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On the aftermath of a LaRouche Youth Movement lead victory, of the U.S. mid-term election, which took place on November 7, 2006, the world as a whole, resides in a completely different phase of its existence.


Although the shuffling and trading of Republicans for now new Democratic seats took place in the U.S. House of Representatives and Senate, provided a great new potential to rid the oval office of those retched, incompetent tools for the financial elites, the fascist Vice President Cheney and his little Bush.


Beyond that, it was a demonstrated principle showing, for the moment, of the swarm of citizens within the age bracket of 18-30, to cast a revolutionary vote against this fascist regime that has reigned for the last six years. The two or three fold jump of participation in this election by the youth, properly expressed what democratic Congressman John Murtha stated, as a “political tsunami.”      


However, even with the tremendous upsurge of young adults inserting themselves politically, it is not enough. The chances of dealing with this systemic onrushing break down crisis of the global financial, and more importantly, physical economic system, is so tight, that it will take an extreme overhaul of bad assumptions and fresh new hypothesis and ideas, as Lyndon LaRouche has thoroughly laid out. If this does not happen our planet and future is doomed to be a tragedy.


It can only be moved intellectually and morally by our generation. (With the help of an old geezer, say LaRouche!)  


Unfortunately, the existing education taught in your so-called leading universities, has been, intentionally transformed to degrade you down to a mere babbling monkey and your mind to the level of a 6 year old, similar to the likes of our President George W. Bush. The existing education, which has gotten worse, since the death of Franklin Roosevelt and especially the latter end of the 1960’s, has ripped apart any real classically oriented curriculum and deliberately exchange it for a more anglophile style empirical and reductionist oriented method, geared more for creating drones for a oligarchical system.<<fn1>>


No where in the U.S.A. is there physical economics or physical science at all, a real human science, being taught. No universities, no institutions, nor academies, in fact, the leading institutions are moving you further away from any truthful science and method of epistemology. 


Lyndon LaRouche’s idea is to create a cadre of physical scientific thinker, who can grasp underlying truthful principles of experimental knowledge, which drives physical economic systems.


This financial system will not be around much longer for our generation, we have to junk the academic, formal statistical approach to science to make way for new unique discoveries and give a rebirth to our intellectual and moral ancestors. 


From that standpoint, I wanted to situate the genius of Kepler.         

1. The Existing Fight

I can not help, but to think of Raphael Sanzio’s painting when I work through the mind of Kepler.

Beyond a doubt, in order to know anything about modern history and modern physical science, the key is to master the work of the Platonic genius Johannes Kepler. The pre-Euclidean, Socratic method demonstrated through Kepler gives him the basis and foundation to create that intrinsically non-inductive, non-deductive, unique original discovery of that universal physical principle, of what we now call today, gravitation. 

Now there have been those sovereign individuals who have discovered principles through a form of “brute force method,” (i.e. a lawful reaction toward ideas and paradoxes, without any definitive method) through crucial experimentations, then there are those who have developed a unique method of approach that has more a universal characteristic, of defining, discovering, and communicating profound ideas that govern and change the nature of the universe. That method, known in modern science, as the Pythagorean-Socratic method, which has demonstrated to be the most effective in ancient and modern civilization. 

The issue of method is so indispensable today, that an idea of this be made clear, and will be made the subject of this report. My intention is not to rewrite or even recalculate every single diagram made in Part I of the New Astronomy, for I have done that in other locations <<fn2>>, but to simply make the crucial point of why Kepler found it necessary to develop his hypothesis in Part I and his approach.

The Issue of Method


Kepler’s discovery of gravitation came before the actual publishing of the New Astronomy, though he found it necessary for the posterity to not only know his discovery, but to know the fallacy of thinking at the time period, which prevailed in every facet of science, theology, and statecraft. <<fn 3>>Kepler’s reaction to this thinking is demonstrated properly in Part I, where he takes an extensive amount of time refuting the sophistical arguments made by the followers of that liar, Claudius Ptolemaeus.


A true scientist, morally, views him or herself, always intervening politically. Especially in such a time when one recognizes the cause of what generates the disastrous, banal effects of a culture degenerating. It is the crux of one’s life work, to develop into the intellectual giant such as a Gottfried Leibniz, Berhard Riemann, or Lyndon Larouche. Case in point, LaRouche stating, in his autobiography, that his refutation of Nobert Weiner, was one of the two most critical turning points that has made him an influential internation figure today. 


Kepler’s idea of taking the errors and wrong ideas of Ptolemy, Copernicus, and Brahe is the most crucial aspect of this entire work. The simplest approximation, of Kepler’s Socratic method for exploring the validity, and errors of their ideas, involves specific hypothesis. Kepler proved their propositions to be false by demonstrating that their assumptions are false and do not conform to the reality of the physical universe.

2. God Is Not Dead

Euclid’s point vs. God’s sun

Take the case of Kepler’s investigation of those taking observations made by the sun’s mean motion rather than apparent, in respect to the first and second inequalities.<<fn 4>> The essence of disagreement between the mean and apparent sun is that they are two totally different things, and the question is whether the planets should be considered to be at opposition to the sun’s apparent position or its mean position. The popular theory is to take it from the mean position. 

For the sake of brevity, I shall explain only one model for each inequality for two reasons. Firstly, Kepler demonstrates, geometrically, the equivalence of the three models. <<fn 5>> Secondly, it is made easier through Ptolemy, in terms of computing the first inequality.  

Kepler’s ultimate question of the mean opposed to the apparent sun for the first inequality is raised: to show whether one and the same path of the planet in the heavens can present two sets of appearances, both proper to these places and if they comply with the computation of an equation.

In Chapter four, Kepler demonstrates that the first inequality of the planets can be accounted for by taking the equation.

[Show Diagram and worked out geometric example of an equation] 

However, the first inequality cannot have the same measure at the planets mean opposition as it would have at the apparent opposition to the sun, unless the planet’s orbit changes its position at the same time, at every moment. Now, that would be completely absurd if that were the case.
[Show diagram]


Now when I say that the observer is at alpha, I mean it either as a fiction or as truth. Physically Speaking, it is not so much the observer which is to be placed at alpha as the power which brings about a planetary circuit around itself that is swifter or slower according to the ratios of its proximity to alpha… [p. 143] 

 Now if you have two different seats of power you will have two different moments on the orbit that would hold the fastest and slowest points on that same orbit. Not physically possible. So Kepler ask this:  

It is thus established that when a planet’s path in the heavens remains in all respects unchanged, the form of hypothesis cannot persist entirely unchanged. The question is now raised, how much the planet would have to be changed from its prior position if the same form of hypothesis is set up about delta, and how much this newly established hypothesis at delta will be at variance with the appearances as seen at alpha.     [p.146]

[Demonstrate geometrically]

So Kepler just transferred the equant from one place to another, but kept the path unchanged. But wait! The eccentricities do not have the same proportional relationship to each other and even the statistical theorist who wants to make the eccentricities proportionately equal in ratio it would completely change the points of which the planet is fastest and slowest on its orbit. Damb physical reality, who needs it when you got computers to do the calculations! Next hypothesis:
But what will happen if a new line of apsides be drawn from delta through the old equant, and a new hypothesis of the same form as the old be set up?[p.147]

We are now constructing two different pathways in the heavens and they will not be entirely the same. 

The question arises at what point on the circumference the distance between the two eccentrics is perceptively a maximum for the observer at delta? [p.149]

<<Question 7 in writing proposal>>

The difference of the appearance is so perceptively and qualitatively small for the first inequality, that it is almost insufficient to prove any wrong for using the mean position of the sun. However, for the second inequality, it makes a big difference whether the planet traverses on one or the other eccentric. For Kepler, knows you cannot deny what is physically causing the retrograde motion….

To be continued…  

