Kepler, New Astronomy, Part I






      M. Ogden
A simple and honest first draft:


The reason, as I understand it, that Lyn has reshaped the LYM science program to a "narrow path", as he has described it, with this narrow path beginning with Kepler's New Astronomy, involves the issue of knowing an immaterial principle, which is universal, and responsible for "shaping" the effects which we experience. There is obviously a void in science today, where that type of thinking is absent, and the type of thinking which Kepler had to attack, which was predominant before Kepler's revolution, has become dominant again, and is causing a problem not just for academics, a problem contained within the walls of some classroom or symposium, but a problem which will affect the entire human race: the now-present economic collapse. Lyn is like Kepler, very generous, knows that that he must educate us to recapture that scientific method which he has rediscovered, both for us immediately to be able to engage in mass-organizing of the general population, to mobilize them around a general economic policy revolution, and, in the long term, to produce from among us, the pace-setters for a generation which must make certain further scientific discoveries over the next fifty years. That is the intended destination of this narrow path.


This path begins with what we have been chewing on, Part One of the New Astronomy. I think the importance of this becomes clear when you think about how a 

modern-day Kepler, like Lyn, who has made a personal breakthrough discovery, has to conduct pedagogy. First, realize you are setting yourself in opposition to popular opinion. Today, popular opinion in economics does not manifest itself only in the so-called bad guys, like the late Milton Friedman, but, being popular, even shapes the opinions of the best, like Robert Rubin and his fellows at the Hamilton Project, who, after a vividly clear speech by Lyn, during the last webcast, proceed to ask a question which just as vividly shows that they "just don't get it". The same problem arises in everyday organizing, with the man on the street. It's not that these guys are stupid, it's that they know that you and everything that you are saying, goes against everything that is popularly believed, and if they let themselves understand and agree with what you are telling them, they will be placing themselves in your shoes, and in opposition to the popular masses.


To take the stance politically of a LaRouche, or a Kepler, means that your sense of identity must be bigger than the here and now. You must become historical, the opposite of the "little-old-me" Can you connect your identity to a universal principle, make that a part of you? Then, you become, essentially, universal! But, just to be able to explain or describe a physical principle does not mean that you've made it a part of you. Think about the musicologists, or art historians, who can talk until they're blue in the face about "the revolution of J.S. Bach" or "Mozart and the sublime", but have never struggled in a chorus, rehearsing and rehearsing until you finally get it just right, they've never been made happy by other peoples' happiness when you've moved them by bringing Bach back to life. That academic is still a "little-old-me", looking at the universe from the outside, or perhaps from underneath. But Kepler invites you in. Before he even places you in the history which immediately preceded him by introducing you to Ptolemy, Copernicus, and Tycho Brahe, he places you in the position of every man, just you and the celestial sphere. What do you see? What's regular? What's irregular? Only then do we begin to ask why. This is the best flank on popular opinion: reality. Put yourself in the position of everyman, because we are equal in what we can observe, as we all live in the same universe. And we are equal in what we can hypothesize, as we are all human.

Then, your own mind becomes the authority, not the arbitrary authority of little people with big names like Ptolemy, Copernicus, and Tycho Brahe.


If a theory is merely "correct", does that mean it's true? What if several theories are equally "correct", which one is true? Who are you to say that your theory is true, and ours are all false, if all of our theories are equally "correct"!


Kepler describes this fight: "Brahe said in opposition to me that when he used the mean sun he accounted for all the appearances of the first inequality. I replied that this would not prevent my accounting for the same observations of the first inequality using the sun's apparent motion..." He was challenged by Christian Severinus, who had invented a hypothesis which was "correct" for all mean oppositions within two minutes of longitude: "At the beginning there was great controversy between us as to whether it were possible to set up another sort of hypothesis which would express to a hair's breadth so many positions of the planet, and whether it were possible for the former hypothesis to be false despite its having accomplished this so far over the entire circuit of the zodiac." And he warns that either the Braheans would accuse him of being a "rash innovator" for desiring to investigate the planets relative to the apparent sun, since, on the basis of their theory of the mean sun, they had already constructed "a calculation that corresponds to the heavens", or that "Ptolemy could have said to me, as long as he upheld and expressed the phenomena," he wouldn't consider any other theory.


So, Kepler sets out to prove that a theory can be false, but still be "correct".

Think like an astronomer:

How can you determine which body in space is moving and which is standing still? Motion can be perceived only relative to another object which is taken to be still. For instance, a cow is munching on grass in a meadow, underneath a railroad track. All of a sudden, a maglev train zooms above his head. That train is said to be traveling at 200 mph, but that speed is relative to the cow! Or, imagine a day in traffic court – A young man is being charged with rear-ending a woman, whose SUV was stopped at a traffic light. “But, magistrate, she was moving much faster than I was… Since both of our vehicles were facing West, opposite the rotation of the Earth, she was moving at 1,000 mph, while I was only going 975 mph!”


Although it is a bit of an absurd example, that example may serve to illustrate that here on Earth we perceive motion relative usually to the ground on which we stand, which we perceive as standing still. But, what, in space, do we point to as “standing still”. How will we determine what’s moving and what’s not?

This begins to open up some of the fun paradoxes of Sphaerics, in which, to the astronomer, everything in the night-time sky is moving, even the so-called “fixed-stars”, but some things move differently than others. How does one stop one motion, to use it to measure the others? This is how the ancients observed the “proper motion” of the “wanderers”? This is how astronomers separated out the second inequality, to isolate the first.


But, this question of motion goes further than merely what we perceive from our positions as earth-bound astronomers. Kepler wants to “see” the real motion of the planet along the actual path it traverses through space. First, ask Ptolemy. Though Ptolemy’s geometric model seems fairly simple, if we trace out the actual path of Mars through the heavens, around the Earth Ptolemy assumes to be fixed, we discover that Mars is figure-skating through space! Perhaps we should seek a second opinion. Let’s now ask Tycho Brahe. Tycho’s planet, though his model is geometrically completely different, is caught tracing out the identical pretzel-shaped path through the ethereal air! Finally, let us turn to Copernicus, for he was a real revolutionary, people say. After all, wasn’t he able to overcome the naïve assumption that the Earth is fixed, and that although we feel that we are standing still, the Earth is actually moving and the sun is fixed? But Kepler tells us, that even Copernicus’s model is equivalent to the other two! That’s hard to believe, especially when we try to animate the motion of Copernicus’s Mars, and compare it to the other two. But if we take Copernicus’s model, and stop the Earth, and let the Sun move again instead, but still in accord with Copernicus’s geometry, we catch Mars skating through the identical pretzel-shaped path that both Brahe’s and Ptolemy’s Mars did. The relative positions of all the bodies are equivalent in all three models, and when you’re studying the relative positions of objects in empty space, there is no way to determine which object is moving and which is standing still. And all three models fit our observations equally well. This equivalence Kepler spends all of Part One proving. So is Kepler trying to tell us that we earthlings can’t know what’s true?

No! There’s a missing element, other than just objects, space, and motion. All three of these astronomers tried to achieve a “God’s-eye” view of the solar system, looking down at it as if from above, or perhaps peering up from underneath. But Kepler sought to gain a true God’s-eye view, one which was not a fantasy, but one which Kepler was confident that he could achieve. To see the world through the eyes of God, Kepler knew was the privilege of Man.

Think like an astrophysicist:

“It is true that a divine voice, which enjoins humans to study astronomy, is expressed in the world itself, not in words or syllables, but in things themselves and in the conformity of the human intellect and senses with the sequence of celestial bodies and of their dispositions.” 

-- Kepler, New Astronomy, Ch. 6


Would our musicologist have heard this divine voice? How can he, if he cannot hear the voice of Bach, if he cannot hear the voice of Mozart singing to him from behind the notes he’s hearing? All he sees are objects: notes, chords, structures. Our astronomer only sees the sequence of celestial bodies, but cannot hear that divine voice which those bodies exist to express. The astronomer merely describes what he sees, but lacks the passion of the astrophysicist. This motion of the celestial bodies “gives rise to a powerful sense of wonder, which at length drives men to look into causes.” Kepler wishes to impart his passion to us, promising us that if we fight through the difficulties and thorns of his discoveries, we “will be inundated with a very great sense of pleasure,” just as was Christopher Columbus, when he first opened up America.
Now we find the missing element…only with an eye to physics, to causes, can Kepler even begin to distinguish between and pass any judgment on the three models; solid orbs, planets with minds trying to orient themselves around non-existent mathematical points… And from this flows his reason to follow through on the investigation he had begun in the Mysterium Cosmographicum: the superiority of his theory based on the apparent sun above the popular theory based around the mean-sun…

<<unfinished>>











-- MLO
