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18 August 2005:
B) in my January 16, 2004 letter | said

It certainly is not my intentionto winmore than one Nobel Prizein
medicine. Inthe spirit of cooperatingwith theNobel system, all | need
is for the Nobel Prize Committeeto makean honest recognition of the
value of my discoveries. Inthisway theNobel Prizesystem would have
not discriminated against meto mislead the worldinto thinkingthat my
inventions areworthless.

Presumably eachtime | was turned down onthe groundthat thereis
still unfinishedwork havingto beconcluded beforea prizeis awarded.
Tome, thisisfine.

But thereis that matter of timing andfairness. That:s becausel
already haveon filemore Nobel Prize worthy discoveries thanfor
merely oneNobel Prize. By reason, | should have been awarded Nobel
Prizes for them already. |didn:=t haveto invent any morejust toqualify
for oneor two. Nevertheless, sincel amsuch atimid individual and do
not run after vainglory, | havesupported the Committee decisionto
include emotionsin just one single Nobel Prizefor me. But thisshould
be considered an add-on, an extraeffort thatis not usually requiredfor a
candidate towin just one Nobel Prize. Becauseof this, it wouldbe
radically unfair to requireme tofinish thisadd-on before February 1 of
this year to get a Nobel Prize thisOctober. Nor shouldthe real quality of
this add-on be determinative of whether a prizecan begiven tome this
October. It=s something extra. If | coulddoit,I:ll giveit toyou tobe
included asan integral part of my discoveriesrecognized by the Nobel
system. Although I=m confident that | could doit withinweeks, interms
of fairnessl-m sayingthat | don:t evenhavetodo itto qualify for a
Nobel Prizethis coming October.

Actually, thislineof argument brought up another possibility. If
peopleinsistthat | should finishthisemotions part beforeFebruary 1to
qgualify fora Nobel Prize thiscoming October, wemust consider the
prospect of awarding a separate Nobel Prize for emotions. Why?
Because when| havealready exceeded requirements for one single
Nobel Prize, a prizeshould havebeen givento mealready. Todeny mea
Nobel Prizesimply becausel couldnot or have not done whatis
unnecessary towin oneis manifestly unfair. In order not tobe unfair,
the requirement to include emotionsin my discoveries canbe only a
discretionary oneto befulfilled at my convenienceC provided my
intelligence alsogoes that far. Inthisway, | would not bedenied a
Nobel Prizethis coming October simply because I-m not talented
enough or fast enoughto finishthe work on emotions as well.

In addition, if thisemotionswork istoo extensive, too hugeand not
completed beforeFebruary 1, and oncompletion it=s afantastic piece of
scientific work; it certainly brings up the prospect of havingto consider
aseparateNobel Prizefor italone instead of includingit inthe one for
earlier discoveries. That:=s becauseif weare to measure my discoveries
in termsof earlier Nobel Prizeworks andwhat thescientific community
might have otherwise anticipated, scientists confirming what emotions
are certainly would havebeen givena Nobel Prize for their work, not
sharing onesingle Nobel Prize with any other types of worthy
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discoveriesinmedicine. Thiscould beequally said of my earlier discoverieson
your file.One Nobel Prize could have been given for discovering and
confirming that memory istheintaking, storage and retrieval of
electromagnetic particlesasthefoundation for mental processesincluding
telepathy, thinking and wilful behavior. Another Nobel Prizecould havebeen
given for my establishingthe mechanismsfor vision and color vision. Would
you not agreethat if threescholarsjointly confirmed thetrichromatic colour
theory, they would have shared another Nobel Prize? Inmy case, of course, |
overthrew thetrichromatic colour theory and established what isthereal
mechanismsinvolvedin colour vision. Comparatively, therefore,should |
not begiven onesingle Nobel Prize for that alone? Isthereany need or
justification for metoinvent both memory and color visionto winjust one
Nobel Prize? | should be giventwo separateones for these two separ ate
inventions. But asl emphasized, | don-t chaseafter Nobel Prizes. If I:m given
just oneso asnot todiscriminate against the worth of my works, I:d behappy to
become apart of the Nobel system.

The only concern | haveisbeing unduly unfair tomeintiming theaward just
because it sounds niceto makea Nobel Prize work as hugeas possible. If the
necessary inventionsalready exceed usual requirements, if acandidate cannot
complete theextrainventionson time, and if such belated extra work deserves a
separate Nobel Prize, she/heshould begiven aNobel Prizethis coming October,
for thebelated extrawork tobe consideredfor anadditional futureNobel Prize.
If someonehas morethan oneNobel Prizework, surelyit wouldnot beright to
limit that he begiven only one Nobel Prizeinhislifetime. Like | said, | must
reiterate thatinsofar as |=-m concerned, | just want oneright now, and forget about
the wholething. Never mind two or threeor more. But itis amatter for the
committee to consider the other alternative: to award more than one Nobel Prize to
asingleindividual wherewarranted.

I-m doing my best to finishthis work on emotions. But| cannot promise thatit=s
going totake only two or three moreweeks. Someareas aresticky, like
depression. Basically almost all mechanisms arewithin my grasp. Itnow just
takes timeto sort them out, link themtogether and complete thewhole thing. It
would bedone way befor ethis October. A thorough and competent work is not
always that easy tofinish.

2005 (C)Kuan-ChyunCheng X jif [ff

19 August 2005:

My September 7, 2004 letter significantly modified my January 16, 2004 |etter=s rather

obedient

response to the demandfor meto finishand includein thefirst and only Nobel Prize my future
work on Emotions, a Cortical Repertoire. Part A of the present thesis hasadequately dealt

with thereasons for this necessary September 7, 2004 reversal in my position.

In part B inthe hereunder, | must demonstrate therational e and substance of other vital
points | made inmy January 16, 2004 |etter, namely why my completed work already deserves

around 3 Nobel Prizes.

In order to demonstratethe truth, | haveto bestraight forwardand factual in
everything | say.
8 August 2005:

Forced intoa corner to provemy point, | amdenied that freedom to be politeor

courteous, or sycophantic. Rather,|=-m forcedto bluntly speak thescientific truth. (18
August 2005:) There isno roomfor such social nicety or courtesy as being self-depreciating,
overlooking other people:s shortcomingsor hiding our own strength, or Chien hsu (i & ).
Instead, theonly way to getto thetruth isto doaway withcivility, tear away and not save

people:=s face( i B I )& oF 2L 1), ADesperate timescall for desperate measures.g
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