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We young people are very fortunate to have the opportunity to get to know Johannes Kepler’s mind.  I would characterize Kepler as a statesman, although that seems awkward that a scientist could be a statesman.  Yet, he dedicated his life to the improvement of mankind, and bent over backward to make sure future generations could relive his discovery. He carefully recorded every idea and humbly admitted to important road-blocks, as well.  Book One lays out, in my mind, a fundamental curriculum on spherics for any young person, and I was shocked that I had never before been challenged to contemplate the motions of the heavens in such a way.  Kepler gives the reader access to the way the ancients thought about the universe. In fact, I ended up chuckling to myself when I realized there was a harmony in the way Kepler, Lyn, and the ancients contemplate the universe.  Does this hint at a universal human characteristic?  We can keep that in mind, but are not at the point of really proving that rigorously.
This composition is a combination of just directly answering the questions posed in this writing challenge, and recording some thoughts on my work on Kepler.  It is both unfinished, and not as thorough as I desired. Because I admittedly lacked a rigorous method of investigation and of writing (as most of us do, which is why we need better foundation in Lyn’s epistemology), much of my understanding of Kepler came from my own re-creation of his diagrams, which I will include with this report.
Kepler refers you to the Pythagoreans as investigating the relationship between music and the planets motions.  Immediately, in chp one, you are drawn into a process of hypothesizing the different motions of the sky. Some questions that came up when the ancients began contemplating the heavens were:  1. why would some planets move faster or slower than others?  2.  why do some planets seem to retrogress?  3.  Why do some planets appear bigger or smaller than others?  4.  What is the relevance of the north star?  (this was the subject of discussion in our groups Kepler investigation, which led to the question, “what is north?”)  What I struggled with is how to develop an actual method, prompted by natural human passion and curiosity?  Obviously, a key factor to Kepler’s method was his refutation of Brahe, Ptolemy, and Copernicus, because the history of human civilization is not a blank slate.  One of the key disagreements that came up is the mean sun vs. apparent sun.  Before you can understand this conflict, you have to understand the method of thinking of Ptolemy.  I really had to struggle with this one, and such questions came up as:  was Ptolemy evil or just mistaken?  What’s the difference between someone who reflects the corruption of the culture, and someone who is actually evil?  This really is a philosophical question, which if you haven’t contemplated when looking at Ptolemy and Copernicus, I don’t think you can understand what Kepler’s breakthrough was!  I say that now before working rigorously through the entire New Astronomy, so that may change, as I become more informed (  I thought about comparing Henry Kissinger to Howard Dean. Kissinger?  Evil bastard.  Dean?  Stupid, corrupt, opportunistic, but not evil!  What’s the difference?  Kissinger made decisions to purposefully wipe out entire populations through poverty and disease (NSSM-200), whereas Dean just supports insane economic policies.  Ptolemy deliberately chose to ignore the universe and fit the universe into his comfort zone.  He wanted to operate on the assumption that the planets move uniformly around a fixed point, in a perfect circle, which was the equant.  (up until yesterday, I had this confused with the mean sun, so my essay is going to be slightly chopped up)  Aristotle had this idea that god is perfect, the universe is perfect, a circle is perfect: therefore, the planets move in circles.  According to LaRouche, the Aristotelian view is responsible for all fakeries in science (see Saturday, Nov 18 discussion with youth).  So Ptolemy created a system which adhered to this view, and when presented with certain anomalies that would prompt an honest person to re-evaluate his hypothesis, he rejects them. So, this is where the mean sun comes from.  The mean sun, in the Ptolemaic system is the center of the sun’s epicycle, and in the Copernican system, the center of the earth’s orbit.  To calculate the mean sun, we could think in this way:  say it took ten days for apparent sun to travel to a certain point, I know that a clock ticking uniformly (representing the mean sun) will be at this point in ten days.  And in order to justify the hypothesis of the mean sun, Ptolemy and Copernicus create epicycles which are, simply put, orbits around orbits.  These were created to account for non-uniform motion of the planet around the sun (or the planets around the earth in the geo-centered system).  Ptolemy hypothesized the epicycle, Copernicus; the double epicycle.  (is this right?)  So, they still aren’t facing the tension of the unusual motions they see in the sky, and instead are trying to quickly resolve them in an intellectually lazy way.  Lyn always emphasizes the singularities and ironies being the real pathway to scientific progress.  Copernicus, for example, theorized solid orbs as  a solution for the motion of the fixed stars.  Solid orbs are crystalline spheres which encompass parts of the universe, and rotate around each other.  The problem with this theory was, 1 what moves these solid orbs?  2.  what direction do they move, and how?  
There’s so much more to be done, and many more questions than answers.  I will include Xerox copies of my diagrams, but they are better in living color. . .

