possthle physiological explanation — a
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strutlure or capacity not seen inanimal brain — wauldn’t
materialistic scientists have immediately publicized the
data in order to support their contention that human
berngs are 100 per cent physical? They have not done so
because the human brain cannot account for the human
mind!  Evalutionary thearists paint 1o the similarity
among human and ape brains to corroborate their views.
It Is Tromic: that, in reality, they have stumbled on to the
mast significant selentific observation in histary, jreefut-
ahly attesting to the non-physical compongnt which con
verts the output of the homan braim into mind. Without
this non-physical factor, man could be nething more than
a supar-ape, morg intelligent than the chimp to the same
degres that the chimp is more intelligent than a less come
plex mammal. Think about it

Because materialism is wronyg, does that ipso facto
cause immortal souls 10 exist? That's faulty logic. The
waorld has set ‘materialism” and ‘immaortal souls” as the
only alternatives to answer the guestion — "What s man?
S0 men have dutifully chosen one or the other. But could
the whale rancid system — both choices - be wrong?
Could matarialism and the immortal soul doctrine be
‘bedfellows’ in a diabolically doceptive plot — expressly
designed 1o keep man bickaring and apart from the truth?

Where did ‘tmmaortal souls' come from? Much to the
chagrin of contemporary Chrstianity, guite the oppasile
is propounded by the Bible. In Ganesis, man became (was
not jnherently, a living soul: Ezekiel wrote thal 'the
soul that sinneth, it shall die’. Paul agreed,’ the wages of
sin is death’. But, theologions will no doubt retort,
‘death’ means a conscious eternal fife (whelher in & lite-
ral place or a state of mind). Apparently they have not
resd — or chose to overrule — the Psalmist, who sad of
man, ‘He returng to the garth, in that very day his
thowghts perish.” and Solomon, who wrote that, '...the
dead know not anything'. Solomon makeas the truth am-
barrassingly obvious. ‘For man's fate 15 a beast's fate,
one fate befalls them both; as the ope dies sa the other
dies, the same breath is in them all”.

MNerw Teeling a frifle cramped, some are sure 1o protest
that we arg dealing with & problem of translation. Mot so.
Both the Hebiew and Gresk words translated "soul”
— papfest and psuche — literally means "breath’ and relar
o both ammals and humans. The exprassion ‘immaortal
soul 'rever appears in the Bible, True enough, 3 “resur
rection from the dead’ is frequently mentioned — but
necessitates dead  individuals, with no room for ‘im
rortal touls” Hitting around someplace. Since ‘immortal
souls' didn't come from the Bible, where did our Judeo-
Christian religions find them? The Jewish £neyolopediy
freely admits that: 'The beliaf that the soul continues its
existence after the dissalution of the body .15 speciidation
Lonowhere expressly taught in Holy Scripiure,, The be
liet in the immortality of the soul came to the Jews from
contact with Greek thought and chiefly through the Phi-
losaphy of Plato, s principal exponent, who was led 1o
it through Orphic and Eleusinian mysteries i which
Babylonian and Egyptian views were strangely blended.”
Platn is also the self-confessed authoritative source foi
the ‘Christian-fathers’ (e.g. Origen, Tertullian) who, two
centuries after the death of Jesus, Ffirst infrodoced



‘immortal souls’ into a rapidly paganized Christianity.

Mow, must we jump to the opposite extrame? Does
the dualistic nonsense of 'Immortal souls’ preclude the
existence of anpthing non-physical? Surely, we don't be-
lieve n ‘guilt by association’. History abounds with
occurrences and prophecies which defy all physical law:
the plagues on Egypt, Ezekiel's in-advanpce description of
the specific manner of Tyre's destruction, Darel's
astoundingly intricate delineation of the successive his
tories of the Babylonion, Persian, Macedonian and
Roman empires. In addition, thousands of people haove
witnessed pccult phenomena — telepathy, clairvoyance,
paychokinesis, manifestations, etc, Are they aff koolks,
fakes and charlatans? 1t seamns implausible, What about
the rigorously scientific studies of Dr. J.B. Rhing and
colleagues in extrasensory perception (ESP)T After show-
ing ESP's independence of space and time, D, Rhine
states: ‘There simply is no explanation based on physical
principle that will do..no hypothesis which could ex-
plain ESP phenomend as a whole on @ physical basis has
been offerad . {and] the most devoted physicalist finds
hinself in the sloughs of insuperable intellectual diffi
culty. ‘We are pot “pushing” any of these indwidual ex-
amples — only ane need be valid for our point 1o be
made: the existence of non-physical reality,

We have seen that the human brain must have a non:
physical adjunct to transform it inta ‘mind’. This s
alwiously nat the fabled immortal soul. So thep what is
it? How dooes it work? What happens o It when a man
dies? These are vital guestions. To avoid needless specu-
lation, we'll label this non-physical mind compongnt
‘the spirit-in-man” = using the waord ‘spirit’ ina nop-re-
strictive sense, meaning something different from the
physical, without any other connotation implied. The
spirit-ineman then, 15 that essence which imparts human-
mind-power 1o physical brain tissue. 1t s the means by
wihich man can exercise his promisgs ‘dominion’ over all
croatures. The spirit-in-man 5 not a soul; it has absolutely
no consciousness apart from brain, Paul asks, "What
human being can understand the thoughts of a man ax-
cept (by means of) the spirit of man which s in him.’
Thissimply states thal self-consciousness — the awareness
of thoughts, not just thoughts themselves — 1% genaratedd
by the spirit-in-man. Solomon = whose writings decimate
the immortal soul fabrication — shows that ‘then lat
death) shall the dust {human being) return o the earth as
it was, and the spint shall return unto God who gave it

The spirit-in-man s nether the man nor a soul, 1t can
ko likensd to @ blank recording tape, the tape recorder
being the human bram, Neithar one works without tha
alher. The tape imparts the power of auditory reproduc-
tion to the tape recorder, while at the same Lime, the
tape Itselt 15 recording and storing the magnatic stamp-
impress from the tape recorder. Likewise, the spiritin-
man imparts the power of creative intellect and selfcons
cious personality to the brain, while at the same time,
the spiritirrman itselt s recording and storing the stamp-
impress frim the brain — out thoughts, acis and characTer.
At death the 'tape’ 15 completa; it 15 then "filed’ until
needed again for reactivation,

Some final questions: What and where is the ‘inter

face' hetwoen the spirit-in-man and the brain — how does
the non-physical nteract with the physical? Further
more, could there be another order of non-physical
power — higher and more perfect than the spirit-in-man?
And iF 50, could it be possible that the spirit-in-man was
desigred to be impreanated and augmented by his higher
‘spiritual’ power? To those truly converted individuals,
Paul writes, ' the Spirt of God joins with our spirit,..'
These are the fundamental jssues of the universe, Bul all
man does i5 wonder,

Sorryl  Wondering s not emough! Man is presently
wondering his way to extinction. [T what we see of man

the physizal man — s indeed all of man, we're as good
di dead. But brain research points ta a different eoncli-
sion = twist-ending to the story of man, We will surviva,
bul & way and from a source least suspectad, Al will
then realise our majestic spiritual purpose which trans
cends the most fertile imaginations
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