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FOR TODAY'S YOUNG ADULTS: 

Kepler & Cusa 
by Lyndon H. LaRouche, Jr. 

February 6, 2007 

Kepler's discovery of the universal physical principle of gravitation, pro- 

vides us today with the needed pedagogical typification of the meaning of 

not only the term “universal physical principle,” but the refutation of the 

absurdity of all of those mathematical-physics and related assumptions, 

such as those of popular economics dogma of today, which are premised 

upon what is fairly represented as a Euclidean outlook. Here lies the 

essential continuation of the crime against man, science, and The Creator, 

by Wenck et al. 

Prologue: For those among us who wish to understand such matters properly, 

the personal immortality of the sovereign individual human personality, is, at first 

approximation, formally distinct from the mortal frame which the creative powers 

of the human mind inhabit.! This is demonstrated by the role of the human cognitive 

function, which is lacking in all known living species other than mankind, but which 

is peculiar to the biologically expressed individuality of the human person. This is 

expressed in those immortal, creative mental actions which are, in effect, contrary 

to the expressed opinions of Britain’s T.H. Huxley and Frederick Engels, actions 

which distinguish the willful increase of the potential relative population-density 

of the human species, absolutely, from the characteristics of species of the higher 

apes. 

Nonetheless, the mortal human frame is, clearly, functionally appropriate, 

specifically, for the work of cognition, as no rival species of organism could be. 

1. It is to be noted from the outset, that crucial categories implicitly referenced in this writing, 

refer, inclusively, to the categories defined for experimental science by Academician V.I. Vernadsky’s 

definitions of the respectively dynamic Biosphere and Nodsphere. Living processes in general, belong to 

the Biosphere, whereas the function of creative intelligence specifically unique to the human individual 

(among living creatures) belongs to the domain of the Noosphere. Dynamics as defined by Gottfried 

Leibniz’s reading of the Pythagorean/Platonic Greek dynamis, and of dynamics as defined by the work 

of Bernhard Riemann, are also implied throughout this piece. 
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In his Docta Ignorantia, Nicholas of Cusa (right), laid out his “projected program for the creation and development of all competent 

strains in modern European experimental science.” The most notable among Cusa’s avowed followers was Johannes Kepler (left). In this 
diagram from his Harmony of the World (1619), Kepler shows, by approximation, that the planetary orbits are elliptical, not circular. 
From this starting point, he derived the harmonic properties of the orbits. 

Those are essential facts of even the mere existence of 

secular society, as much as a belief of any particular religious 

denomination. Unfortunately, in today’s European cultures, 

in particular, knowledge of this specific power unique to the 

individual member of the human species, has been often sup- 

pressed, as by the present influence of a new, persistent, pro- 

Luddite brand of existentialist Sophistry. 

Today, that suppression is a contemporary expression of 

a Sophistry which has been, most notably, an influence bred 

into the generality of that special generation of the “white 

collar class,” the “Baby Boomer,” “68er” generation, of 

Europe and the Americas. That has been, specifically, more 

narrowly, a pro-existentialist philosophical influence, which 

was installed widely among the “white collar” segment of 

those born, in the Americas and in western and central Eu- 

rope, between approximately 1945 and 1956. It is this implic- 

itly “existentialist,” Baby Boomer” syndrome, as fostered 

in post-1945 Europe by the Congress for Cultural Freedom 

(CCF), which had willfully mislaid the fact of the actual con- 

nection to that sense of immortality which is implicit in the 

fundamental principle of our U.S. Federal Constitution, the 

fundamental principle of its Preamble.? 

2. Although this syndrome is fairly described as having the effect of a charac- 

teristic of the individual personality, it is rooted in “group behavior,” as a 
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However, this widespread corruption among the “Baby 

Boomer” generation’s “white collar” class, and others, is a 

pathology which is not entirely original to those born in those 

times and circumstances. The relevant European existential- 

ist currents of today, have been an outgrowth of the heritage 

of the ancient “oligarchical model” of Babylon, of the 

Achaemenid Empire, of the Delphi Apollo cult, of Sparta, and 

of the Roman Empire, Byzantium, and the medieval tyranny 

of the Venetian financier-oligarchy and its Norman allies. It 

is the legacy of the Olympian Zeus which was attacked by 

Aeschylus’ Prometheus Bound, in which the figure of the 

Olympian Zeus serves as the typification of the way in which 

oligarchical societies and their traditions willfully bestialize 

the culture of that great majority of humanity over which the 

oligarchy reigns, up to the present day. 

Notably, the United States was the outgrowth of the work 

of those Europeans who brought the finest, anti-oligarchical, 

cultural traditions of Europe to the Americas, so that those 

traditions might be, hopefully, permitted to prosper at a rela- 

  
dynamic feature produced by a social process, and associated with a type of 

group behavior, rather than being an individual trait expressed outwardly, as 

such. It is a pathology triggered by a sensed presence of a specific kind 

of group-relationship, producing what appears to be a different quality of 

personality in that quality of social setting than in other settings. 
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bd tively safe distance from that traditionally “anti-American,’ 

oligarchical culture, which continued to reign in Europe. It 

has been the continued penetration of the U.S.A., in particu- 

lar, by what had been, originally, chiefly, the Eighteenth- 

Century British East India Company’s continuing influence of 

Anglo-Dutch Liberalism in post-1763 North America, which 

has been the leading, top-down source of the political and 

moral corruption encountered within the financier-centered 

classes of the Anglo-American Liberal Establishment in the 

U.S.A. and other parts of the Americas, still today.’ 

Thus, the “Baby Boomer” white-collar type, met in both 

the Americas and Europe today, expresses a peculiar variety 

of socially determined, functional and moral impairment of 

natural human cognitive powers, a variety which is also met, 

as in ancient and medieval society, as a kind of brutishness— 

a kind of intellectual “castration,” a loss of intellectual fertil- 

ity: an induced loss, by means of which oligarchical classes 

impose a likeness to dumb, “gin-like” Liberal brutishness 

upon their victims among the so-called lower classes. 

Anglo-Dutch and kindred forms of modern “liberalism,” 

orwhat is otherwise properly identified, technically, as Twen- 

tieth-Century Sophistry, is also a way of inducing a desired 

quality of irrationality, of relative “dumbing down” of a pop- 

ulation; this modern form of Sophistry, is used Liberally as 

“shackles of the mind” worn by the social classes which are, 

deceptively, apparently, outwardly free from such more obvi- 

ous repression of ancient and medieval slaves, serfs, and 

Jews. The victims of such conditionings are, in that degree, 

fairly described as relatively more or less de-humanized in 

their habits of daily life, including, often, their brutish inclina- 

tions in religious beliefs. 

That fundamental principle of creativity (which is as- 

saulted to such effect by our contemporary Liberal Sophists), 

is expressed by the same sense of immortality which Plato’s 

Greek designates as agape, a sense which is reflected in the 

great principle of the 1648 Treaty of Westphalia. This princi- 

ple of creativity, is expressed as Gottfried Leibniz’s specifi- 

cally anti-Locke principle of “the pursuit of happiness,” a 

principle which is embedded in the core of the U.S. Declara- 

tion of Independence, and in the fundamental principle of 

natural law expressed as the Preamble of the U.S. Federal 

Constitution, and also expressed as the return to the enforce- 

ment of that Preamble led by President Franklin D. Roosevelt 

in the conduct of national and world affairs. 

The “pursuit of happiness” expresses the motives of the 

immortal soul dwelling within the mortal frame: the happi- 

ness bestirred by devotion to a benefit of one’s mortal life for 

generations yet to come. That is a devotion which was rather 

typical of the moral American and European prior to the 

regressive influence of the Congress for Cultural Freedom on 

the “white collar” generation born during the 1945-1956 

interval, a devotion which has been, in the main, lost, to the 

3. See Jeff Steinberg “Britain’s Assault on America Revisited” EIR Vol. 34, 

No. 8, Feb. 24, 2007. 

12 Feature 

presently aging “Baby Boomer” of that heritage today. 

The issue of the conflict between truth and Sophistry, of a 

truth which was virtually ripped out of the childhood and 

youth among most of the relevant “white collar” types from 

that 1945-1956 generation, has another, complementary 

side. Sophistry is a kind of legacy often bestowed by certain 

theologians, as is shown by an exemplary debate, treated 

here, in the following pages: a debate which illustrates the 

antiquity of the issue of European oligarchical traditions of 

moral corruption so posed to trans-Atlantic society still 

today. 

Introduction 
What I say here, expresses a mission which I had intended 

to craft for publication back during the middle of the 1980s. 

Known events intervened. Although I have touched fre- 

quently on crucial aspects of the same subject-matter of scien- 

tific method, repeatedly, during the 1990s and later, the sub- 

ject of the following commentary on Jasper Hopkins’ 

Nicholas of Cusa’s Debate with John Wenck,* has waited, 

again and again, for its uttering on a convenient occasion. 

The recent publication of the LaRouche Youth Movement 

(LYM)’s report on the discoveries presented by Johannes 

Kepler in Harmony of the World, has provided that 

occasion.’ 
My own special contribution to this subject-matter, here, 

is, to the best of my knowledge, predominantly unique. Yet, 

this contribution itself rests upon the foundations of discover- 

ies respecting the principles of human knowledge made by 

numerous others who have lived in earlier times, even those 

beyond known historical reckonings. These have been, most 

notably, made by those whose work is summed up in the 

contributions of the Pythagoreans, Socrates, Plato, the Chris- 

tian Apostles John and Paul, and, for modern times, Nicholas 

of Cusa, Kepler, Pierre de Fermat, Gottfried Leibniz, and that 

great successor of Carl F. Gauss, Bernhard Riemann, and 

also the great Academician V.I. Vernadsky. My own essential 

contribution, as presented here, must be presented, as I do, in 

the context of those upon whose shoulders my own discovery 

has depended. 

The special relevance of the presentation of this material 

at this time, is its bearing on the setting of ongoing special 

research work in progress by scientific task-force teams pres- 

enting the international LaRouche Youth Movement. My 

function on this account, is to set the stage upon which those 

independent actors in the pursuit of science develop and un- 

leash their own powers of creative performance. 

On the subject of the crucial issues posed by Cusa’s sci- 

ence itself, in his Introduction, Hopkins’ otherwise adequate 

treatment of the debate did not address the matter of the sub- 

stance of human scientific and artistic creativity as such. As 

4. Minneapolis: The Arthur J. Banning Press, 1980, 1984), pp. 3-18. 

5. See LYM website: http://wlym.com/~animations/harmonies/index.php. 
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my own work here will make clear, Hopkins’ Introduction 

was therefore weak on the side of science itself; in that aspect, 

it wandered away from the most crucial, relevant issue of 

scientific method, the kernel of the subject-matter of Cusa’s 

founding of the most crucial prescriptions for the launching 

of modern physical science. On that account, to fill the gap, 

it is necessary to take the subject, the actual founding of a 

competent method for modern physical science, on its own 

terms, as I do here. 

The setting of that issue, is, summarily, as follows. 

The work in question, justly defended, in the main, by 

Hopkins, Cusa’s De Docta Ignorantia, is, essentially, the 

first of a series of published works which defines what has 

been, in fact, the projected program for the creation and devel- 

opment of all competent strains in modern European experi- 

mental science. Therefore, that series of writings on science, 

by Cusa, could not be competently studied from any stand- 

point, except from the standpoint of viewing this work of his, 

as the founding of the practice of modern physical science, as 

that practice was developed, on foundations he provided, by 

such leading, avowed followers of Cusa as Luca Pacioli, Leo- 

nardo da Vinci, and, most notably, Johannes Kepler, and 

onward from that, as reflections in the work of such of 

Kepler's followers as Pierre de Fermat, Gottfried Leibniz, 

Carl F. Gauss, and Bernhard Riemann, attests to this fact. 

My subject here, is, therefore, the special, highest aspect 

of experimental science as a whole, the role of the creative 

functions of human cognitive powers, in generating the in- 

crease of the relative population-density of mankind, per cap- 

ita and per square kilometer: the function of individual human 
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Kepler's work on music and astrophysics emphasizes the unity of 

physical science and Classical artistic composition. “It is this latter 
consideration which is essential for a rounded insight into the 
activity of practicing competent economic science as a branch of 

physical science.” The photo on the left shows LYM scientists 
Tarranja Dorsey (left) and Megan Beets (right) demonstrating 
vocally, the “music of the spheres,” during a recent four-hour class 

on Kepler's World Harmony. On the right, a truncated octahedron. 

cognitive powers themselves in shaping the evolution of the 

planet, Solar System, and beyond. This may be fairly identi- 

fied, otherwise, as the essentially spiritual essence which un- 

derlies all competent notions of physical science and 

econonty. 

Let me emphasize, once again, that I have been disap- 

pointed, not by what Hopkins says, but what he did not treat 

on this just-stated account; but, my complaint on that account 

is tempered by my recognition, that the auspices under which 

he composed his relevant published work, would have tended 

to warn him against risking certain attacks, from sundry quar- 

ters, a risk which is required for competent treatment of Cu- 

sa’s explicit role in the founding of the modern science of 

Johannes Kepler et al. 

The lurking threat which implicitly constrained Hopkins, 

like others, is the brutishly political enmity toward Cusa and 

toward such among his followers as Kepler, not only by the 

old European oligarchical parties, but, specifically, those 

modern Liberal institutions established under the leadership 

of Paolo Sarpi, and promoted by such haters of Kepler and 

his scientific followers, in particular, as the notorious Robert 

Fludd and Galileo Galilei, and the modern Anglo-Dutch Lib- 

erals generally. 

My point here, is essentially, therefore, the following. 

The Importance of Cusa for Science 
The point is, that the view of, in particular, Nicholas 

of Cusa’s doctrine for science, could not be competently 

presented without including a focus, essentially, predomi- 

nantly, on what I have indicated, above, as those core princi- 
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Harmonies Between Harmonies Between the 
Two Planets Apparent Diurnal Movements Movements of 

Single Planets 
Diverging Converging 

Saturn at aphelion 1746” a. | 1:48" :2'15""=4:35, 
at perihelion 215" b. major third 

es 1, b_1 
d 3 c 2 

Jupiter at aphelion 4'30" c. | 4’35" :5'30""=5 : 6, 
at perihelion 530" d. minor third 

ec 1, d_35 
f 8 e 24 

Mars at aphelion 2614" e. | 2521" :38'1"=2:3, 
at perihelion 381" f. the fifth 

e_ 5, f_2 
h 12 g 3 

Earth at aphelion 57'3"” g. | 57'28'" :61'18"=15 : 16, 
at perihelion 61/18" h. semitone 

g_3, bh_5 
Ek 5 i 8 ) 

Venus at aphelion 94/50” i. | 94’50" : 98’47"'=24 : 25, 
at perihelion 97/37" k. diesis 

i_1, k=3 
m 4 1 5 

Mercury at aphelion 1640” 1. | 164'0” : 3940" =5 : 12, 
at perihelion 3840" m. octave and minor third     

After discovering that the planetary orbits were eccentric, Kepler sought to discover a 
“more basic principle” that would account for the reason for the particular 

eccentricities they exhibited. He measured each planet’s maximum speed when it was 
closest to the sun (perihelion), and the minimum speed when the planet was farthest from 

the sun (aphelion), as if he were observing the planet’s motion from the sun itself. Then, 
comparing the speeds of neighboring planets, he found that the ratios of these intervals 
corresponded to those intervals which human beings considered harmonic in musical 

compositions. Shown are a chart of the ratios at perihelion and aphelion (above), and 
their representations as musical intervals (below), taken from the “Harmony of the 
World.” 

        Ne
 

  

          

- = Sr —] 
Saturn Jupiter Mars approx. [© Earth 

_ oO oe Eee © IE} = S = 
le? em CO = ~~ oS ] {Le I | 

Venus Il Mercury lo Moon 

[In Modern notation: 

  

  

        

p= 
eas mien SET ot 

ie | ) En 1 Jor | 

Zeooog = EGER = © R= r= i at Bat a= pon 
Saturn Jupiter Mars approx. * Earth 

  
0 0 ero 9 — 1—9 1 

7 — Co ~~ [a>] | 
FAY — C2 — Pa ] BD —1D == 2 = | 

J J pg 

Mercury 

  

    
  

dynamic in the progress of physical 

science. 

For example, on the matter of sci- 

ence, many theologians have tended to 

do as that Sophist, the notorious aprior- 

ist Euclid of Euclid’s Elements had 

done, in his mutilation of the original 

work which he parodied, destructively, 

from, chiefly, the Pythagoreans and the 

circles of Socrates and Plato. As cases 

in point, consider the examples of those 

who have made the terrible blunder of 

choosing between two fraudulent views 

of the universe: the shameless hoax of 

the Sophist Claudius Ptolemy, on the 

one side, and the hoax by Paolo Sarpi’s 

lackey Galileo Galilei, on the other. 

The widespread ignorance on mat- 

ters of science among theologians, in 

particular, bears crucially on the prob- 

lems inherently risked in the way, as | 

shall show here, that Hopkins, in his In- 

troduction, avoided the crucially rele- 

vant, underlying issues of science itself. 

For the Christian in the tradition of 

the Apostle Paul, or Cusa, especially, 

the new view of the relationship be- 

tween the Creator and mankind, which 

the personality and mission of Jesus 

Christ reflected and embodied, lifts 

mankind, theologically and scientifi- 

cally, up from out of purblind spiritual 

childishness, to a new quality of per- 

sonal responsibility, a quality actually 

congruent in practice with the scientifi- 

cally provable instructions set forth in 

Genesis 1:26-31.° We could not merely 
adduce a description of true principles 

of the universe on which we might wish 

to act, within the limits of a priori pre- 

sumptions. We are responsible for much 

more than a merely descriptive doctrine; 

we are responsible for the efficiently 

practical consequences of our choice of 

method, both for the practical conse- 

quences of such belief for mankind, and, 

ples of a competent modern physical science, itself. The 

needed view must be developed by focusing on the differ- 

ences between the reality and the mere description of science, 

on the one side, and, on the other, examination of the fraudu- 

lent definitions of that subject which have been expressed 

as a priori assertions among theologians who have been 

typically ignorant of, or even passionately hostile to the 

essential discipline required of a competently chosen 
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even more, for the well-being of the Creator’s universe which 

we inhabit, and in which we serve. 

Consequently, as in the particular case of Christians fol- 

lowing in the footsteps of the Apostles John and Paul, we 

6. Notably, by the rigorous definitions of Biosphere and Noosphere supplied 

by the crucial experimental evidence presented by Academician V.IL 

Vernadsky. 

EIR March 2, 2007



are no longer excused for continuing an historically earlier 

condition, a condition like that of credulous children. Those 

Apostles have blessed us with the privilege of adopting, at 

least implicitly, a fully adult responsibility for the care of all 

past, present, and future humanity, and of the universe which 

humanity inhabits. It were, therefore, time, so, for us, too, to 

grow gratefully out the primitiveness of childishly credulous 

ways, into the moral maturity of a present and future, adult 

humanity which serves that intention competently. 

It should, therefore, follow, on that latter account, that if 

Cusa were correct in terms of the expressed outcome of his 

founding of a true quality of modern European science, then, 

that fact, in and of itself, is the crucial challenge to be delivered 

to those misguided theologians who had, in varying degrees, 

attempted to discredit the central principle of the argument 

presented within what Cusa launched in such locations as his 

De Docta Ignorantia. 

After all, the test of an opinion on the Creator’s composi- 

tion of the universe, is a show of proofs of that opinion, proofs 

which must be extracted from the crucial evidence supplied 

by the most essential expression of physical science, as in the 

systematic comprehension of nothing lower than astrophys- 

ics. It is only by looking at the set of Cusa works associated 

with De Docta Ignorantia and its aftermath from that stand- 

point, that we have the basis, in modern science, for adducing 

whether the theological implications of De Docta Ignoran- 

tia, do, or do not, correspond to the nature of the powers 

commanding that actual universe within which Cusa’s treat- 

ment of the subject-matter of science and theology is to be lo- 

cated. 

Finally, as a matter of introduction, I must refer to my 

own special authority in these matters of science. 

My principal achievement in these matters, is twofold in 

nature. More easily recognized, is my original work respect- 

ing the special ontological position of a science of physical- 

economy within the domain of physical science as a whole. 

Here, there is the matter of the principles of physical econ- 

omy, as to be recognized as an expression of Riemannian 

dynamics, in opposition to the popular reliance of statisticians 

on the mechanistic-statistical methods of radically reduction- 

ist outgrowths of Cartesianism. The subtler, but more essen- 

tial consideration, is my emphasis on the unity of physical 

science and Classical artistic composition, as the case of 

Kepler's work on music and astrophysics, combined, already 

illustrated this. It is this latter consideration which is essential 

for a rounded insight into the activity of practicing competent 

economic science as a branch of physical science. 

  

1. Meet Modern Science 
  

For modern civilization, the first crucial experimental test 

of Cusa’s principle for the modern practice of physical science 

as a whole, came with Johannes Kepler's uniquely original 
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discovery of the principle of universal gravitation.” The sig- 

nificance of Kepler's discovery of this principle of experi- 

mental method, and his ensuing discovery of the harmonic 

composition of the planetary orbits, typifies the notion of 

universal principles which should have guided modern Euro- 

pean science thereafter. A theologian’s differing opinion ex- 

pressed on those discoveries has often been expressed as a 

slippery sophistry buried within the theologian’s adopted 

method.® 
This was a modern change in context of physical science. 

In earlier known European civilization, for example, the prev- 

alent task was the development of the power of a grouping 

of some among the individuals in society as a whole. This 

frequent limitation was expressed in the low physical produc- 

tivity of the populations, per capita, under the prevalent oli- 

garchical and closely related systems, as in the so-called 

“Asian model.” The significance of the Fifteenth-Century 

eruption of modern European civilization, as centered in the 

great ecumenical Council of Florence, as it had been ex- 

pressed, politically, earlier, by Dante Alighieri’s De Mon- 

archia and, later, Cusa’s Concordantia Catholica and De 

Docta Ignorantia, is the qualitative shift of emphasis to the 

idea of the commonwealth, as typified by Louis XI’s France 

and Henry VII's England, rather than the desired advantages 

provided to a ruling oligarchy. This meant that we required a 

shift of emphasis, from men and women developing within 

the confines of the existing conditions of our planet, to man- 

7. The work of Cusa et al. in establishing the rebirth of science during the 

course of the mid-Fifteenth-Century Renaissance, was, to a large degree, a 

revival of the virtually lost knowledge of the work of the ancient, pre-Sophist, 

Greek science of Thales, Heracleitus, the Pythagoreans, Socrates, and Plato. 

This clarification by Cusa et al., laid the foundations for Kepler's establishing 

a truly universal (i.e., astrophysical) basis for a modern, universal form of 

physical science. 

8. Very few modern scientists have been as self-consciously frank with their 

readers as Johannes Kepler. For example, after Carl F. Gauss had demolished 

the systemic attack on Gottfried Leibniz’s notion of the infinitesimal by such 

empiricists as D’Alembert, Euler, and Lagrange, Gauss was never again 

explicit in his publications on the subject of issues of anti-Euclidean physical 

geometry, even when that standpoint was, often, the clearly implicit founda- 

tion in method for what he did report. It is only with the work of Bernhard 

Riemann, that these implications of Gauss’s direction of methodological 

approach were presented frankly. In the case of Cusa’s De Docta Ignorantia, 

the work of the Cusanus Gesellschaft’s Rudolf Haubst has led in opening the 

doors of scholarship to the deeper roots of Cusa’s accomplishments; but, 

even then, those roots have their own deep antecedents within the scope of 

Classical European history since the time of Thales, Heracleitus, Solon, the 

Pythagoreans, and Plato; and even that does not trace the roots far enough 

into the earlier past. So, Hopkins is confronted with the challenge of exploring 

the bald fallacy of composition which saturates Wenck’s piece and its influ- 

ence, dealing with both the relatively obvious fallacies of composition, and 

even cruder errors of assumption in the content and subsequent, historical 

implications of Wenck’s item. As the essential Sophistry expressed by the use 

of arbitrary (a priori) definitions, axioms, and postulates by Euclid, illustrates 

the problem, we must always probe the actual roots of the assumptions which 

the aprioristic and similar qualities of assertions, which the a priori practices 

are employed to protect. 
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kind as a whole developing its expanding role 

in the development of that very universe 

which we inhabit: the entry into the moral ado- 

lescence of humanity, and into the yearning 

for humanity’s yet-to-be-reached true, adult 

maturity in service of the discoverable inten- 

tions of the Creator. 

The usual opposition to such needed prog- 

ress of mankind’s self-conception for practice, 

has been usually ferocious. 

For example, modern scientific scrutiny 

has presented crucial proof that the work of 

Claudius Ptolemy was always an outright, in- 

tentional fraud. This was not merely a matter 

of Ptolemy’s burying the known, truthful evi- 

dence presented by Aristarchus of Samos un- 

der Ptolemy’s intentional lies, and also, simi- 

larly, the work of the Pythagoreans earlier: 

but, also, that Ptolemy, in his concocting ficti- 

tious data in support of his argument, was 

therefore exposing himself as the author of 

what was a clearly willful hoax. Otherwise, 

the evidence is that Copernicus honestly failed 

to get the point; and, although Tycho Brahe 

did much better work, he, too, failed where 

Kepler succeeded in a uniquely original way. 

Thus, as Kepler was the first of the avowed 

followers of Cusa’s prescriptions to actually 

test a set of principles of the universe as such, it 

is the work of Kepler, and those who faithfully 

followed his line of investigations, which 

presents the type of evidence against which 

the foresight of Cusa’s defining of modern sci- 

ence, as in De Docta Ignorantia, is to be 

tested. 

Therefore, as the mathematical physicist 

Albert Einstein came to make this point, the essence of the 

actual achievements of modern European physical science, 

lies in the efficient conception of the human mind’s relation- 

ship to the development of the universe itself, the astrophysi- 

cal, as distinct from merely astronomical universe. The ques- 

tion is: Is the physical universe, as Einstein summarizes this, 

finite and yet without external bounds, and is that, as such, a 

conception of what that universe is, as Einstein insists ? Is that 

universe, as Einstein defines it implicitly, characteristically 

anti-entropic, rather than entropic?’ 

Einstein's is a conception which an honest modern sci- 

ence has secured from its successes, the essence of a valid 

form of modern science, is to be located in a process of devel- 

9. “Negative entropy” (“negentropy”’) as presented by Bertrand Russell’s 

dupe, Professor Norbert Wiener, was essentially a hoax, signifying, as in 

Ludwig Boltzmann’s Machian scheme of things, a matter of locally borrowed 

(abstractly, mathematically) entropy. 
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“‘Universe’ is, at the start of our inquiries, like the Sphaerics which the 
Pythagoreans adopted from their Egyptian predecessors: it is the image for the 
mind of man when looking out, as to above, upon that which envelops all existence 

within our view. It signifies the oceanic traveler, navigating, through seas and 
seasons, by the stars.” The Astronomer, by Johannes Vermeer, was painted in 

1619, the same year that Kepler published the Harmony of the World. 

opment of knowledge of true universals from practical origins 

in the work of Kepler, and beyond, that through the conse- 

quences expressed, uniquely, as Gottfried Leibniz defined the 

mathematical concept of what Kepler's discovery of gravita- 

tion had defined as the infinitesimal, and as what Einstein also 

specified, as the outcome of the work of Bernhard Riemann. 

As a matter of contrasts, the incompetence of that work 

of such Leibniz enemies as de Moivre, D’Alembert, Euler, 

Lagrange, et al., respecting the fundamental theorem of alge- 

bra, is shown as their incompetence was exposed by Carl F. 

Gauss’s 1799 doctoral dissertation. This case, typifies the 

hoaxes likely to be generated when the standard of true univer- 

sals is excluded, as Euler and Lagrange did that." 

After all, “universal” either means an empirically exist- 

ing, functional “universe,” or the use of the term itself were 

10. The issue was the denial of the existence of the infinitesimal, as this error 

is exemplified by the case of the fanatically deranged Euler. 
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merely pretentious gobbledegook: whether by 

those classed as theologians, or anyone else. 

“Universe” is, at the start of our inquiries, like the 

Sphaerics which the Pythagoreans adopted from 

their Egyptian predecessors: it is the image for 

the mind of man when looking out, as to above, 

upon that which envelops all existence within our 

view. It signifies the oceanic traveler, navigating, 

through seas and seasons, by the stars. 

It means more than that. It means the discov- 

ery of that which is efficiently invisible to our 

senses, but which is, nonetheless, undeniably 

manifest, in experienced effects, as a universal 

power of change (i.e., dynamis) within the uni- 

verse. It signifies “change” in the sense of the 

famous aphorism of Heracleitus and Plato’s 

grasp of the implications of that aphorism in 

Plato’s own Parmenides dialogue, and in the 

sense of Leibniz’s and Bernhard Riemann’s suc- 

cessive definition of the role of the Pythagoreans’ 

and Plato’s principle of dynamis, as the concept 

of the physical universe: as in the form of the 

modern, physical dynamics of the Leibniz calculus, and the 

dynamics of Riemann’s physical hypergeometries. 

Thus, before speaking of astrophysical matters, theology 

is obliged to enter this universal practical domain of Sphaer- 

ics, the domain of dynamis, since the very notion of the human 

soul, as reflecting the conception of man and woman as prof- 

fered in Genesis 1:26-31, defines an absolute, ontological 

distinction, a distinction of powers (dynamis), of the human 

individual, from not only non-living processes, but all lower 

forms of life. 

The ability of the human species to increase, willfully, 

its potential relative population-density over the course of 

successive generations, is the empirical test of the proposition 

that the human individual expresses a distinction which is 

expressed as a power of the individual person. This is an 

individual who possesses an essential quality, of a power, of 

being, which is in some fashion efficiently immortal, as it is 

distinguished by a power in the likeness of the Creator, to 

change the universe in which mankind exists: to make such 

qualitative changes in the relationship of the human species 

to the universe, and even to change the quality of the universe 

which our species inhabits, to do that creatively, in a manner 

like, and in the faithful service of the continuing work of the 

Creator. 

Therefore, it is from this standpoint, that we should 

define what we should signify by use of the term “universal 

physical principle.” That question is posed to us, typically, 

in the manner in which Cusa’s follower Kepler uncovers 

the efficient existence of an efficiently invisible universal 

power (dynamis) of gravitation, first, in his The New As- 

tronomy, and in, The Harmony of the World, the implica- 

tions of the more inclusive picture of the harmonic ordering 
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The passion of Albert Einstein, the physicist, to discover fundamental scientific 

principles, also inspired him as a Classical musician, as LaRouche emphasizes 
the unity of physical science and Classical artistic composition. 

of the Solar System. 

This accomplishment by Cusa’s follower Kepler, was 

made in opposition to the legacy of both Cusa’s opponents 

during Cusa’s own lifetime, and to such later opponents of 

the method of Cusa and of Kepler as such followers of Fludd 

and Paolo Sarpi, as Sarpi’s lackey Galileo Galilei. The list of 

defectives includes those modern empiricists, positivists, and 

existentialists, who have adopted, in common, those philo- 

sophically indifferentist methods of William of Ockham, 

which Sarpi and his radically reductionist followers, includ- 

ing John Locke, René Descartes, and the frankly wicked Ber- 

nard Mandeville, Francois Quesnay, David Hume, Adam 

Smith, Leonard Euler, Immanuel Kant, Joseph Lagrange, and 

Jeremy Bentham, had brought into modern European practice 

up through the current day. 

Albert Einstein’s View 
Notably, to understand Albert Einstein’s referenced con- 

clusions respecting the significance of the general accom- 

plishments of the practice of modern science, from Kepler 

through Riemann: we must acknowledge the evidence that 

the principle of gravitation, as discovered by Kepler, is “invis- 

ible” to mere sense-perception: that, because it is, efficiently, 

as big as the universe, and thus, like every true universal 

physical principle, it supplies that universe with the quality 

of boundless finiteness as a whole, but is, also, therefore, in a 

manner of speaking, so large, that its efficient local expression 

is, apparently, ontologically infinitesimal.'' This implication 

11. Since the universe is changing, anti-entropically, through the process of 

generation of discovery of universal principles. It is the anti-entropy which 

bounds the universe. 
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of Kepler’s discoveries is then made more efficiently compre- 

hensible, by the explicitly anti-Euclidean, dynamic, physical 

hypergeometry of Bernhard Riemann, as this is to be con- 

trasted with the silly, neo-Euclidean, mechanistic-statistical, 

mythical universe admired by the modern, empiricist dupes, 

who have followed the method of Descartes, including those 

such as Immanuel Kant et al." 
This was already the essential view of science, and also 

of related matters, by such practitioners of the science of 

Sphaerics as the ancient Pythagoreans and the Pythagoreans’ 

allies among the circles of Socrates and Plato. This was in 

opposition to that incompetent, Aristotelean view of astron- 

omy, as represented by the Roman Sophist and exposed hoax- 

ster Claudius Ptolemy, and by the explicitly Sophist Euclid." 

Is Our Universe Dying? 
Notably, if we adopt the reductionist view, such as that of 

Aristotle, we have implicitly adopted the same notion which 

underlies Friedrich Nietzsche’s “God is dead” slogan. For if 

the Creation were seen as completed, in the sense of “per- 

fected,” then we are assuming that the Creator himself were 

incapable of intervening, willfully, to alter its composition. 

If, however, we define the universe as anti-entropic, as a 

process which features a lawful ordering in successively 

higher states of existence through development, we have a 

universe in which our Sun, in its youth, was a solitary, fast- 

spinning object in its nook of celestial space, but which gener- 

ated those higher states of the periodic table from which the 

planets and other bodies of our Solar System were chiefly 

composed: a universe representing a universal anti-entropic 

principle. This is a universe, like that of Heracleitus’ apho- 

rism, in which Creator and man collaborate in a willful pro- 

cess of development of the universe into higher states: a uni- 

verse in which nothing is permanent, except a universal 

principle of anti-entropic change. The boundless process of 

successive, willful acts of creation by individuals in the like- 

ness of the Creator, never ends. 

The fundamental principle of reductionism, which perme- 

ates the Sophist realm of Euclid’s Elements, as it does the 

arbitrary universal principle of Claudius Ptolemy’s hoax, is 

the same “principle” expressed by the satanic Olympian Zeus 

12. It is not the action as such, but the dynamics (the physical geometry in 

which the action is situated) which is primary. Therefore, the crucial work 

of Bernhard Riemann dates from his 1854 habilitation dissertation: Uber die 

Hypothesen, Welche der Geometrie zu Grunde liegen in Bernard Rie- 

manns Gesammelte Mathematische Werke, H. Weber, ed. (New York: 

Dover Publications reprint edition, 1953). See, also, Lyndon H. LaRouche, 

Jr. “Vernadsky and Dirichlet’s Principle,” EIR, June 3, 2005. The latter has 

pervasive relevance throughout this present report. 

13. This is noted in passing by Proclus, in his Commentary on Plato’s 

Parmenides Dialogue, but is confirmed by any systematic comparison of 
the method of Euclid’s Elements with the anti-reductionist, clearly anti- 

Euclidean method intrinsic to the work of the Pythagoreans and of Plato’s 

circles. 
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of Aeschylus’ Prometheus Bound. That was the Zeus who 

charged Prometheus with the offense of enabling mortal men 

and women to discover the use of “fire,” or, as we might say 

today, the destiny of mankind to discover and use the principle 

of controlled nuclear fission. Under that Zeus’ reign, all men 

and women are treated as merely in the specific likeness of 

cattle, either as herds of tamed cattle to be reared and culled 

at the owner’s pleasure, or wild cattle to be hunted down for 

sport, even exterminated, as the Legions of an evil ancient 

Rome often did, and as the youth of Lycurgus’ Sparta hunted 

down helots for sport. 

Thus, the Roman Empire prescribed the doctrine of Pro- 

metheus Bound’ s Olympian Zeus, as universal law. This was 

not only the doctrine of Imperial Rome, but has always been 

the elementary doctrine of practice of all expressions of what 

was known, explicitly, to no later than the time of Philip of 

Macedon, as that “Oligarchical Principle” which permeates 

the cultures of Europe, top down, and axiomatically, still 

today." 
This was also the underlying doctrinal principle of the 

ancient Sophists and their modern expression as today’s 

Malthusians and those modern “Luddites” called “environ- 

mentalists.” The same dogmatism of “The Olympian Zeus,” 

has been the systemic characteristic of the imperial law of the 

ancient Roman and Byzantine empires, the medieval ultra- 

montane system under the sway of the Venetian financier 

oligarchy and its Norman crusading butchers, and of what has 

emerged as the intrinsically linear, monetarist model of the 

neo-Venetian, Anglo-Dutch Liberal financiers’ British Em- 

pire in its sundry phases to date." 
Although we have crucial elements of information, which 

reflect creative acts of scientific discovery of physical princi- 

ples during times prior to the work of science in ancient Clas- 

sical Greece, and as expressed by ancient cultural strains out- 

side what can be meaningfully classed as European culture, 

14. The modern Anglo-Dutch Liberal system derived from the guiding influ- 

ence of Paolo Sarpi, is a qualified exception to the general rule of most 

oligarchical systems of earlier European and related history. Sarpi reacted to 

the evidence that the Venetian financier oligarchy would make a grave strate- 

gic error, against its own interests, were it to attempt to turn history back 

to the Norman-Venetian oligarchical systems of the Thirteenth and early 

Fourteenth Century. Sarpi adopted the irrationalism of the medieval William 

of Ockham, as a replacement for the strict formalism of the Aristotelean 

system. This permitted the existence of some scientific and technological 

progress in economy, but on the condition that the methods of discovery of 

fundamental physical principles themselves be crippled, or even suppressed. 

15. As I have detailed this in earlier locations, the British Empire, which was 

established, in fact, as a de facto empire of the British East India Company, 

by the February 1763 Peace of Paris, is distinguished from the earlier type 

of Venetian-Norman imperialism by the rise of Paolo Sarpi’s “New Venetian 

party,” which adopted the medievalist irrationalism of William of Ockham 

as the basis for what became known as Anglo-Dutch Liberalism, as a system 

of imperialist rule by a slime-mold-like financier-oligarchy, whose goal was 

the establishment of a “unipolar,” axiomatically “monetarist” empire of so- 

called “free trade,” an empire modeled on the image of the ancient Tower 

of Babel. 
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we know, from the evidence of the existence of human cogni- 

tive powers absent in the lower species generally, and relative 

to the great apes more narrowly, that the creative powers 

exhibited within the bounds of European civilization, are the 

same which have always set the human species apart from 

lower forms of life, that in exactly the terms expressed in 

celebrated verses of Genesis 1:26-31. Against that back- 

ground, the study of the development of the physical science 

and Classical modes of artistic composition, presents us with 

a body of evidence which demonstrates that all principled 

forms of progress of European civilization, both in science 

and the role of Classical artistic composition, form a knowa- 

bly unified, coherent body of knowledge, a body of knowl- 

edge which is coherent with the fundamental distinction, the 

universal physical principle, of distinction of man from 

beasts. 

  

2. ‘Who Am I?’: Science & 

Theology 
  

In the immediately preceding section of this present re- 

port, I have already emphasized the importance of recogniz- 

ing the pernicious role of certain layers of aprioristic and 

kindred presumptions, as these are typified by the definitions, 

theorems, and postulates of a Euclidean or other reductionist 

geometry: a geometry by aid of which people usually evade 

their own Cartesian-like doubts about the reality of their exis- 

tence as conscious persons. The pivotal expression of such 

pathological impulses, is the notion often referred to as 

“sense-certainty.” 

In contrast to the generations born prior to World War II, 

that problem is a greatly aggravated one today, especially 

since the middle of the 1960s. Such has been the effect of 

the successive, post-war waves of degeneration in public and 

higher education, and also in loss of rationality in popular 

culture relative to the period under President Franklin Roose- 

velt’s leadership. For example: today, since the late 1940s 

and 1950s, there is virtually no honest education in the subject 

of history, relative to what was standard in even respectable 

public schools during the pre-war generation’s youth. Thus, 

commonly, science as taught under the influence of the 68ers 

today, is either an articulated gibberish of mere mathematical 

formulas, for most, or, it is a form of professional higher 

education saturated with the atrocities solicited from the fol- 

lowers of the most evil man of the Twentieth Century, the 

Bertrand Russell whose devotees included not only Aldous 

and Julian Huxley, but also Professor Norbert Wiener (the 

putative author of the “information theory” hoax) and the 

John von Neumann who complemented Wiener’s nonsense 

with the mechanistic notion of “artificial intelligence.” 

16. The “cybernetics” project featuring Professor Norbert Wiener of MIT, 

was steered by Margaret Mead et al., at the Josiah Macy, Jr. Foundation, as a 
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Largely as aby-product of such axiomatically irrationalist 

cults as “information theory,” popular culture today has been 

polluted, massively, by the effects on even younger genera- 

tions, of the “68er” style of mass-brainwashing of the “68ers” 

generation’s modern Luddites’ revival of the Delphi Gaia 

cult’s Dionysian, anti-science “environmentalism.” The de- 

struction of standards of rational behavior, by the influence 

of such cults as “information theory,” has fostered the spread 

of depraved, contemporary existentialist fads of the sort met 

among the academic devotees of Mrs. Lynne Cheney’s neo- 

Fabian, international “new right” ACTA cult. That cult and its 

like, are rampant in trans-Atlantic academia, complementing 

paganist forms of enraged religious cults in society at large. 

The mind of today’s typical young adult, even in relatively 

higher-paid professions, is assaulted by avalanches of more or 

less popular, impulsive, fragmentary beliefs. Dante Alighieri 

would see, thus, a world which waits in the anteroom of an 

onrushing new dark age. 

That is the prevalent situation in which the issues treated 

by Hopkins’ referenced work, might seek attention within 

ostensibly educated strata today. Despite that, the issues 

themselves, as Hopkins addresses them in the referenced 

work, exist, and also the deeper issues with which I supple- 

ment Hopkins’ referenced work here. Despite the added re- 

cent sources of difficulty within the body of the public today, 

even the nominally educated public, the issues are even more 

important, and urgent, than they ever were before. They are 

issues which must be treated with the same degree of rigor, 

perhaps even greater rigor, than would have been required 

two generations and more ago." 

The Menace of Apriorism 
The problem which Hopkins’ treatment of the Wenck- 

Cusa controversy leaves essentially untouched, is the cru- 

cially relevant, ontologically very deep, real-life implications 

of the notion of sense-certainty. This is a problem of scientific 

method which can not be treated adequately by merely shift- 

ing the approach to emphasize the implications of science for 

theology. We must cast Wenck and his sympathizers effi- 

ciently aside, if we are to meet those requirements implicit 

in a competent elaboration of adopted Christian doctrine’s 

bearing on organization of a notion of natural law required 

for society. 

The pathological character of the use of sense-certainty 

  
post-President Franklin Roosevelt project. It was led from the Massachusetts 

Institute of Technology’s R.L.E. program. John von Neumann’s “artificial 

intelligence” program, which was introduced by his posthumously published 

Yale lectures, was also steered prominently from MIT, an effort associated 

with Marvin Minsky and Noam Chomsky. 

17. Notably, Hopkins’ Nicholas of Cusa’s Debate with John Wenck, was 

written and published before the principal part of the potential audience for 

such publications was dying out, and being thus superseded by the rise of the 

“Baby Boomer” generation to a dominant influence in shaping ostensibly 

learned as much as popular culture. 
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in educational and related programs, coincides with the impli- 

cations of Wenck’s attack on Cusa in the following way. A 

certain amount of essential background on issues of scientific 

method must be brought into play. 

The universe is actually operating on the basis of what are 

strictly classed as universal physical principles, as Kepler's 

original discovery of a universal principle of gravitation illus- 

trates the point. The number of such principles is open-ended, 

that in a fashion which has been clarified for modern science 

by Bernhard Riemann’s work in establishing the principles 

of the dynamics of a physical hypergeometry. The work of 

Mendeleyev in, most notably, opening the domain of nuclear 

physics, the work of Louis Pasteur and his followers, through 

Vernadsky, in defining the principled distinction of the phe- 

nomena of living processes, and Vernadsky’s posing of the 

character of human cognition as a category beyond both non- 

living and living physical-chemical processes, presents us 

with an image of a pattern of an endless accumulation of 

discovery of universal physical principles. Science must pro- 

ceed always with respect for its own ignorance of such univer- 

sal principles yet to be discovered. Here, the genius of Cusa’s 

work on Learned Ignorance, shows up, thus, today. 

Since the relevant, fragmentary work of Carl F. Gauss 

on the subject of hypergeometries, and Riemann’s broader 

development of this field, competent modern physical science 
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today is located primarily in the successive work of, chiefly, 

Gottfried Leibniz, Gauss, and Riemann, in exposing the in- 

competent mechanistic-statistical methods of the empiricist 

Descartes: that, as a result of Leibniz’s re-introduction of 

the ancient Pythagorean/Platonic concept of dynamics. Since 

Leibniz’s attacks on the Cartesian method, on this account, 

all competent science is premised on the extended use of the 

Leibnizian principle of dynamics as shown by Gauss, but, 

chiefly developed by Riemann. Today, all competent defini- 

tions of economic systems are based on the principles of Rie- 

mannian dynamics, in opposition to today’s residue of inher- 

ently incompetent Cartesian mechanical-statistical systems, 

such as those of Mach, Boltzmann, and the usual present-day 

economic analyst and forecaster. 

This concept of modern dynamics was introduced to 

modern physical science as I have already indicated above, 

chiefly, by Cardinal Nicholas of Cusa, beginning, most nota- 

bly, with his De Docta Ignorantia. Cusa’s method was that 

explicitly adopted by Johannes Kepler for Kepler's uniquely 

original founding of modern astrophysics, work which 

served as the basis for the development of competent trends 

of discovery and practice in modern physical science. In 

economics, in particular, the generally employed, intrinsi- 

cally incompetent methods of forecasting and related analy- 

sis, are those of Cartesian mechanical-statistical forecasting, 

as illustrated by the calamity promoted by the work of 

Morton Scholes and his associates which led into the cele- 

brated 1998 monetary crisis. Thus, most contemporary offi- 

cial and other leading forecasts are products of intrinsically 

incompetent methods, which lead, sooner or later, toward 

intrinsically awful results. 

Thus, among its notable other defects, Wenck’s argument 

expresses the same intrinsically stagnant pool of incompe- 

tence inherent in reductionist method, the which is the same 

root-error, as, later, and still today, of Cartesian mechanistic- 

statistical methods generally. Thus, the result of adopting 

aprioristic notions of principle, is that blind faith in the reality 

of sense-perceptual experience as such, leads to the problems 

which underlie the motives of all that opinion which tends to 

fall into the same niche as Wenck’s attack on Cusa’s De 

Docta Ignorantia." There lies the importance of exposing 
the fraud of Wenck and his followers today. 

18. Hopkins’ book presents us with a Wenck who, in English translation, 

represents, intellectually, a crude and brutish figure, a figure of more political 

than theological significance, who would not be worthy of consideration by 

Hopkins, or by me, except to point attention to the notable poor wretches 

who, chiefly for political reasons, have referenced Wenck’s attack on Cusa 

as an authoritative source. In these respects, Hopkins’ book is adequate for 

its stated and implicit intentions. My purpose here is to focus on the need to 

recognize Cusa as not only the founder of modern European experimental 

science, but to clarify the importance of Cusa for insight into the special 

significance of the need to define the theological implications of the science 

of physical economy, as I address that matter explicitly at the appropriate 

point in this present report. 
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Where A Priori Methods Come In 
If we treat the human species as it were another animal 

species, one compared to the higher apes, we must be shocked, 

today, by the comparison of the relatively fixed potential rela- 

tive population-density of the population of apes dwelling in 

their species’ appropriate environments, to the increase of the 

potential relative population-density of the human population 

today. To sum up that point: What the human species accom- 

plishes by revolutionary improvements in the technology of 

culture, without any relevant degree of change in human ge- 

netics, defines humanity as a species whose characteristic 

mode of existence expresses anew kind of principle of “genet- 

ics” which is absent in all forms of merely animal life. 

If we look back at the record of human existence, espe- 

cially its self-development, over the tens of thousands of years 

of recent pre-history and history, looking at this from the 

vantage-point of the social effects of modern scientific prog- 

ress, and, if we examine this in terms of changes in potential 

relative population-density, we find the prototype of the qual- 

ity of change which distinguishes man from beast, in the ef- 

fects of practiced discoveries of universal physical principles. 

Once we have taken those discoveries into account, we are 

left with evidence of progress in potential relative population- 

density, such as the change, from a feudal society, to a com- 

monwealth form of national social-political system of the type 

proposed, successively by Dante Alighieri and Nicholas of 

Cusa, as in Dante’s De Monarchia and Cusa’s Concordantia 

Catholica and De Docta Ignorantia. This is the common- 

wealth form introduced, actually, by France’s Louis XI, and 

copied from Louis by England’s Henry VII and Sir Thomas 

More. We take into account, similarly, the effects of those 

revolutionary changes in artistic culture which European civi- 

lization came to regard as Classical, which have a similar 

quality of usefulness in promoting improvements of the abil- 

ity of the population to cooperate in promoting what might be 

termed clearly “physical” improvements in potential relative 

population-density. 

All of these factors associated with qualitative forms of 

increase of society’s potential relative population-density, 

have the kind of net effect otherwise typical of valid discover- 

ies of universal physical principle. Indeed, we have demon- 

strated, experimentally, that the principles of Florentine bel 

canto modes of choral composition and performance accord- 

ing to the J.S. Bach legacy, have, as Johannes Kepler's work 

shows, a crucial significance as being, effectively, universal 

physical principles in the domain of astrophysics. Mathemat- 

ics appears to be indispensable in physics, but without the 

principles of choral counterpoint defined by the work of J.S. 

Bach, and the generation of Leonardo da Vinci earlier, there 

is a lack of the passion needed to move discovered principles 

of what are somewhat misnamed as so-called “physical sci- 

ence,” into effective action. Every truly great Classical artist, 

and every truly sane scientist knows this from experience. 

I have an image of Albert Einstein, the physicist, perform- 
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Since the work of the Pythagoreans, in the field of Sphaerics, “all 
competent scientific work, in so-called ‘physical science’ and 

otherwise, is premised on the notion of universal physically 
efficient principles of the quality which those Greeks associated 

with the concept of dynamis.” 
This detail from Raphael’s “School of Athens” (1509) shows 

Pythagoras surrounded by his students, including Archytas, seated 

behind him, taking notes. The tablet held by the youth shows 
Pythagoras’ musical harmonies. 

ing with his violin, in services conducted at the great Jewish 

place of worship in Berlin, during the time before Hitler's dic- 

tatorship. 

The point which I am developing at this juncture in the 

report, is, crucially, the following. 

Since the work of the Pythagoreans, in the field which 

they and Plato’s circles identified as Sphaerics, all competent 

scientific work, in so-called “physical science” and otherwise, 

is premised on the notion of universal physically efficient 

principles of the quality which those Greeks associated with 

the concept of dynamis, the concept which Leibniz and Rie- 

mann, most emphatically, associated with the modern term 

dynamics. This was, in turn, a notion which the relevant 

Greeks traced to Egyptian astrophysics, an astrophysics es- 

tablished there long before the erection of the great pyramids, 

an astrophysics with characteristics traced to the functions of 

astrogation used by a maritime culture within the period of 

the last great glaciation of the Earth’s northern hemisphere. 
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The simplest demonstration of the distinction of the physi- 

cal geometry practiced commonly by the Pythagoreans, such 

as Archytas and the circles of Socrates and Plato, is that the 

relations among point, line, and solid are in no way “self- 

evident.” As Archytas’ solution for the construction of the 

doubling of the cube illustrates the concept of dynamis associ- 

ated with Sphaerics, the relations of action within physical 

space-time are defined by an apparently “external” force of 

action on that space: the modern notion of physical space- 

time, as developed from the work of Cusa follower Kepler, 

and through the later view developed by Albert Einstein. To 

draw a line in the sand, and to generate a line of physical 

displacement in physical space-time, are not equivalent men- 

tal actions. Contrary to the modern Sophist Descartes: Space 

by itself, and time by itself, have no independent real existence 

in the actions of the real universe. 

The Sophist’s Euclidean system, which was a hoax cre- 

ated in defiance of all earlier Egyptian and Greek physical 

science, effectively destroyed real science wherever it was 

permitted to reach. It destroyed science by eliminating respect 

for the existence of efficient physical action for change in 

state, as the subject of human knowledgeable practice. Thus, 

reductionist methods such as those of Euclid, effected a 

change which degraded Classical Greece’s culture, from the 

levels ithad achieved in Magna Graecia and its Athens earlier, 

backwards toward the ideal represented by the Delphi Gaia- 

Apollo cult’s Lycurgan Sparta. The effect was to throw Greek 

civilization backwards, toward the evil state of mind pre- 

scribed by the Olympian Zeus of Aeschylus’ Prometheus 

Bound, to a state of society (at least of most among its popula- 

tions) in which the great majority of men and women were 

treated as either herded or hunted cattle, denied, through an 

evil policy of “zero technological growth,” like that of our 

contemporary “environmentalists,” the right to change their 

customary practice from that which reigning tyrants had as- 

signed to the general population’s forebears. Even, as by the 

lunatic “environmentalists” of today, to throw the level of 

cultural practice and human relations back toward a relatively 

more brutish state of customary affairs, as this kind of general 

moral depravity has been imposed, once more, under the sway 

of the “68ers,” over the recent nearly three decades of today. 

The hope of the future of mankind now lies in the willful 

hands of those who will free mankind from this accursed, 

lunatic “neo-malthusianism” spread among, and by the “Lud- 

dites” of so much of the so-called “Baby Boomer” genera- 

tion today. 

Dynamics: From Archytas to Einstein 
Modern science was founded as it had to have been 

founded, in the founding of modern astrophysics by Johannes 

Kepler. The two most crucial discoveries by Kepler, first, of 

universal gravitation, and, second, the harmonic composition 

of the internal ordering of the Solar System, are the foundation 
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on which all general practice of a competent form of modern 

science continues to depend. 

This set of discoveries by Kepler, gave us the basis for the 

modern revival, by Leibniz, of that concept of dynamis which 

had been largely buried under the heaps of ashes from the 

time of Plato’ s death, and, more emphatically, since the deaths 

of Eratosthenes and his collaborator Archimedes, until the 

outstanding role of Cusa’s relaunching experimental physical 

science. Leibniz’s introduction of that principle of dynamics, 

on which all competent modern science now depends, was an 

outgrowth of Leibniz’s actual development of what Kepler 

had prescribed as the needed development of a calculus of the 

infinitesimal, a need identified with the role of the infinitesi- 

mal in the function of universal gravitation. 

Thus, on foundations provided, respectively, chiefly, by 

Cusa, Leonardo da Vinci, Kepler, and Pierre de Fermat’s 

discovery of a principle of least action, Leibniz developed 

the foundations of an extensive form of universal modern 

physical science. From this vantage-point, Leibniz, in fact, 

demolished the pretensions of the Sophist Descartes, and, 

with the amplification of the calculus by the catenary-cued, 

universal physical principle of least action, established the 

principle of dynamics on which all competent scientific 

method has depended, from that time, to the present date. 

Nonetheless, despite that accomplishment by Leibniz and 

such notable followers as Gauss and Riemann, the old pro- 

oligarchical enemies of human freedom from forms of brutal- 

ized chattel indenture, have persisted, even within the prov- 

inces of physical science itself. The epitome of that obscene 

regression within the ranks of modern science and its society, 

has been the work and passion of the evil Bertrand Russell, 

and such among his lackeys in the field of science as Norbert 

Wiener and John von Neumann. Nonetheless, despite the 

modern Sophists, the indelible accomplishments of modern 

science, in fundamentals, lives on; the discovery of universal 

gravitation, by Kepler, is still the most efficient paradigm for 

making the principal current problems of science apparent. It 

is from this standpoint that the brutish intellectual wickedness 

of Wenck becomes clearer. 

Kepler’s discovery of the universal physical principle of 

gravitation, provides us today with the needed pedagogical 

typification of the meaning of not only the term “universal 

physical principle,” but the refutation of the absurdity of 

all of those mathematical-physics and related assumptions, 

such as those of popular economics dogma of today, which 

are premised upon what is fairly represented as a Euclidean 

outlook. Here lies the essential continuation of the crime 

against man, science, and The Creator, by Wenck et al. 

Albert Einstein enjoys full credit for making clear to me, 

as to others, the fact that Kepler's discovery of the principle 

of universal gravitation, defines the universe of physical sci- 

ence as essentially Riemannian. That is, as I have stated 

above, the proof that gravitation is expressed uniquely in the 
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“The epitome of that obscene regression within the ranks of modern science and its society, has been the work and passion of the evil 
Bertrand Russell [left], and such among his lackeys in the field of science as Norbert Wiener [center] and John von Neumann [right].” 

local form of a mathematical infinitesimal, as by Kepler, de- 

fines gravitation as not only a universal principle, but a princi- 

ple whose efficiency encompasses the universe. This was not 

explicitly claimed in those terms by Kepler; but the point was 

recognized by those, such as Einstein, who were qualified to 

look back toward the work of Kepler from a relevant historical 

distance. Implicitly, Kepler already understood this, or an 

equivalent conclusion. 

This concept, as expressed by Einstein, had been already 

the position taken by Leibniz’s refutation of Descartes, and 

the refutation, as by Carl F. Gauss’s 1799 doctoral disserta- 

tion, of those, such as Euler and Lagrange, who foolishly 

attempted to deny the infinitesimal implications of the Leibniz 

discovery of the so-called modern calculus. The implication 

of Leibniz’s relatively perfected version of the calculus, his 

catenary-cued universal physical principle of least action, was 

what was developed later as the Riemannian form of physical 

hypergeometry, as Einstein was to recognize the relevant con- 

nections in his time. 

What Riemann accomplished, thus, was the establishment 

of the notion of a generalized dynamics. Here lies the hard 

core of proof of the specific charge to be made against Wenck 

and all the fools who have followed him. 

In the real universe, the increase of the productive powers 

of labor, as measured per capita and per square kilometer, 

is made possible through man’s discovery and use of notions 

which qualify, efficiently, as either universal physical prin- 

ciples, or their derivatives. All such principles, like uni- 

versal gravitation, bound the universe of our experience. It 

is the exploration of the practical implications of a concert 

of universal physical and comparable principles, which en- 

ables mankind to increase the expressed power in the uni- 
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verse which the individual’s or society’s actions gain 

through application of those principles and of their com- 

bined action. 

All such principles are invisible to the senses, but their 

effects, like the effects of gravitation, clearly, are not. These 

principles are the objects of cognitive insight, a quality of 

insight unique to the powers of the human individual human 

mind (and that of the Creator). 

Hence, the principle of Learned Ignorance, of Cusa’s De 

Docta Ignorantia. 

As we should know from the progress in scientific discov- 

eries since the Fifteenth Century, as for example, Kepler's 

discovery of the principle of gravitation, not only were these 

revolutionary discoveries, respecting man’s potential power 

in the universe, known, but the existence of knowably effi- 

cient, but the existence of unknown physical principles was 

known! In such cases, as Cusa’s work on science makes this 

point clear, it is our paradoxical knowledge that something 

exists as an efficient principle, but is a “something” which we 

do not yet know, which is the essence of passion, like the 

passion of great Bachian counterpoint, as expressed by Bach’s 

great follower, Ludwig van Beethoven, which drives science 

and human creativity in general. 

So, modern civilization explores intra-Solar System 

space, not because we know what is there, but because we 

dare not ignore what might exist, and what we must discover, 

out there beyond our presently available certainties. It was on 

precisely this account, that Nicholas of Cusa is the founder 

of all valid currents of modern European physical science. 

Anyone who opposes his approach on this account, is clearly 

an adversary of science, and, therefore, also, of the Creator’s 

intention for mankind. 
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Dynamics in Economy 
It is just for the same reasons underlying my argument in 

this report thus far, that virtually all economists known to my 

studies, in the world today, are relatively incompetent in their 

efforts to treat the most urgent classes of the problems with 

which the world as a whole is presently confronted. Virtually 

all such economists rely upon a Cartesian, or Cartesian-like 

statistical method of treating economic space as mechani- 

cally—e.g., kinematically—ordered. Neither the universe, 

nor any real economy operates according to rules consistent 

with such a Cartesian method. 

This does not signify that none of those economists are 

good people. Many of them are intelligent and useful, in addi- 

tion, in some cases, to being good in their intentions. It signi- 

fies merely the limited competence of any economist, or kin- 

dred professional, who believes in the rightful existence of a 

monetary-financial system as the foundation of organization 

of any system of national economy, or relations among sover- 

eign nations in the world at large. The only competent system 

is a system of physical economy, whose financial relations 

are organized approximately as the Bretton Woods system 

was intended to become, as a relatively fixed-exchange-rate, 

international credit-system, of a quality fit to have pleased our 

own Henry C. Carey, and Benjamin Franklin and Alexander 

Hamilton as well. 

Any existing state of organization of an economy, as if 

according to prevalent forms of existing guides to action, is 

inherently doomed by the mere fact that it is operating, more 

or less, on reliance on an existing, false set of implicitly as- 

sumed universal principles. The worst of all important eco- 

nomic doctrines, are those premised, like the currently global 

“free trade” system, on a primary role of usury within any 

Anglo-Dutch Liberal style in monetary system. 

In fact, unless the presently reigning rules of international 

trade, technology, and monetary affairs are repealed, that 

more or less immediately, civilization on this planet is, pres- 

ently, about to disappear for a long time to come. What the 

date of expiration might be is not certain; it never is, which is 

one of the collateral reasons that my rivals among customary 

forecasters are always wrong in respect to the functional 

course charted by the presently reigning policy-shaping ma- 

trices. Nonetheless, we are presently at the verge of a general 

collapse of civilization throughout the planet as a whole, un- 

less the presently reigning policies of the planet, especially 

the deadly monetarist and “pro-malthusian” ones, are more 

or less instantly scrapped, and replaced by more suitable, 

honest ones. 

The real function of physical-economic processes, is not 

locatable within the scope of statistical kinematics. Compe- 

tent economic science, and competent national economic pol- 

icies are premised upon dynamics, not statistical kinematics. 

The real function of economies is located in the relevant Rie- 

mannian form of the set of dynamics within which the eco- 

nomic process is currently operating. 
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Any set of universal physical principles, as Kepler's dis- 

covery of universal gravitation illustrates the notion of such 

a principle, is to be regarded as a boundary condition within 

which the relevant economy is currently operating: the con- 

fines, like the walls of an aquarium, within which the economy 

is operating. 

In any relatively fixed such state of an economy, three 

general conditions are operating. The rate of change of a capi- 

tal-intensive form of potential relative population-density, the 

approach to a boundary-condition defined by a limited range 

of universal physical principles in use, and the limits imposed 

by lack of development of the general economic infrastructure 

in which the economy is operating. These conditions define a 

relative limit, within which any relatively fixed state of that 

system is operating. Briefly: As the physical-economic pro- 

cess approaches the proximity of those limits, a barrier ap- 

pears. Unless a relevant, qualitative form of technological 

change is introduced, the rate of growth of the economy, as 

measured in physical terms, per capita and per square kilome- 

ter, will enter a phase of accelerating slowing of the rate of 

growth of the economy, and, thereafter, will approach a condi- 

tion at which the growth becomes negative. As this phase of 

the process is entered, the rates of change to this effect tend 

to become hyperbolic, as we are witnessing the complex pro- 

cess of decline and impending breakdown of the U.S. econ- 

omy throughout the 2001-2007 period of the George W. Bush, 

Jr. Administration (Figure 1). 

This threatened breakdown could occur if the economy 

were simply operating under preexisting trends in policy- 

shaping, as in the decline of the U.S. economy under President 

Clinton. It would be qualitatively worse, if the rate of break- 

down of the economy were accelerated radically by the 
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changes in policy, relative to those of the Clinton Administra- 

tion, which were introduced, again and again, in a reckless 

and lunatic fashion, under President George W. Bush, Jr., 

especially a change like the monstrously, ruinously wasteful 

economic effects of the Bush Administration’s war and na- 

tional security policies. 

In fact, the situation is much, much worse than that. Con- 

trary to the myth of British-trained economist Karl Marx, 

neither “decennial market crises,” nor anything like them, 

were ever scientifically inevitable. Admittedly, crises of ap- 

proximately that description did occur, as a taxidermist’s 

stuffed animal may look like a living one, but the cause for 

their occurrence was never inherent features of the modern 

system of technologically progressive agro-industrial econ- 

omy. All such crises had specifically political, not economic, 

underlying causes; all such crises in modern economies were 

the consequence of political “child abuse” of national econo- 

mies by rapacious political-financier interests. 

Of course, modern economic depressions occurred, like 

that presently onrushing in the U.S.A. and beyond at the pres- 

ent moment; but, the cause itself was never economic. Rather 

the cause was always, in net effect, political offenses against 

the welfare of the economy. The nature of and remedies for 

such crises and related calamities, must be understood from 

the standpoint of the science of physical economy; but, the 

best designed economy, like the best breed of child, will not 

necessarily withstand the consequences of predatory abuse. 

Geopolitics & Economic Crises 
The death of President Franklin Roosevelt had been a 

relative disaster for what had been, otherwise, the prospects 

of the U.S. economy and for the state of the world in general. 

Nonetheless, as long as the policies of the U.S. and the interna- 

tional monetary system continued to echo the “protectionist” 

pattern in international and national affairs continued from 

the Franklin D. Roosevelt reforms, there was still a trend for 

net physical growth, per capita, of the nation’s and the world’s 

economy. Despite all foolishness under President Truman, 

and later, this relatively happier state of the U.S. economy 

continued through the assassination of President John F. 

Kennedy. 

However, the assassination of President Kennedy was the 

beginning of an existential crisis for the U.S.A. and the secu- 

rity and economic well-being of the world at large. This down- 

ward trend had already set in from virtually the day of Presi- 

dent Kennedy ’s inauguration; his assassination unleashed the 

nightmare which his Presidency had tended to resist, or even 

contain. Several developments in the policy-shaping of his 

Administration, including his progressive physical-economic 

policies, his resistance to the intended extension of the war in 

Indo-China, and his launching of the commitment to placing 

a man on the Moon, provided the motives among certain 

Anglo-American circles for wishing President Kennedy and 

the prospective future candidacy of his brother, Robert, out 
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of the way. The Kennedy commitments to a replica of the 

achievements of the Franklin Roosevelt Administration, were 

directly opposite to the way in which the relevant Anglo- 

American financier interests wished matters to proceed—the 

same Anglo-American-centered financier interests which had 

brought Mussolini, Adolf Hitler, Franco, and relevant others 

to power during the period from the Versailles Treaty through 

Hitler’s launching of war. 

World Wars I and II, were not inevitable; the preparation 

and launching of those geopolitical wars, which had been 

initiated on behalf of the perceived global self-interests of the 

Anglo-Dutch Liberal faction, had been voluntary interven- 

tions against the way the world’s affairs were tending to move, 

since the interval following President Abraham Lincoln’s 

U.S. victory over British Lord Palmerston’s Confederacy 

assets. 

Lincoln’s victory had realized the intention of former Sec- 

retary of State, and President John Quincy Adam’s commit- 

ment to the consolidation of a sovereign republic lying be- 

tween two oceans, and its Canadian and Mexico borders. With 

the developments set firmly in place under the Lincoln Presi- 

dency, the U.S.A. had become an independent power which 

could not be conquered by any invader, excepting externally 

induced corruption of its policy and morals. 

Against this fact of U.S. sovereignty as a continental 

power, the developments since the time of the U.S. Philadel- 

phia Centennial of 1876, through the British preparations for 

a geopolitical war against continental Eurasia, U.S.-inspired 

influences on that continent, were considered a threat to the 

imperial interests of the Anglo-Dutch Liberal maritime 

power. This was the view of that power and its accomplices 

inside and outside the financial centers of the U.S.A. itself. 

During the course of the 1870s, as typified by the cases of 

American reforms adopted in Japan, in Bismarck’s Germany, 

in Mendeleyev’s and Alexander III's Russia, and elsewhere, 

imitation of the U.S. economy threatened to build up the eco- 

nomic power of Eurasia to the point that the imperial domina- 

tion of the world by Anglo-Dutch Liberalism’s maritime 

power was threatened. 

The two World Wars of the Twentieth Century were the 

typical products of the Anglo-Dutch Liberal reaction to geo- 

political conflict between the rising, combined independent 

powers of the U.S.A. and its friends of continental Eurasia, 

and what Britain’s Lord Shelburne had intended to establish 

as a permanent Anglo-Dutch Liberal world empire to surpass 

the durability of the Roman Empire. 

It was not economic rivalry as such, which prompted An- 

glo-Dutch Liberal interests’ presently continuing imperial- 

geopolitical commitment to a “one world,” unipolar empire 

(and the presently onrushing, Anglo-Dutch Liberalism- 

steered, and post-1989, Thatcher-Mitterrand-launched de- 

struction of the U.S.A.’s and continental Europe’s econo- 

mies). It was a conflict between two irreconcilably opposing 

social systems, the Anglo-Dutch Liberal imperial system 
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aimed at permanent world government (e.g., “globalization”), 

versus the concept of a system of respectively perfectly sover- 

eign nation-state republics, as that latter system is typified 

by the American System as described by the U.S. Treasury 

Secretary Alexander Hamilton who was shot by a British spy, 

Lord Shelburne’s and Jeremy Bentham’s Aaron Burr. 

There is no inevitability of recent or future cyclical de- 

pressions on this planet, but only the opposition, as typified 

by the expressed outlook of H.G. Wells and Bertrand Russell, 

to that science-driven economic development which would 

carry the planet through the impending boundary-layers de- 

fined in terms of successive scientific-technological revolu- 

tions in world economy. For as long as we persist in the eco- 

nomic policies implicit in our struggle for independence, our 

Constitution and its provision for a national-credit system, 

rather than a monetary system, there was never any inherently 

systemic inevitability of an internally-generated economic 

crisis within our sovereign republic. 

The challenge presented to us by the present world crises, 

and by the wicked role of a monstrously corrupted U.S. Bush- 

Cheney Administration, is not any inevitable economic crisis; 

the challenge comes not any other potent external foe, but the 

domestic and foreign accomplices of that Administration and 

its current domestic and foreign policies. Were the U.S. to 

replace the present Bush-Cheney Administration with a com- 

petent new administration—and the means to bring this 

change about in a constitutional way presently exist—the 

means of cooperation with leading powers of the world, and 

others, already exist, at hand, to bring the present economic 

and other ominous threats to civilization under control, and 

that rapidly. 

Therefore, once we understand who, and what our repub- 

lic’s ultimate adversary is, and we act accordingly, we are 

presently situated to get on with the real business of world 

and national economy to which we should be attending. At 

that point, the subject of economic policy becomes the subject 

of a knowledgeable approach to dealing with the challenge 

of transforming an already largely ruined economy into a 

healthy, and permanently prosperous one. 

The Principle of Prosperity 
The proper intention of economic policy, is not to make 

people rich, but to make them happy, that in the sense that 

the authors of the U.S. Declaration of Independence chose 

Gottfried Leibniz’s devastating rebuke to the wicked John 

Locke, “the pursuit of happiness,” as the avowed essential 

intention of what we intended to be the reigning policy of our 

newly created republic. 

Since we all die, sooner or later, for sane people, happiness 

could not lie in reaching the state of death, but in our assurance 

of a happy outcome of our having lived a life which contrib- 

uted to the virtuous aspirations of earlier generations, and the 

benefit of future ones. 

To accomplish this, we must develop our physical econ- 
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omy in a fashion consistent with that definition of happiness. 

For a clearer understanding of that intention, we should em- 

ploy the term, “happiness,” as a corollary for the term agape 

as employed by Plato and the Apostle Paul’s I Corinthians 

13. This does not mean that we should merely amuse other 

people, or ourselves; we should rather amuse our Creator, in 

whose custody our immortality reposes. I am certain that that 

Creator has a very well developed sense of humor, otherwise 

how could the prevalent foolishness of living populations 

be tolerated? Provided that we do our part in moving the 

development of the universe, and of mankind, forward, He 

will be amused by our little foolishnesses, as all good parents 

show loving tolerance for their often foolish children. Happi- 

ness lies, for us, in what we do to secure the future of mankind, 

and what we do to accomplish this by such enterprises as 

improvements in the liveable state of our planet today, and of 

our Solar System for times beyond. 

So,aloving, wise grandfather tells his grandson: “T helped 

to build that!” 

The characteristic economic challenge to mankind, is the 

urgency of increasing what may be described as the potential 

relative population-density, per capita and per square kilome- 

ter. To accomplish that, we must take into account the fact, 

that each discovery of universal physical principle is both a 

source of increase of the power of the human species, but also 

a boundary condition which threatens to become a crisis as 

our activities converge on that boundary as a limit. 

Today, the most obvious such principled boundary is rep- 

resented by the urgency of an accelerated development of the 

use of nuclear-fission, and the similar urgency of mastery of 

the technologies associated with thermonuclear fusion. We 

are now approaching a point at which mankind is about to 

become “out of resources”; we are approaching a point at 

which the relative physical costs for providing those resources 

will accelerate, unless we introduce the more advanced tech- 

nologies needed to cheapen those relative costs in physical 

terms. In this respect, with regard to such cases as the dwin- 

dling of resources of potable water for human consumption, 

if we do not unleash the use of high-temperature modes of 

nuclear-fission-power applications, the condition of much of 

humanity could become desperate not long ahead. 

With that in view, it should be evident that the essential 

expression of production is the quality of technological prog- 

ress in modes of physical production which represent a net 

increase in effective, usable output, per capita and per square 

kilometer, on which secular progress in science-driven tech- 

nology advances. It is science as the production of the means 

of producing the needed superior quality of means of produc- 

tion, as also product, which must be recognized as the underly- 

ing principle governing all competent views on the practice 

of economy. 

This is not a required imposition on mankind. The devel- 

opment of the intellectual powers of the human individual, is 

both the moral obligation of each individual, and the funda- 
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mental principle of competent notions of economy. 

This task can be accomplished only through the promo- 

tion of the development, to qualitatively higher states, of the 

individual in society. This means, of course, precisely what 

Nicholas of Cusa emphasized as the principle of Learned 

Ignorance. 

What Is the Human Soul? 
Academician V.I. Vernadsky, who, in 1935-1936, gave 

the world a rigorously scientific insight into the nature of life, 

also provided us with the basis for one of the greatest of all 

discoveries: How we might define the human soul ontologi- 

callyinrespect to Vernadsky’s discovery of the relative mean- 

ing of life, life as absolutely distinct from non-living pro- 

cesses.!” At a later point, Vernadsky made a similar argument 

for the distinction of the human intellect from that relatively 

lower form of existence, called “life.” I referenced this matter 

in my 2005 Vernadsky and Dirichlet’s Principle.” I summa- 
rize the aspects of that argument which are relevant for the 

matter of theology at hand in this presently immediate 

context. 

On the subject of life, Vernadsky stated that although the 

chemical components participating in living processes, were 

apparently the same found in the Periodic Table otherwise, 

the organization of the living processes using this material 

was dynamically qualitatively different than that of non-liv- 

ing processes. Vernadsky also came to recognize that this 

distinction of living processes from chemical processes using 

the same chemical constituents, is a matter of Riemannian 

dynamics.” 
As I stressed in the same 2005 report, human creative 

reason is a specific quality of dynamical principle, which 

stands above the living processes of the human body which it 

hosts. So, as life comes only from life, and is never an out- 

growth of non-living material as such; so, human creative 

reason comes only from the superior principle of human rea- 

son, and not otherwise from within the confines of living 

organizations as such. We should say, that the living body of 

the human individual is of a biological type appropriate for 

19. Vernadsky’s Russian contemporary, A.I. Oparin, wrote a widely appreci- 

ated text, published in English as What Is Life?, but when we compare 

Oparin’s argument with the essential statement of Vernadsky on this subject 

dated from the middle of the 1930s, Oparin’s argument was clearly in error 

ontologically. 

20. Op. cit. 

21. Near the close of the 1980s, Professor Robert Moon of the Fusion Energy 

Foundation, reacted to my argument on the significance of Kepler's World 

Harmony for contemporary physics matters, by returning to the continuation 

of his own much earlier work in challenging the radically reductionist “magic 

numbers” doctrine respecting isotopes. This prompted consideration of the 

deeper implications of the same ordering according to truncated Archimedian 

solids which arises in Kepler's World Harmony. This poses issues of such 

physical harmonics, as this bears on living chemistry, as matters of relevance 

for today’s emerging “isotope economy.” 
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The Russian scientist V.1. Vernadsky, in 1935-1936, “gave the 

world a rigorously scientific insight into the nature of life, [and] 
also provided us with the basis for one of the greatest of all 

discoveries: How we might define the human soul ontologically in 
respect to his discovery of the relative meaning of life, life as 
absolutely distinct from non-living processes.” 

the support of the dynamic function of human creative reason. 

For example, just as a universal physical principle such 

as gravitation, is, for both Kepler and Leibniz, both extensive 

as a form of existence as the universe, and, therefore, seem- 

ingly infinitesimal in its localized expression, those cognitive 

functions of the human mind which are properly associated 

with the functions of universal physical principles, express a 

universal physical principle higher than that of living pro- 

cesses, as a universal physical principle acting efficiently 

upon appropriate expressions of living processes. In brief, the 

intervention of this universal principle of cognition on the 

relevant biological processes, uses those processes as a me- 

dium for its efficient expression.? 

22. There is clearly something about the physiological basis for the cognitive 

processes of the human individual mind, which is “resonant” for the function 

of the quality of human cognition expressed as the discovery of a valid 

universal physical or ontologically comparable principle of efficient knowl- 

edge. However, what is produced by this faculty, is not produced by the 

physiological basis, except as seeds of a higher quality of existence find 

the relevant physiological “ground” suitable for the planting of germs of 

cognition. For example, in typical contemporary classroom education, the 

pupil is induced to respond to the request for an identification of a physical 
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Thus, through the synthetic action of universal creative 

powers of human reason, the relevant aspects of biological 

processes are used by the dynamic of creative reason, as the 

dynamic principle of life uses the otherwise inorganic mate- 

rial of living processes. 

Thus, the non-living domain, life, and human creative 

reason, express respectively distinct, but interacting dynamic 

principles of the universe as a whole. 

As Cusa’s criticism of the error of Archimedes on the 

subject of the isoperimetric principle expressed by the circle, 

echoes the relevant conception, the cognitive powers of the 

specifically human individual mind are not a secretion of the 

living body, but a principle which subsumes the living body 

dynamically. 

This dynamical principle of human reason, reflects the 

idea of the image of the Creator. There can be no doubt of this 

specific comparison, since only the creative human intellect, 

whose characteristics do not exist in lower forms of life, is 

capable of participation in the quality of ideas we associate 

with the person of the Creator. On this account, the fact that 

creative intellects among human individuals are creative from 

the vantage-point of the standards of dynamics, we need have 

no doubt of the existence of the Creator as an intentional 

being. 

It is a correlated matter of significance, that the act of true 

creativity, in physical science, or Classical modes of artistic 

composition, or both, is associated with the highest form of 

pleasure, pleasure expressing a quality we experience as se- 

renity, as an impassioned sense of delightful contentment. The 

greatest Classical musical compositions, for example, which 

adhere to the choral principles of Florentine bel canto and 

the counterpoint of J.S. Bach and such adherents as Joseph 

Haydn, Wolfgang Mozart, and Ludwig van Beethoven, have 

the marvelous power of touching something resonant within 

the person. It is the same quality of Classical passion, when 

experienced in connection with a scientific discovery, which 

is crucial for science, too. 

Cusa’s treatment of the circle, in correcting the error of 

Archimedes, is, therefore, of crucial clinical significance, in 

our search for insight, for our reaching out in our zeal to touch 

the substance of the human soul within ourselves, or in others. 

We, with similar faculty, may smell the evil, or, otherwise, 

the spiritual void, in one, like the faker working as a huckster 

in the pulpit, who has, in effect, lost his or her soul, or simply 

seems never to have had one. I have found that I could often, 

if not always, “smell”—in the spiritual sense—a faker in my 

vicinity, and may react, and that appropriately, to that sen- 

sation. 

Creativity, both Classical artistic creativity and its neces- 

  
principle, by identifying a mathematical formula! For the student, the princi- 

ple itself does not exist! Such is one of the typical effects of reductionist 

modes in education. 
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sary twin, scientific creativity, are not as much a means to an 

end, as an end, a true good, in and of themselves. Be patient; 

it will do good, when the occasion arises. Creativity, so de- 

fined, is the true font of genius, of the great Classical artistic 

and scientific creations by and for humanity. It is through that 

good expressed by the act of discovery of a universal physical 

principle, such as the act of reliving Kepler’s discovery of 

universal gravitation, that the student experiences the onto- 

logical quality of individual human existence, the famous 

“spiritual” quality, which the human personality shares with 

the Creator. Such is the ontological quality of spirituality 

of appropriately impassioned performance, in Florentine bel 

canto, of a contrapuntal choral work such as Bach’s Jesu, 

meine Freude. Such is the creativity of Wolfgang Mozart and 

Ludwig van Beethoven. 

That sense of the human soul is what is entirely absent in 

the reading of the translation of Wenck provided by Hopkins. 

Itis my excellent judgment on this matter, that that shortcom- 

ing was not introduced by Hopkins’ scholarly craftsmanship. 

Similarly, there was never any true creativity expressed in 

Norbert Wiener’s work on the subject of “information 

theory,” nor the argument for “artificial intelligence” by John 

von Neumann. Those among us who have souls, and know 

them, are saddened by the “information theorists,” in whom, 

as in the creatures or the author of H.G. Wells’ The Island of 

Doctor Moreau, in which activity of the spoor of a nearby 

human soul is not to be found. 

Wenck’s Failed Theology 
From that vantage-point, we should recognize that 

Wenck’s problem is not so much his expressed difference 

with Cusa, as much as with his own, unresolved doubts re- 

specting the very idea of God. He wishes to believe that he 

can portray himself as believing in the Creator, even perhaps 

passionately, despite what his own document exposes as his 

implicit lack of a rigorous proof of, or passion for that which 

he desires to believe. Of all of the works of Cusa which were 

available to be attacked, it is clinically crucial that Wenck 

should have chosen Cusa’s founding of modern experimental 

physical science as his target; that choice is singularly, cru- 

cially revealing of the existence and nature of Wenck’s rather 

typical own, deeply underlying theological doubts. His po- 

lemic against Cusa does not express a mind which knows 

the Creator. 

For example: The notion of the existence of a Creator, is 

potentially troublesome to almost any would-be believer, or 

atheist, alike. There is no shame in that itself; there is no 

shame in the existence of honest ignorance. The risk is that 

an unrecognized ignorance may tempt the misguided human 

mind, as if out of desperation, to some more or less nominalist, 

Sophist-like presumption, a presumption which seems to ex- 

plain away painful doubts, but, actually, pollutes uncertainty 

with madness. This often goes to the point of a personal expe- 
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rience of an existential crisis as by professed existentialists as 

such, respecting one’s belief in the reality of one’s sense of 

even the existence of one’s self. Unresolved, this may lead to 

the conception of dangerously false beliefs respecting the 

notions of human individual mortality and immortality.? 
For example: The very idea of death poses the question 

of immortality: a question which afflicts every child as soon 

as the death of a member of the family, or similar event, 

is experienced. 

For example: “Does Cartesian ‘I-ness’ correspond to an 

actual, immortal existence?” The existential predicament of 

Husserl offshoot and Nazi Party philosopher Martin Heideg- 

ger, and his neo-Kantian friends without Nazi Party-cards, 

Horkheimer, Adorno, and the neo-Kantian Arendt, is relevant 

here: “If so, in what way would this immortality be efficiently 

expressed after I am dead?” “If I am a soul without a body, 

even ‘thrown,’ by reliance on reductionist methods such as 

those of the Cartesians, into a society of which I am not a 

functionally integral part, how can an immaterial being, imag- 

ining himself living in such a world, act efficiently upon the 

material universe? Why should a Heidegger, or Descartes, or 

John Locke, even try?!” 

Therefore, for example, for reason of such considerations, 

what the frequently troubled would-be believer thought his 

Creator to be, has been a reflection of what his religious belief 

prompts him to believe about the way in which the universe 

is organized. This is the case, whether he, or she considers the 

human individual as either a functional part of that universe, 

or the universe as merely a vehicle within which he happens 

to be a passenger at that moment, but to whose actual nature 

he is otherwise alien. 

In modern society, a relevant problem of conception is 

implied. “Do the presently accepted doctrines of official sci- 

ence permit the included, efficient form of existence of an 

immortal human soul?” 

Notably, Wenck’s reaction, on this account, to De Docta 

Ignorantia, is not a unique event during that general period 

of history. Wenck’s attempts, which were visibly rooted in 

political motives of the time, were followed by the attack on 

Cusa’s De Docta Ignorantia by no less than the Venetian 

spy, Zorzi (aka Giorgi), who served in the singularly unpalat- 

23. The argument applicable to the case of Wenck, is one also made by Philo 

of Alexandria, today esteemed as a rabbi and friend of the Apostle Peter, 

who has been often referenced as an authority by notable Catholic theolo- 

gians. Philo condemns that doctrine of Aristotle which favors those admirers 

of Bernard Mandeville, Frangois Quesnay, Adam Smith, Jeremy Bentham, 

and Satan, who insisted that God’s act of Creation, by creating a perfected 

universe, prevented God Himself from changing it: implicitly leaving the 

power of change to Satan, or that Whore of Babylon better recognized as the 

Roman Empire of Capri residents Augustus Caesar and the Tiberius who 

assigned Pontius Pilate to Judea. The real universe is not Aristotelean, but, 

rather, conceptually, a Platonic system of continuing (i.e., anti-entropic) 

creation. 
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able role of marriage counselor to that ogre known as Eng- 

land’s King Henry VIIL.* 
For example: During the lifetimes of Cusa and Wenck, 

the chief enemy against which actual Christianity was obliged 

to wrestle, was, most immediately, the past and resurgent 

influence of a Venetian financier oligarchy, an oligarchy 

which had previously ruled Europe during the period from the 

time of the Albigensian Crusade, and of the Crusade known as 

the Norman Conquest, and beyond. 

Itis notable on this account, that the society of the Norman 

Crusaders, which was dominated by the role of the Venetian 

financier-oligarchy, was, systemically, a society cast in the 

“Spartan” model of the pagan Olympian Zeus portrayed by 

Aeschylus’ Prometheus Bound, a so-called “oligarchical” or 

“traditional” society, in which the majority of human subjects 

were forbidden to express those creative powers of the indi- 

vidual mind which distinguish the human individual from the 

beasts, a society in which the image of a reigning God is cast 

in the image of a beast who is a beast to mankind, as were the 

Grand Inquisitor Tomas de Torquemada, the revolutionary 

Martinist freemason Count Joseph de Maistre, and as were the 

followers of de Maistre, Napoleon Bonaparte, Adolf Hitler, or 

U.S. Vice-President Dick Cheney today. 

So, the conflicts which those contemporaries, and succes- 

sors of Cusa, Wenck, and Zorzi experienced, were dominated 

by the process leading, from A.D. 1453 on, into the onrush of 

what became the A.D. 1492-1648 religious warfare launched 

through the same Grand Inquisitor, Tomas de Torquemada. 

This was the Torquemada, who was also the Grand Inquisitor 

of a perceptive Dostoevsky’s novel, who was also used as a 

model, by Martinist freemasonry’s Count Joseph de Maistre, 

for the defense of the French Reign of Terror, and for de 

Maistre’s design of the remade personality of that Emperor 

Napoleon Bonaparte who was to serve, later, as the model for 

the Adolf Hitler tyranny. 

This same period, A.D. 1492-1648, was also a period of 

the transition within Venice, to the hegemonic influence of 

the empiricist model, imitating the dogma of William of Ock- 

ham, as this shift was launched by the Paolo Sarpi who re- 

mains the central figure of those currents of modern European 

culture which are the principal intellectual source of threats 

to the existence of our constitutional U.S. republic today. 

Ockham and Sarpi are the special root of the dogmas, based, 

like gambling advocate Galileo, on the usurious irrationality 

of statistics of gambling, for both science and theology, of 

imperial Anglo-Dutch Liberalism. It was against that Anglo- 

24. In his major work, Harmonice Mundi, Francesco Zorzi (Giorgi) attacks 

Cusa’s De Docta Ignorantia. In what should become known as the founding 

statement of Speculative Freemasonry, Zorzi states: “The seeker after the 

Monas [the one] may retreat into negative theology and the ‘Docta Ignoran- 

tia,” or he may seek to follow the divine Monas in its expansion into the 

three Worlds” (cited in Francis A. Yates, The Rosicrucian Enlightenment 

(Oxford: Routledge, 1986). 
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“Now, eighteen months after the first light, three months after the 

true day, but a very few days after the pure Sun of that most 
wonderful study began to shine, nothing restrains me; it is my 
pleasure to taunt mortal men with the candid acknowledgment that 

I am stealing the golden vessels of the Egyptians to build a 
tabernacle to my God from them, far, far away from the 
boundaries of Egypt. If you forgive me, I shall rejoice; if you are 

enraged with me, I shall bear it. See, I cast the die, and I write the 
book. Whether it is to be read by the people of the present or of the 
future makes no difference: let it await its read for a hundred 

years, if God Himself has stood ready for six thousand years for 
one to study Him.” —Johannas Kepler, Harmony of the World 

Dutch Liberalism which I was, chiefly, impelled to wrestle 

from childhood on, to the present time. 

The political issue of the leading work of Nicholas of 

Cusa, was the combined effect of Cusa’s outline of the princi- 

ple of the modern sovereign nation-state republic, as in Con- 

cordantia Catholica, and the complementary establishment 

of modern physical science, as in works beginning with his 

De Docta Ignorantia. Both of these contributions to the 

emergence of modern society, arising from the rot of preced- 

ing oligarchical systems of rule, have been, combined as the 

usual motives for various sorts of attacks on Cusa’s work, 

including the attacks on Kepler, Leibniz, et al., by the empiri- 

cist followers, such as the pro-imperialist Anglo-Dutch Liber- 

als brought into being by Paolo Sarpi’s neo-Ockhamite empir- 

icism. 
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Reviewing what I have argued in this report, thus far, the 

trouble with Wenck is that he shares with the evil Olympian 

Zeus of Aeschylus’ Prometheus Bound, the oligarchical in- 

tention to degrade the mass of human individuals into virtual, 

domesticated, or hunted cattle. To deny those persons the 

right to fulfill their essential obligation as creatures made in 

the likeness of the Creator, as Genesis 1 prescribes, and as the 

pervasive principle of De Docta Ignorantia expresses this. 

Wenck’s fault is therefore coincident with the charge 

against Aristotle made by Philo of Alexandria, that Aristotle’s 

doctrine degrades the role of the Creator Himself to the status 

of a Personality made impotent by the Hand of His Own 

Creation of a universe of a fixed order, in which existence of 

the anti-entropic power of continuing Creation is denied to 

even the Creator himself, to degrade the Creator Himself. 

Wenck is a lackey of an oligarchical system, a system which 

denies the existence of that specific quality of action, as ex- 

pressed by Cusa’s principle of unknown learning, which de- 

fines the human individual as made in the likeness of the 

Creator. 

My own experience with these matters, from childhood 

and adolescence on, is a relevant illustration of precisely this 

general nature of the theological dispute expressed by 

Wenck’s politically motivated attack on Cusa. 

  

3. Euclid: The Relevant Paradox 
  

Review the matter which I have set before us from my 

own, autobiographical standpoint. Compare that with your 

own relevant experience. Since the essential challenge before 

us is care for the fostering of the development of the children 

into the young adults of a quality required today, look at this 

from the standpoint of my own relevant, personal experience 

in treating the challenge to which I point here. 

A clear-headed, clinical sort of insight into the roots of 

such apparent existential paradoxes as those, demands both 

the adoption of the standpoint of Riemannian dynamics, and, 

also, a correlated recognition, that Riemannian dynamics is a 

rebirth, in an amplified form, of what was already understood, 

as the principle of action of Sphaerics (dynamis)—Leibniz’s 

dynamics, and the anti-reductionist physical dynamics of 

Gauss and Riemann, bequeathed to modern times by the rele- 

vant ancient Greeks of such persuasions as the Pythagoreans 

and the other circles of Socrates and Plato.” 

25. As I have stressed earlier, here: In competent physical science, there is a 

necessary distinction between mathematics as such, as is proposed as the 

characteristic fallacy of the Euclideans, and the mathematics which is em- 

ployed as the mere message-carrier of physical science. This distinction, 

which was made emphatically for all competent strains of modern science 

by Bernhard Riemann, has been given a brilliant broader dimension by the 

work of Academician V.I. Vernadsky’s experimentally rigorous definition 

of the distinctions among the non-living, the Biosphere, and the Nodsphere. 
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“On the matter of science, many theologians have tended to do as 

that Sophist, the notorious apriorist Euclid [shown here] of 
Euclid’s Elements had done, in his mutilation of the original work 

which he parodied, destructively, from, chiefly, the Pythagoreans 
and the circles of Socrates and Plato.” 

The essential existential paradoxes embedded in the more 

customary beliefs of today, are expressed in a pathological 

form which is equivalent to the radical reductionist’s: “You 

can not avoid the inevitable trends in current history.” The 

pessimist who expresses that reductionist’s outlook, rejects 

the idea of acting upon the body of ostensibly axiomatic, 

apparently reigning assumptions. That pessimist sees himself, 

or herself, as a statistical-mechanical “blivet” being moved 

statistically as he, or she were the typical inhabitant of a 

Boltzmann’s Machian gas system. The popularity of what are 

intrinsically generally admired mechanistic-statistical eco- 

nomic-trend projections, is typical of a widespread infection 

of popular and other leading opinion with the pathology of 

such cultural-existentialist pessimism. 

A Lesson From Experience 
Probably, the most useful paradigm for pedagogical study 

on account of that implicitly existentialist form of pessimism, 

  
Prior to Riemann and Vernadsky, this was already systemically characteristic 

of the methods of physical geometry presented by Kepler in his The New 

Astronomy and World Harmony. 
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is the case of the Sophist Euclid who is known to us, chiefly, 

through the influence of the teaching of either Euclid’s Ele- 

ments or some derivative. As I have proposed here, take my 

own experience as illustration. 

Somewhere in the course of childhood, I became aware 

of the existence of the actual cause for my doubt about the 

source of my own most troublesome sorts of what were 

largely induced, but also habituated beliefs. 

I began to understand this conflict at the time I was con- 

fronted with an adolescent’s standard secondary-school 

course in Plane (pro-Euclidean) Geometry. At that time, after 

studying the geometry of structural beams at a nearby U.S. 

Navy base, I had already, like the reformers of the Eiffel 

Tower more recently, recognized the importance of the role 

of choices of geometry in optimizing the ratio of strength to 

weight-of-mass in such structures; but, until that first day in 

geometry class, I had yet to be efficiently confronted with 

awareness of the contrary, obviously false implications, of 

the idea of an abstract geometry which is premised upon so- 

called Euclidean definitions, axioms, and postulates. Until 

that day, the idea of a Euclidean apriorist matrix, had simply 

never occurred to me. Therefore, I had the consequent relative 

advantage of recognizing, more or less immediately, the false- 

ness of Euclidean and similar systems, from the outset of 

that encounter. 

My reaction to this classroom encounter had come two 

years after I had begun what became a habit of reading 

from English translations of French and German, in addition 

to English works of notable Seventeenth- and Eighteenth- 

Century philosophers. The experience of the encounter 

with the geometry class had two principal, complementary 

effects. It steered my attention into what soon became an 

adherence to the available work of Leibniz, while clarifying 

my own seemingly instinctive, and powerfully persisting 

reluctance to accept most of what I had been exposed to 

as conventional dogma of classroom and larger society 

alike. 

At that time, except for Leibniz’s writings, I had virtually 

no clear perspective presented to me from available sources, 

until after my later return from war-time military service. 

My own views were clear to me, from my adolescence, 

onward, as were certain essentials I had adopted from 

Leibniz. However, otherwise, late into my adolescence, I 

was only increasingly well-informed of the evils of empiri- 

cism in general, and Kantianism in particular. My own 

situation, on this account, reflected the extent to which, 

most young citizens of that time shared my typically 

American, healthy contempt for prevalent European oligar- 

chical traditions. I was caught, otherwise, in an environment 

more or less dominated by the then prevalent, anglophile 

corruption of U.S. culture. This corruption of my cultural 

surroundings included the habitats of public and higher 

education, which were, then, like most popular opinion, 
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predominantly, virtually a desert of rampant empiricist, or 

even worse ideology. 

My first post-war philosophical reaction, on that account, 

was my wrestling with the concept of a principle of life as 

such, a concern merely typified by my wrestling with a text 

by Pierre Lecomte de Noiiy.? The crucial development, how- 

ever, was my, subsequent, hostile reaction to the notion of 

“information theory” which was featured in my otherwise 

amiable, early 1948 reading of a pre-publication reviewers’ 

edition of Professor Norbert Wiener’s Cybernetics.” My re- 
action against the cultish dogma of “information theory” from 

this reading of Wiener’s work, became, immediately, the cen- 

tral object of my intellectual life, up through the point, in 

1952-1953, that successive study of leading writings of Georg 

Cantor and then Bernard Riemann’s 1854 habilitation disser- 

tation, provoked my defining of the principle of potential 

relative population-density, as the essential functional dis- 

tinction of the economy of the human individual and his, or 

her species from that of the beasts. 

This reaction against Wiener’s “information theory,” in- 

tegrated with my continuing concern with the distinction of 

life from non-living processes, and of ideas of universal phys- 

ical principle from mere mathematical formalism, was com- 

plemented by my fascination with the subject of the role of 

Classical irony in poetry, prose, and the related effects of 

Classical musical composition and performance. After wres- 

tling with the thesis of Riemann’s habilitation dissertation, 

all of these topics were unified for me as facets of a single, 

subsuming conception. That conception underlies my reac- 

tion to Hopkins’ referenced title here. That single conception 

can be brought into a single focus on the subject of the Soph- 

istry of Euclid’s Elements. 

During my adolescence, I had already rejected Euclidean 

geometry, in favor of the influence which notable writings of 

Leibniz had exerted. The idea of a physical geometry gave 

my thoughts a certain direction, if not a completed definition 

of such a geometry, until about the time of my thirtieth birth- 

day, when Riemann’s habilitation dissertation, striking like 

a lightning bolt, clarified my thoughts on this matter. The 

essential influences which shaped the direction of my thinking 

during the 1945-1953 interval, were, first, the notion of living 

processes and their residues as a distinct physical-space, not 

simply included in a physics of non-living processes, and, 

second, from 1948 onward, that, contrary to Wiener, the cre- 

ative powers of the individual mind were a distinct quality of 

process, as distinct from both living and non-living processes 

26. Pierre Lecomte de Notiy, Human Destiny (London: Longmans, Green 

& Co., 1947). 

27. Norbert Wiener (New York: Wiley, 1948). Wiener’s presentation of 

the notions of design of control mechanisms was most pleasing. It was his 

philosophy, thoroughly polluted with the influence of Bertrand Russell, 

which was disgusting. 
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as living processes were distinct from non-living. Riemann’s 

habilitation dissertation crystallized this map of reality for 

me, and paved the way for my later, gradual adoption of the 

work of Vernadsky, more and more, as key for a more ade- 

quate understanding of the universe. 

In all of this, from my adolescence on, I was always an 

advocate of the notion of a principle of Leibnizian dynamics, 

as opposed to both a Euclidean and a Cartesian mechanistic- 

statistical system. 

Presently, experience and its correlatives have clarified 

many things for me, a clarification corresponding to Cusa’s 

concept of “learned ignorance.” The greater part of the advan- 

tage gained in this manner, was not individual study as such, 

but by engagement with some leading scientists of my own 

and the preceding generation, and others, including my own 

obligations incurred in my collaboration with my own imme- 

diate associates and many others. In all of this, the most crucial 

step of indispensable “unlearning” has been my recognition 

of the intrinsically destructive inhuman effects of a belief in 

the form of Sophistry known as Euclidean geometry. 

To understand this effect of the teaching of Euclidean 

geometry, we should look back to a time when most of the 

core of ancient knowledge of geometry had been completed, 

as by the Pythagoreans and the other circles of Socrates and 

Plato. There is virtually no theorem or related material of 

any importance which was not correctly understood by these 

circles, prior to the falsification of that knowledge embodied 

in what we have today as Euclid’s Elements. 

That fact should prompt a thinking person to ask himself, 

or herself, why should Euclid have committed that particular 

sort of intellectual crime against humanity? As I have already 

noted, above, the essential answer to that question is that 

Euclid was a Sophist. The significance of this fact is made 

accessible through study of surviving evidence of the actual 

principles of physical geometry as developed by the circles 

of the Pythagoreans, Socrates, and Plato, during a period con- 

cluding with Plato’s death. 

The Sophists were the most important of the reductionist 

cults spawned, chiefly, by the Delphi Apollo cult, which intro- 

duced a method, which was later copied by corrupting agen- 

cies such as the existentialist fanatics of the Congress for 

Cultural Freedom, to corrupt the minds of the young people 

from leading families of Athens in a manner which was imi- 

tated in the 1945-1956 conditioning of newborn persons from 

families of a general middle-class or upper-class white-collar 

category. All of the worst expressions of the 1968er “Baby 

Boomer” generation, which have contributed essentially to 

destroying the economy and social life of the U.S.A. and 

western and central Europe over the period since Spring- 

Summer-Autumn 1968, are outcrops from the kind of influ- 

ence represented by hateful existentialist creatures in the fol- 

lowing of Heidegger, Horkheimer, Adorno, Arendt, and the 

like, and the influence of the British psychological-warfare 
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branch’s London Tavistock Clinic. 

The importance of Euclid in his lifetime, and up to the 

present time, has been the use of his teaching of geometry as 

a way of destroying the creative potential of the human mind. 

Take this into account, to understand a reading of Euclid, 

called “information theory” and “artificial intelligence” in 

destroying the morals and productivity of the minds of U.S. 

citizens today. 

The Pestilence of ‘Environmentalism’ 
Euclid was a product of precisely that kind of intention 

and product in his time, and thereafter. The key to understand- 

ing this fact is a reference to the actual historical implications 

of Aeschylus’ Prometheus Bound. 

Like the virtually identical mass-brainwashing of the 

leading layer of the “Baby Boomer” generation, in the anti- 

human, neo-Dionysian “Luddite” cult called “environmental- 

ism,” the idea of “environmentalism” has arisen in the post- 

1945 interval as a crucial element of a social policy intended 

to eradicate the existence and influence of the U.S.A. from 

future world history. 

The U.S. battle against the Confederacy was prompted 

by the British Empire’s launching that Confederacy as a tool 

of Britain’s Lord Palmerston. Our Civil War was a battle 

against the British Empire’s avowed intention to break up 

the U.S.A. into a squabbling set of baronies, whose quarrels 

would ensure the degradation of the territories’ quarreling 

elements into a virtual state of bucolic agrarian imbecility 

of the type spread through the slave-state regions. 
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For LaRouche, “the 

most crucial step of 
indispensable 

‘unlearning’ has been 
my recognition of the 
intrinsically 

destructively inhuman 
effects of a belief in the 

form of Sophistry known 
as Euclidean geometry.” 
Here, he addresses 

members of the Youth 
Movement in Leesburg, 
Virginia, Nov. 18, 2006. 
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The action of the Anglo-Dutch Liberal interests, today, is 

to realize that same kind of intention, an induced state of a 

bucolic form of economic imbecility, in the Americas and 

throughout continental Europe. That is the imperial purpose 

of the Anglo-Dutch Liberal form of neo-Venetian financier- 

oligarchical imperialism. That is the meaning of “unipolar 

world,” of the Tower of Babel called “globalization,” and of 

the launching of the present U.S. Bush-Cheney puppet regime 

as the instrument for bringing about the self-destruction of 

the U.S.A. itself. 

It is a clash between two opposing social systems, that of 

the Anglo-Dutch Liberal form of one-world empire, and the 

type of sovereign nation-state republic the U.S. was created 

to become. That was the issue in February 1763, in July 1776, 

and in the intention of President Franklin Delano Roosevelt 

for the order of affairs in the post-war world as a whole. Only 

through the establishment of truly sovereign nation-state re- 

publics as the right of all peoples of the world, as President 

Franklin Roosevelt had intended this, in opposition to Brit- 

ain’s Winston Churchill, can this planet be a safe place for 

anyone to live during the generation or two immediately 

ahead. That is, on the condition that a driving commitment 

to the realization of the economic benefits of fundamental, 

scientific, Classical cultural, and technological progress is the 

moral standard for education, economic policy, and personal 

morality in times to come. 

The implications of the case of the defense of John Wenck 

by certain circles, up through the present day, are to be recog- 

nized in that light. 
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