	1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26





The Honorable Robert J. Bryan
UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT

WESTERN DISTRICT OF WASHINGTON

AT TACOMA

	FOUNDATION FOR “A COURSE IN MIRACLES,” INC., a not-for-profit New York Corporation, and FOUNDATION FOR INNER PEACE, INC., a not-for-profit New York Corporation,


Plaintiffs,


v.

RYAN ROTHGEB,


Defendant.


	No. C99-5604RJB

MEMORANDUM IN RESPONSE TO PLAINTIFFS’ MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGEMENT AND MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGEMENT FAVORING DEFENDANT / DISMISSING COMPLAINT


Defendant, Ryan Rothgeb, submits this Memorandum in Response to Plaintiff’s Motion for Summary Judgment, seeking Summary Judgment favoring defendant and dismissing plaintiffs’ Complaint.

I.
FOUNDATIONAL FACTSi
For 25 years, plaintiffs have maintained that Jesus Christ is the author of the Works, and continue to maintain so, everywhere except the courthouse.

A.
Representations By Plaintiffs Foundation For Inner Peace

Plaintiffs’ Foundation For Inner Peace represent that Jesus utilized Helen Schucman and William Thetford as “scribes” who took “dictation” of Jesus’ own words for “his book:”

Helen would write down Jesus’ words in shorthand notebooks, and whenever she and Bill had time during a very busy schedule, she would dictate to Bill what had been dictated to her. Bill would then type it directly from Helen’s dictation, acting as transcriber,. It was truly a collaborative venture between them.  It also ensured that the Course – the answer to their question to find “another way” – would be absolutely faithful to the words and message Helen received from Jesus.

Helen heard a “Voice” which described itself as Jesus and directed her to take notes. She spoke with Jesus and saw Jesus:

The experiences also became increasingly religious, with the figure of Jesus appearing more and more frequently to her in both visual and auditory expressions

Helen denied authoring the Course, considering herself merely a “scribe:” She is quoted as stating that the material was beyond her ability to author:

“The material was something that transcended anything that either of us could possibly conceive of. And since the content was quite alien to out backgrounds, interests and training, it was obvious to me that it came from an inspired source. The quality of the material was very compelling, and its poetic beauty added to its impact.”

Plaintiffs’ have always discounted Helen’s role, ascribing authorship to Jesus:

In addition, she wanted to preserve her anonymity as scribe of A Course in Miracles, firmly maintaining that it should stand on its own, with the true author, Jesus, remaining its sole inspirational figure.

B.
Representations By Plaintiffs Foundation For A Course In Miracles

Plaintiffs’ Foundation For A Course In Miracles concurs, and goes to further lengths to separate Helen from Jesus, the true author:

Jesus’ “notes” (his word) to Helen were a mixture of personal messages and the objective teaching. […] While she had no questions whatsoever about the “voice’s” identity as Jesus, nor of the absolute truth of his words to her, the Course did arouse tremendous anxiety as its message was totally antithetical to her personal thought system.

While some of Jesus’ responses to Helen were taken out of the published edition of the Course, as directed by Jesus himself, enough have remained to allow the reader to see the importance to Jesus of the simple, clear, and direct nature of the Course he was giving to Helen and to the world.

Indeed, plaintiffs maintain that the creative content and the form, including the very words, come from Jesus, rather than Helen:

I [Helen] would take down what the Voice “said” and read it to him [Bill] the next day, and he typed it from my dictation.

The names of the collaborators in the recording of the Course do not appear on the cover because the Course can and should stand on its own.

Even to the point of calling it “his book:”

It should be evident from these few quotations how Jesus viewed his book.

Plaintiffs’ representations are clear that they do not wish for anybody to consider Helen the author of the Works:

Almost the entire text of A Course in Miracles is written in the first person, where the “I” is clearly identified throughout as Jesus.

[…]

This course has come from him because his words have reached you in a language you can love and understand.

[…]

The reason no author’s name is given in A Course in Miracles is a very simple one: Jesus was quite explicit in his instructions to Helen that this be the case. Helen was also personally clear about not having her own name appear, since she was always emphatically unambiguous with people that she was not the author of the Course.

C.
Authorship Switch And Mind Control

Plaintiffs have recently testified in The Southern District of New York Court that the real author is Dr. Helen Schucman, and that they have always known that the real author is Dr. Helen Schucman, despite what they portray to the public. According to websites maintained and controlled by plaintiffs, the author, Dr. Helen Schucman, is described as:

“a clinical and research psychologist, who held the tenured position of Associate Professor of Medical Psychology at the College of Physicians and Surgeons at the Columbia-Presbyterian Medical Center in New York City.”
  

Her collaborator, Dr. William Thetford;

“was a tenured Professor of Medical Psychology at Columbia University's College of Physicians and Surgeons, and Director of the Psychology Department at the Presbyterian Hospital in New York City for whom Dr. Schucman worked. As her trusted friend and colleague also, Dr. Thetford assisted and supported Dr. Schucman throughout the Course's scribing, including the events that led up to it.”

Plaintiffs ascribe Drs. Schucman and Thetford equal standing in the production of the Works, assigning them each the title of “scribe”.  Dr. Thetford was Dr. Schucman’s department head, and the Works were developed at the psychology department of Columbia University where they were employed.  Dr. Thetford was previously employed by the Central Intelligence Agency (C.I.A.), and worked on the highly classified mind-control project, “MK ULTRA.”

This revelation becomes troublesome when linked to plaintiffs’ expressed goals for the Works:

As its title implies, the Course is arranged throughout as a teaching device.

In effect, then, we must relinquish the control and leadership over our lives that the ego has convinced us is our rightful position as our own creator.

This obviously is a major theme in the Course, and is repeated all the way through: that we are not to make decisions by ourselves.

That is why there is a lesson early in the workbook that says: “I do not perceive my own best interests” (W-pI.24).

We don’t recognize, however, that everyone in this world is insane. So you should never take what the world says as a guideline for what you should do.

This section, thus, is a wonderful example of what Jesus meant at the end of Chapter 1 when he called his Course “a course in mind training” (T-1 VII 4:1). This is a way of helping you train your mind to think along the lines he is setting forth rather than the lines that the ego sets forth.

D.
The Authority Inherent In the Name Of Jesus Christ

The president of plaintiffs Foundation for A Course In Miracles (FACIM), Dr. Kenneth Wapnick, is a practicing psychotherapist, with a Ph.D. in clinical psychology.
  Dr. Wapnick serves as editor, caretaker, and “Official Teacher” of the Works. The psychological techniques employed by the Works rely upon the Authority inherent in the Name Jesus, and draw heavily upon the individual student’s religious desire.

Plaintiffs’ psychological backgrounds should make them well aware of the tremendous influence inherent in invoking the Authority in the Name Jesus Christ, and their representations show that they are well aware:

We are advised in the above passage that the name of Jesus Christ is the “shining symbol for the Word of God,” and that he laid all limits by because he chose not to accept any thought of limitation or separation. Therefore his mind is one with God’s. Repeatedly in A Course in Miracles, he urges us to use him as our model for learning.

Defendant, along with perhaps a million “Course students” worldwide, believe and act in accordance with representations made by the author and Plaintiffs. Defendant believes Jesus Christ to be sole Author and Editor of the Works, which is sacred scripture.

Plaintiffs’ actions and involvements clearly represent endorsement of the author’s teachings.  The editors and publishers have also endorsed this through omission. 

E.
Tacit Endorsement

A Course In Miracles can be found at the public library under the Dewey Decimal Classification 299.  In the Dewey Decimal Classification System, the entireties of the 200’s represent Religion, and the 290’s represent Non-Christian Religions.  The Works will be found alongside Hinduism and Buddhism (294), Zoroastrianism (295), Judaism (296), Islam (297), and Mormonism (298). The 299 category is for Other Non-Christian Religions. Literature holds classifications in the 800’s.

If Dr. Helen Schucman were indeed the author of the Works, then writing the entire text in the first person, “where the ‘I’ is clearly identified throughout as Jesus,” would make the Works fiction. Nowhere do authors, editors, or publishers indicate that the Works is fiction.  The Works’ promotion has never indicated that it was fiction.  The publishers do not attach the standard disclaimer that the Works is allegorical.  Dr. Schucman even obtained the copyright as “Anonymous.”

Still, the authors, editors, publishers, and copyright holders have maintained for 25 years that Jesus Christ is the author.  They continue maintain this claim today, everywhere except in The Southern District of New York courthouse, The District of Kentucky courthouse, and the courtroom of the Honorable Judge Robert J. Bryan.

These facts should be remembered as the foundation for this entire proceeding.

II.
ARGUMENT

A.
Affirmative Defenses Demonstrate a Likelihood of Success as a Matter of Law.

Defendant’s affirmative defenses rest upon the Nature of the Works, The Nature of the Use, and the Nature of Plaintiffs’ Actions and Representations.  In this respect, defendant’s affirmative defenses must prevail, individually and grouped as a whole, as a matter of law.

1. Implied License
Defendant certainly believes that the foundational facts are enough to establish implied license, however, what has been presented so far is merely the beginning.  In fact, never before have those involved with a publication gone to such extreme lengths and psychological techniques to compel the reader into certain actions and mindset. The techniques used amount to coercion. Such extreme means have been employed, that it can only be reasonably construed that the plaintiffs have granted an implied license for reproduction of the Works.  The author(s), editors, publishers, and copyright holders have each tacitly endorsed this license through their actions, representations, and omissions.

The consequences of employing the Authority of the Name of Jesus can reasonably be expected to be understood by anyone with the author’s and plaintiffs’ individual backgrounds. Even the common man, unschooled in psychology, knows of what people worldwide are capable when they think they are following instructions from God.


a.
Make Jesus Your Example and Follow His Instructions

Over and over, plaintiffs have advocated making Jesus our example for living, and urge everyone to follow His instructions within the Works:

If indeed A Course in Miracles is your spiritual path, then let it lead you, by stepping back and letting the simplicity, clarity, and directness of Jesus own words be your guide.

Teaching is done in many ways, above all by example (T-5.IV.5:1)

This principle of teaching what we have first accepted for ourselves is nicely articulated in workbook Lesson 154 “I am among the ministers of God,” where again Jesus can be seen encouraging his students not to make his teachings something that they do but rather having the students be what they seek to become.

There is one major difference in the role of Heaven’s messengers, which sets them off from those the world appoints. The messages that they deliver are intended first for them. And it is only as they can accept them for themselves that they become able to bring them further, and to give them everywhere that they were meant to be. Like earthly messengers, they did not write the messages they bear, but they become their first receivers in the truest sense receiving to prepare themselves to give (W-pI 154.6 italics mine).

Plaintiffs have been insistent that the Works not only be studied, but also put into practice, despite any resistance:

Indeed, in several places in A Course in Miracles Jesus lets us know that he knows that we will experience resistance to his teachings.

You may complain that this course is not sufficiently specific for you to understand and use. Yet perhaps you have not done what it specifically advocates. This is a not a course in the play of ideas, but in their practical application (T-11.VIII.5:1-3).

Healing is of God in the end. The means are being carefully explained to you. Revelation may occasionally reveal the end to you, but to reach it the means are needed.

In the end, of course, none of Jesus’ inspirational message to the world – its beautiful language, brilliant topic, and blessed words of love – means anything at all if the message is not lived and practiced.


b.
To Have, Give All To All

One of the major tenets of the Works, as espoused by the plaintiffs, is the necessity of giving, and sharing the words of Jesus (the Works) with all mankind, to bring about salvation of the world.  If the student fails to fulfill this function, salvation is lost to all.  The Works are the means of saving the world; they are a gift from God, through Jesus.  As such, plaintiffs advocate reproducing and sharing the Works.  Just as plaintiffs have given my copy to me, Jesus requires that I give as I have been given.  By following the instructions and representations of plaintiffs, defendant turned to Jesus for guidance, and was told to share the Works with the entire world:

Our goal as students, therefore, is to adopt Jesus’ words for ourselves, thereby choosing to become the manifestation of the Holy Spirit, just as he was.

The Course makes no claim to finality, nor are the Workbook lessons intended to bring the student’s learning to completion. At the end, the reader is left in the hands of his or her own Internal Teacher, Who will direct all subsequent learning as He sees fit.

Henceforth, hear but the Voice for God… He will direct your efforts, telling you exactly what to do, how to direct your mind, and when to come to Him in silence, asking for His sure direction and His certain Word (Workbook, p. 487).

Furthermore, the plaintiffs, themselves, have specifically advocated sharing the Works, for the salvation of all depends upon it:

We cannot complete our journey and return home unless we exclude no one, for if we do, we secretly exclude ourselves and protect the guilt that does in fact exclude our Self. […] Thus Jesus says that “the ark of peace is entered two by two” (T-20,IV.6:5), “salvation is a collaborative venture” (T-4.VI.8:2), and we return home “together, or not at all” (T-19.IV-D.12:8).

Thus, the Holy Spirit begins with the lesson: To have, give all to all.

How can we live in the ego’s dreamworld with separation and scarcity as our primary experiences, and yet be able to learn the Holy Spirit’s lesson of not having separate interests? The answer lies in learning to accept a mode of being in the world that reflects the mindset of His first lesson: To have, give all to all. As Jesus states in the Course, the first lesson is the hardest, because it is the reversal of the whole ego thought system that operates in the world.

c.
Share the Works with All the World


Plaintiffs assert that the student can only experience God’s Love through following Jesus’ instructions within the Works, and salvation can only be obtained by sharing the Works with all the world [Bold added for emphasis]:

The experience of God’s Love, which is the ultimate goal of any student of A Course in Miracles, is attained through the thoughtful and dedicated study of the text, and the faithful practice of the daily workbook lessons.

An as their understanding of A Course in Miracles deepens, students will increasingly be able to integrate the loving message of Jesus into their lives, so that from his love, this message would then be communicated to the world. As he states in the Course:

For this alone I need; that you will hear the words I speak, and give them to the world. You are my voice, my eyes, my feet, my hands, through which I save the world (workbook, p. 322; W-rV.9:2-3)

It is to help students of A Course in Miracles prepare to be Jesus’ teachers in the world that our Academy is dedicated.

The First Affirmative Defense has shown success as a matter of law. License has clearly been implied by the copyright holders conduct and representations.

2. Defendant Engaged in Fair Use.
Defendant humbly and respectfully reminds the court that the fair use exception is the one area of copyright law where congress gave the court great latitude in interpretation, by design.  This latitude was thoughtfully given because the legislative branch understood that differing circumstances and differing content required differing standards.  Although the Ninth Circuit recently noted that they had found no published case holding that fair use protected the verbatim copying of a written work in its entirety, defendant is convinced that this court can reach no other conclusion after a thorough hearing upon the Nature of these particular Works.  Based upon the uniqueness of many factors in this case, including the Nature of the Works, the Second Affirmative Defense succeeds as a matter of law.

a. The Purpose and Character of Defendant’s Use is Indicative of Fair Use.
The purpose and character of defendant’s use is two-fold. First is the initial use involving four webpages of quotations from the Works, and one webpage containing a Workbook Lesson from the Works.  The second involves the download offer of the entirety of the Works.




i.
Regarding Quotations on the Website

Defendant’s Website is a religious library used by a small number of Internet visitors. It is primarily used as a source of reference or referral in connection with defendant’s ministry as a Teacher of God.  The website is solely a tool for study and teaching, and is subject to no commercial exploitation. There is no attempt at sales, no appeals for donations, and no advertising banners.

The purpose of including these beautiful and important words of Jesus within the website, was to share them with all souls seeking solace, so that they might read them and seek out the Course for themselves.  They are natural to include in a “lifework” devoted to the teachings of Jesus and to the “Oneness” of all religious traditions.

Plaintiffs have made great ado about the fact that it is possible to access these pages without encountering the totality of the Website.  However, that it is possible does not mean that it is easy, normal, or desirable.  It is virtually impossible to view these pages without encountering the message of the website as a whole.  I invite the Court to attempt to do so.  I have included the Website on Zip-disc as Exhibit 21.

ii.
Regarding The Works Download

Plaintiffs have generally maintained that no use is Fair Use, which led to the shutting down of Internet chat rooms, personal websites, and this matter now before the court. 

Plaintiffs desire to control every avenue of quotation and scholarship in regard to the Works. They claim copyright on even the ideas and concepts expressed in the Works.
  They have even sought and received trademark protection for the title of the book, A Course In Miracles, as a “thought-system.”

The character of defendant’s use is that of a conscientious objector, seeking freedom for religious and scholastic expression, as granted by right in the 1st Amendment to the United States Constitution.



iii.
Plaintiffs’ Have Abused Copyright

Plaintiffs have misused the copyright as intimidation to stifle dissenting opinions of interpretation. They continue to misuse copyright in order to suppress the earlier pristine versions of the Works, which support the dissenting interpretations.

Plaintiffs believe that their interpretation of the Works is the only interpretation that should be allowed expression.
  Their wish is to exert papal control.  Plaintiffs state that they “feel it is our responsibility to ensure that the Course is presented in a manner consistent with our guidance and Jesus’ original intent.”
  So pervasive is their intimidation, that they are even achieving success in stifling discussion,
 and “have actively discouraged any would be proselytizers.”
 

Moreover, they have made church discussion groups change their names, forced these same groups to cease from advertising the topic of their discussions. Plaintiffs have prevented many scholarly commentaries from publication, and attempted to stifle all scholarly activities concerning the Works. Plaintiffs have closed many discussion groups and e-mail lists, and have shut down several hundred websites.

Plaintiffs’ copyright abuse has spawned a grass roots resistance movement, independent and worldwide.  Because of this, plaintiffs are involved in many lawsuits, and shall be involved in many more if they prevail.  Defendant even receives a daily e-mail from some, updating the list of websites shut down and then replaced.

In Feist Publications, Inc. v. Rural Tel. Service Co., 499 U.S. 240 (U.S. Supreme 1991), Justice O’Connor, with seven concurring justices, quoted;

“More than a century ago, the Court observed: ‘The very object of publishing a book on science or the useful arts is to communicate to the world the useful knowledge which it contains. But this object would be frustrated if the knowledge could not be used without incurring the guilt of piracy of the book.”


Plaintiffs, however, strive to prevent even expression and paraphrasing of the ideas contained in the Works:

“Students wishing to use quotations taken from the Course, including paraphrasing and borrowing its ideas, must first be granted permission from the Foundation for Inner Peace to do so.”

Defendant has long been a vocal critic, on the Internet, of plaintiffs’ interpretation and copyright management.  

Defendant’s Website originally used about 275 short quotes from plaintiffs’ 1300 page book. The portion of the Works displayed on the website was less than 2% of the total Works (Works = 517,000 words, approx.; Website use of Works = 10,000 words, approx.). The total amount of Website space devoted to Works quotation is less than 3%.  When defendant was threatened with legal action by plaintiffs, and observed that management of the copyright was being used to stifle opinion and scholarship, defendant acted as a conscientious objector, that the courts might establish a standard for Fair Use concerning the Works.  United States Code offers no other remedy to Fair Use disputes.

Plaintiffs’ own statement forewarns of the need for defendant’s actions of freeing the words of Jesus from Papal Authority and Corporate Control, perhaps it was even a call for help:

It is not surprising that after almost twenty-five years, worldwide acceptance of the radical non-dualistic metaphysics of A Course in Miracles has not occurred. Consumerism, greed, and immediate gratification are the hallmarks of the new religion of materialism that permeates our atmosphere, thus blocking the embrace of the Course’s true message.

Due to plaintiffs’ representations that Jesus Christ is the Author, the Works are considered by thousands to be sacred religious scripture.  In effect, plaintiffs’ continue to misuse copyright, as a tool to enlist the State into a religious dispute, and grant plaintiffs the power of the State in establishing plaintiffs’ interpretations as the only interpretations.



iv.
Defendant’s Use was Transformative


Plaintiffs allege that defendant’s use was not “transformative”. The computer code which defendant offered on his website was uniquely formatted and compressed, bearing virtually no resemblance to anything the plaintiffs have ever produced. While calling this “transformative” would fit the letter of the law, it might be detrimental to the spirit of the law.  Indeed, it is actually the result, allowing the words of Jesus to be accessed by the entire world, which is “transformative.” 

Analysis of the first fair use factor supports a finding of Fair Use.

b.
The Nature of the Works Supports a Finding of Fair Use.
The Nature of the Works as expressed in defendant’s Answer, and previously in this Memorandum, is sufficient to support a finding of Fair Use. 

Plaintiffs claim that the Nature of the Works is already settled as being “creative” rather than “informational”. They cite a finding from a case that is still in progress, and far from settled. Penguin Books, Inc. USA v. New Christian Church of Full Endeavor (S.D.N.Y.).  Regardless, the case should not be afforded the weight of precedent, because the finding is in error, and the entire case is fatally flawed as a matter of law. The crux of the defense used by The New Christian Church of Full Endeavor was that the copyright application for A Course In Miracles was invalid, as they believed plaintiffs’ representations that the Author was Jesus Christ.  This put The Southern District of New York in the impossible position of ruling as to whether the author was indeed Jesus Christ, or Dr. Schucman.  In effect, defendants had asked the court to invoke the power of the State in establishing a religion. The court was given no real choice but to find that the author was Dr. Schucman. The finding that A Course In Miracles was “creative” rather than “informational,” was the only option open to the court, following the flawed decision to examine the authorship as a matter of law.

Regardless, it is completely reasonable to expect the reader to regard the Works as “informational” due to the plaintiffs’ representations.  Indeed, it would be reasonable to expect the reader to regard the Works as an exact quotation from a historical figure and available from no other source.  Justice O’Connor states, “To qualify for copyright protection, a work must be original to the author.”
  Plaintiffs’ representations certainly make authorship confusing.

Justice O’Connor further states;

“No one may claim originality as to facts. This is because facts do not owe their origin to an act of authorship.”

And:

“The same is true of all facts – scientific, historical, biographical, and news of the day. They may not be copyrighted, and are part of the public domain available to every person.”

Representations from the plaintiffs give the impression that the entire Works is quotation from a public figure, as the result of research, which supports a finding of Fair Use for the second factor.  Even if the Works are indeed “creative,” plaintiffs’ representations play an active role in leading a reasonable person to believe them solely “informational.”

c.
The Verbatim Use of the Works Supports a Finding of Fair Use Due to the Nature of the Works and Plaintiffs Representations

Defendant’s use of the entire Works verbatim was due to the requirements of the implied license.  A major theme throughout the Works is the danger of substituting one’s own words for God’s, and how that should be avoided:

In addition, plaintiffs have consistently and adamantly represented that it was Jesus’ explicit instruction that the Works should never be published as separate volumes, nor abridged in any way, in order to preserve the purity of His complete message:

This holy purpose can be seen, incidentally, in the clear instruction Helen received from Jesus that the three books of the Course should not be abridged or separated, nor its curriculum altered in any way.

Helen’s very clear instruction from Jesus, in addition to his request that it be copyrighted, was that A Course in Miracles was not to be substantially excepted, or any of its three volumes separated one from the other two.

Plaintiffs representations, combined with the unique Nature of the Works, supports the third factor in a finding of Fair Use.

d.
Defendant’s Use is not Detrimental to the Value of the Works.
Plaintiffs have offered no evidence that defendant’s use has harmed, or has the potential to harm, the value of the Works. They simply assume that it does, and expect the court to assume likewise.  Defendant denies affecting the value of the Works in any way. 

Justice O’Connor writes:

“The primary objective of copyright is not to reward the labor of authors, but to promote the Progress of Science and useful Arts.”


Plaintiffs claim that defendant has harmed the copyright holder’s “goodwill.”  Defendant has offered compelling evidence that any demonstrated harm to the copyright holder’s “goodwill” is due to copyright abuse and mismanagement, and due to plaintiffs’ utter abandonment of the principles espoused within the Works.


Consideration of the four Fair Use factors individually and collectively supports a finding of Fair Use.  The issues of the 1st Amendment within this case also support a finding of Fair Use.  The Second Affirmative Defense succeeds as a matter of law.

3. Defendant is Exempt as a Library or Archive.
Plaintiffs have offered no evidence that defendant is not due the protections granted by congress.  There is no definition in United States Code that prevents defendant from seeking this protection.


The advent of technology allows “individuals” opportunities that were once the sole domain of “institutions.”  Defendant operates a Spiritual Library on the Internet.  Defendant made one copy of the Works into several formats that were unavailable at any price, and placed them on the Website, along with the disclaimer that use was only for religion, scholarship, or research.  Defendant’s actions are protected by 17 U.S.C.  § 108.


The Third Affirmative Defense succeeds as a matter of law.

III.

ADDENDUM
The Rights contained within the 1st Amendment to the United States Constitution are unalienable and self-evident.  Defendant continues to assert these Rights, which need not even assertion, as they are guaranteed.
IV.
CONCLUSION
As Justice O’Connor states:

“[G]reat praise may be due to the plaintiffs for their industry and enterprise in publishing this paper, yet the law does not contemplate their being rewarded in this way.”

Defendant requests that the Court issue an Order of Summary Judgment in Favor of the Defendant, dismissing plaintiffs’ Complaint; failing this, the court should recuse itself from employing the power of the State into a religious dispute.

“Child of God, my message is for you, to hear and give away as you answer the Holy Spirit within you.”

DATED this 20th day of February 2001.  

Respectfully submitted,

______________________________________

RYAN ROTHGEB

i All defense exhibits cited in this briefing can be found attached to Declaration Of Ryan Rothgeb In Support Of Summary Judgment In Favor Of Defendant / Dismissing Complaint.


� Defense Exhibit 1, Plaintiffs’ webpage: “The Scribing of A Course In Miracles;” page 2, ¶ 4.


� Defense Exhibit 1, Plaintiffs’ webpage: “The Scribing of A Course In Miracles;” page 2, ¶ 1.


� Defense Exhibit 1, Plaintiffs’ webpage: “The Scribing of A Course In Miracles;” page 3, ¶ 1.


� Defense Exhibit 1, Plaintiffs’ webpage: “The Scribing of A Course In Miracles;” page 3, ¶ 5.


� Defense Exhibit 2, Plaintiffs’ webpage: “A Simple, Clear, And Direct Course;” page 1, ¶ 1.


� Defense Exhibit 2, Plaintiffs’ webpage: “A Simple, Clear, And Direct Course;” page 1, ¶ 2.


� Defense Exhibit 3, Plaintiffs’ webpage: “A Course In Miracles - How It Came – What It Is…,” page 2, ¶ 1 & 2.


� Defense Exhibit 2, Plaintiffs’ webpage: “A Simple, Clear, And Direct Course;” page 3, ¶ 6.


� Defense Exhibit 4, Plaintiffs’ webpage: “Question 49 from The Most Commonly …;” page 1, ¶ 2 & 4; page 2, ¶ 2.


� Defense Exhibit 1, Plaintiffs’ webpage: “The Scribing of A Course In Miracles;” page 1, ¶ 1.


� Defense Exhibit 1, Plaintiffs’ Webpage: “The Scribing of A Course In Miracles;” page 1, ¶ 2.


� Defense Exhibit 5, Catalog of MK Ultra Documents held by The National Security Archive; page 5, subproject 130.


� Defense Exhibit 3, Plaintiffs’ webpage: “A Course In Miracles – How It Came – What It Is…,” page 2, ¶ 3.


� Defense Exhibit 6, Plaintiffs’ webpage: “Jesus: An Expression Of Limitless Love In The Dream…,” page 6, ¶ 1.


� Defense Exhibit 7, Plaintiffs’ webpage: “Rules For Decision,” page 1, ¶ 3.


� Defense Exhibit 7, Plaintiffs’ webpage: “Rules For Decision,” page 3, ¶ 6.


� Defense Exhibit 7, Plaintiffs’ webpage: “Rules For Decision,” page 4, ¶ 3.


� Defense Exhibit 8, Plaintiffs’ webpage: “Rules For Decision,” page 2, ¶ 5.


� Defense Exhibit 9, Plaintiffs’ webpage: “Our Vision;” page 2, ¶ 7.


� Defense Exhibit 6, Plaintiffs’ webpage: “Jesus: An Expression Of Limitless Love In The Dream…,” page 3, ¶ 8.


� Source: Dewey Decimal Classification, by Melvil Dewey.


� Defense Exhibit 2, Plaintiffs’ webpage: “A Simple, Clear, And Direct Course;” page 10, ¶ 7.


� Defense Exhibit 10, Plaintiffs’ webpage: “Being Kind;” page 1, ¶ 5-7.


� Defense Exhibit 11, Plaintiffs’ webpage: “RESISTANCE: How One Studies A Course in Miracles…;” page 1, ¶ 4.


� Defense Exhibit 11, Plaintiffs’ webpage: “RESISTANCE: How One Studies A Course in Miracles…;” page 4, ¶ 7.


� Defense Exhibit 11, Plaintiffs’ webpage: “RESISTANCE: How One Studies A Course in Miracles …;” page 6, ¶ 7.


� Defense Exhibit 10, Plaintiffs’ webpage: “Being Kind;” page 1, ¶ 2.


� Defense Exhibit 12, Plaintiffs’ webpage: “Thoughts Inspired By The Millennium;” page 1, ¶ 3.


� Defense Exhibit 3, Plaintiffs’ webpage: “A Course In Miracles – How It Came – What It Is…,” page 3, ¶ 4.


� Defense Exhibit 3, Plaintiffs’ webpage: “A Course In Miracles – How It Came – What It Is…,” page 3, ¶ 5.


� Defense Exhibit 13, Plaintiffs’ webpage: “Jesus: Companion On Our Journey;” page 5, ¶ 1.


� Defense Exhibit 14, Plaintiffs’ webpage: “The Lessons Of The Holy Spirit – Part I;” page 4, ¶ 2.


� Defense Exhibit 14, Plaintiffs’ webpage: “The Lessons Of The Holy Spirit – Part I;” page 4, ¶ 5.


� Defense Exhibit 15, Plaintiffs’ webpage: “On Plato, Jesus, and FACIM – Announcing the Academy” page 5, ¶ 4.


� Defense Exhibit 15, Plaintiffs’ webpage: “On Plato, Jesus, and FACIM – Announcing the Academy” page 6.


� Instructions for navigating to the regarded pages are included in Declaration of Ryan Rothgeb.


� Defense Exhibit 16, Plaintiffs’ webpage: “Clarification of Copyright Policy;” page 2, ¶ 8 (marked “5”).


� Defense Exhibit 2, Plaintiffs’ webpage: “A Simple, Clear, And Direct Course;” page 3, ¶ 8.


� Defense Exhibit 17, Plaintiffs’ webpage: “A Course In Miracles Comes of Age;” page 3, ¶ 2.


� Defense Exhibit 18, Plaintiffs’ Certification of Joseph Jesseph; ¶ 8.


� Defense Exhibit 17, Plaintiffs’ webpage: “A Course In Miracles Comes of Age;” page 2, ¶ 2.


� Defense Exhibit 19, Defendant’s email from henryw@hushmail.com


� Baker v. Selden, 101 U.S. 99, 103 (U.S. Supreme 1880).


� Defense Exhibit 17, Plaintiffs’ webpage: “A Course In Miracles Comes of Age;” page 3, ¶ 3.


� Defense Exhibit 12, Plaintiffs’ webpage: “Thoughts Inspired By The Millennium;” page 3, ¶ 7.


� Feist Publications, Inc. v. Rural Tel. Service Co., 499 U.S. 240 (U.S. Supreme 1991)


� Feist Publications, Inc. v. Rural Tel. Service Co., 499 U.S. 240 (U.S. Supreme 1991)


� Feist Publications, Inc. v. Rural Tel. Service Co., 499 U.S. 240 (U.S. Supreme 1991)


� Defense Exhibit 20, Plaintiffs’ webpage: “The Historical Context…;” page 1, ¶ 2.


� Defense Exhibit 12, Plaintiffs’ webpage: “Thoughts Inspired By The Millennium;” page 5, ¶ 3.


� Feist Publications, Inc. v. Rural Tel. Service Co., 499 U.S. 240 (U.S. Supreme 1991)


� Feist Publications, Inc. v. Rural Tel. Service Co., 499 U.S. 240 (U.S. Supreme 1991)


� A Course In Miracles.
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