
The Hard Questions

Q: These “negative masses” you talk about are related to anti-matter, correct?

A: (pause) Yes.

Q: Is it possible that EXPER explains why there is so much matter, and so little anti-matter in the 
Universe?

A: There are ideas that float around in science, that I think are the result of a lot of people looking at the
equations, the experiments and having flashes of insight. One of those “flashes” might be this idea of 
matter/antimatter asymmetry (and that its supposed to be symmetrical).

EXPER models have more or less equal volumes of positive and negative mass in them, so I would 
have to say yes to that question too. 

Q: Does EXPER has different views on virtual particles than mainstream science?

A: Yes.

Now, I want to say that I believe in particle virtualization. It is governed by Heisenburg's Uncertainty 
principle that has proven to be entirely predictive (correlating how much mass the Universe can get “on
credit” for how long a time).

Our official statement on virtual particles is that complex mass might “help it along”...

Q: In your opinion, is your mechanism for Nuclear Force different from let's say QFT?

A: The results are the same, I'm pretty sure.

I'm not an expert at QFT (quantum field theory) so I can't comment authoritatively on the differences, 
but I am aware that EXPER's explanation of strong and weak force being governed by mass wave 
interactions, rather than other current mechanisms, is a new idea.

We are skeptical (and I mean this neutrally) that there are actually gluon particles continually leaping 
between the quarks in let's say a neutron. We have had an opportunity to casually study gluon fields and
we see them more as static volumes of force, not even spherical, per se.

Q: How do you reconcile the difficulty in trying to express in 5 dimensions what others say they need 
11 dimensions to express?

A: Let me wax technical for a bit, as this is a pretty deep question.

Looking at the history of quantum mechanics, you realize that they were developing a mathematical 
model of reality over time.



Take for example a metal spring.

To model its behavior completely (it actually has quite a complex behavior if you really look at one) 
you would need to introduce quite a number of constants, variables and let's say you thought something
would best be expressed in terms of a complex number. This would open the door to adding additional 
dimensions to the model.

Now is this consistent with Hooke's Law (the basic, practical equation that engineers use every day to 
design things with springs in them). Of course, yes.

We tend to look at this question in terms of compression (the computer science interpretation of the 
word). How do you compress the information of eleven dimensions into five? In order to do this you 
need to render the information from the 11-dimensional model to a 5 dimensional domain. Where is the
mechanism to do this without a loss of fidelity?

We say we make up for it in geometry and topology. That the dimensional complexity is transferred to 
a geometric/topological complexity. This is how we “manage” the issue.

Q: What do you see as your input into all of this?

A: Science moves forward only as people introduce new ideas and new ways of looking at things.

I'm not oblivious to my role in all of this being “disrupter” as its put. But with all this talk of the “end 
of the Standard Model” I think its important to throw new things into the mix. Even kind of fringe ideas
like EXPER.

Q: We've noticed that you are not publishing. Can you explain how EXPER and VERTEX are so well 
known?

A: Well that's my deep dark secret now isn't it? (mischievous smile)

Let me start by talking about intellectuals, early 20th century ones specifically. They used to self-publish
back in the day. Copenhagen Interpretation, a Trieste on Human Understanding, that kind of thing.

I'm one of the most widely self-published intellectuals right now. Bold claim, I know, but I have the 
download tracking numbers to substantiate it (yeah, I track). Its obscene the coverage I'm getting right 
now. I'm surprised the main stream media hasn't paid to much to what I'm doing.

The creative freedom is luxurious.

Oh, so now you know. Lol. Yeah, there is something to those dirty looks I get in various physics 
venues. Physicists by and large aren't very business oriented, the most they know is to try to get into the
journals and its kind of hit or miss. They kind of get lost in the static.

I'm surprised the venues I visit and how many people know me.



Q: What is the relationship between EXPER and VERTEX?

A: EXPER is a subsystem, the QM subcomponent of VERTEX. Interestingly, EXPER might be found 
to be incorrect and VERTEX correct, or visa versa. Its modular. You don't even have to read VERTEX 
in order to work with EXPER really.

The main thrust of VERTEX is about isn't physics really, but has more to do consciousness, the 
Copenhagen Interpretation and metaphysics, even though its written in the language of science. 
EXPER is 100% physics.

Q: Waxing personal, what is your IQ?

A: Its been estimated at 155.

Q: Who are you following these days?

A: I'm so glad you asked this question. I'm a big fan of quite a few of the personalities in Physics these 
days. I read Quanta magazine and visit their site because I really like their concentration on the people 
involved.

A few names come to mind initially, Dr. Lisa Randle, Dr. Eva Silverman, both big time String theorists.
I get a big kick watching them talk and expound on the craziness that is String.

But who I like is Dr. Frank Wiltzek. He was talking about the mathematical side of entanglement and I 
was just tickled pink about what he was saying. Its an interesting feeling, coming across his name in 
my studies and then listening to him sharing his wisdom in the here and now.  

Of course, Pohl and CREMA of the munoic atom fame. Its interesting the dynamic there.

Even though not related to physics, I was reading about genetics and the name Dr. Aiden came up. I 
thought his resume and views were thought provoking.

Also, Dr. ________ of SpaceX. Saw the video where he appeared in it the other day and was 
impressed.

Q: What are you following these days?

A: Well, of course, I have my hands full with EXPER, but I definitely follow the Deuteron Puzzle 
(CREMA) pretty closely.

As I get my cosmology up, I'm finding that Dr. Randall's body of work, especially regarding anti-
DeSitter space and its applications to astrophysics, are things I think about.



Really hoping Dr. Wiltzek will follow what he's said about expounding on the mathematical 
foundations of entanglement, as an abstract principle, I mean.

Quantum computing, entanglement, single-photon chips. Interestingly, genetics. Dragonfly.


