mation at getting at what Gauss shows is actually going on,
in the equation. And that’s actually not it, either; but, it'sto
help you get an approximation of the actual idea.

Thisisaquote from Gauss, which Bruce Director isfond
of using, and | am, too: “ Theseinvestigationslead deeply into
many others; | would even say, into the metaphysics of the
theory of space; and it isonly with great difficulty, that | can
tear myself away from the results that spring from it, as, for
example, thetrue metaphysics of negative and complex num-
bers. The true sense of the /-1 stands before my mind fully
alive; but it becomes very difficult to put into words; | am
alwaysonly ableto give avagueimagethat floatsintheaair.”

So, thereality isn't out there. Thereality isn't inthe equa-
tion; thereality isn’t in the surface; and thereality isn’t inthe
words. So, thisis like the metaphor that Kepler makes, when
he's looking at the paradox of the motion of Mars from a
higher standpoint. And see, Kepler is different than the
blocked mathematician, because he’ shappy when hefindsthe
paradox. Becauseit meansthat that’ sagateway into making a
real discovery. It meansthat the universe, through that crack,
isgoing to let him perceive what' s going on behind.

I’m going to read this Kepler quote—pay attention to his
wording at the beginning, as well: “It is permissible, using
the thread of analogy as a guide, to traverse the labyrinths of
the mysteries of nature. | believe the following arguments
can not be put aside. The relation of the six spheres to their
common center, thereby the center of the whole world, is
also the samerelation, as that of unfolded Mind (dianoia)—
understanding—to Mind (nods)—to reason. On the other
hand, therelation of thesingleplanets' revolutionsfromplace
to place around the Sun, to the unvarying of the rotation of
the Sun in the central space of the whole system, is also the
same asthe relation of unfolded Mind to the Mind; whichis,
that of themanifold of dialectics, to themost simple cognition
of the Mind. For asthe Sun, rotating into itself, moves al the
planets by means of the form emitting from itself, so too, as
the philosophers teach, Mind stirs up dialectics, by which it
understands itself and in itself al things, and by unfolding
and unrolling its simplicity into those dialectics, it makes
everything known. And the movements of the planetsaround
the Sun at their center, and the unfolded dialectics are so
interwoven and bound together, that, unless the Earth, our
domicile, measured out the annual circle, midway between
the other spheres changing from place to place, from station
never would human cognition haveworked itsway to thetrue
intervals of the planets, and to the other things dependent
from them, and never would it have constituted astronomy.”

So, without paradox—without the paradox of Mars, and
those motions upon motions—we never would have been led
into actually making discoveries, into investigating what is
actually behind the Sensorium. So, if we must communicate
to each other through metaphor, how does the universe com-
municate to us?
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5. Sky Shields

On the Crab Nebula

The Crab Nebula was first observed in 1731. It's right up
there, as asmudge, in the constellation Taurus (Figure 5.1).
Now, you can't seeit with your naked eye. So, already we're
dealing with something interesting.

It occupies a swath of approximately 5' [minutes] of arc
in length, and 3' of arc wide, on the celestial sphere—the
sphere that Merv described. To get an idea of the size: A
minute of arc—people know you divide a circle into 360°;
you can take one of those degrees and divideit again, into 60
minutes—so, 1' of arc, isone-sixtieth of 1°. So, you can see
why thisthing is not visible, except as a projection onto our
extended Sensorium of astronomical instruments.

But by the middle of the 19th Century, it was aready
possible, thanks to developments in the technology of tele-
scopes and this sort of thing, to start to see details of it. And
you're able to see adetail, sort of irregular legs or filaments
init, whichishow it got the name “the Crab.” We can seethe
next (upper right image, Figure 5.2). Thisis a later one.
Thisisaphoto taken by the European Southern Observatory.
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But you get a sense of what was being seen there, that made
people decide to use theterm “crab” to describeit.
Thisis one photo of the Crab; but these four images are

FIGURES5.1

M1
Crabh Mabuks

Constellation Taurus

[al] imagesof theCrab. . . . Now, it sworth noting that every
one of these images is completely different from the others.
The one on the top left, isthe X-ray photo, which was taken
by the Chandra Telescope, the first one that Adam ran
through; the one on the right is the optical one; the bottom
left, is the infrared; the bottom right is the one taken in the
radio-wave section of the electromagnetic spectrum, like
what you would get from the second [Very Long-Baseline
Array] array that Adam went through.

Now, if al of theselook completely different, thequestion
should come up immediately: Which one of these isthe real
Crab Nebula? | know some people might be inclined to say,
“Of course, it’sthe one on the top right. It’'s the optical one.
It'stheoneyou see.” Becauseif you take a photo of aperson,
that's a real person. If you take an X-ray of a person, you
know, that’ s not them, right? That’ sjust their skeleton, that's
not real. If you take apicturein theinfrared, you' d see some
colored splotches, or whatever, and you' d say, “Well, that’s
not them, obviously.” So, it must be the one you can see,
right? That'sthereal one?

How Reason Creates
‘Seeing’
But, if you remember what we

FIGURE 5.2
Four Images of the Crab Nebula
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said at first, you don’t even see the
one on the top right. The one on the
top right, you only get to see that as
a projection onto the surface of an
instrument. It's something that hap-
pensat thelensof your telescope; it's
not somethingthat happensout there.
Y ou’ renot seeing what takesplaceat
the Crab Nebula; you’ re seeing what
happens on your instrument.

So, that might send people into
some kind of existentialist fit. “God
didn’t mean usto go into space, any-
way. You're hever going to see any-
thing, and that's why we're here.
Why don't you just stick to the
ground, and worry about something
else?’ But, that shouldn’t be too big
of aparadox—.

Or if it is, that should send you
into a real fit. Everything else you
See, isjust a projection also, right?
Every other image you get, isn’t tak-
ing placeout there. Likeyouguysare
looking a me: Y ou' re not seeing me
over here. You're seeing something
happening ontheback of your retina.
It's a series of colors, that you guys
have figured out how to recognize,
andyou cansay, “Well, okay. If | see
a certain change in size, if | see a

. OPTICAL
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certain changein other characteristics, well that must translate
into somekind of distance from me.”

And, because you figured that out, when you're very
young, you're able to say, “Okay, so what I'm looking at
must be taking place out there.” And, you've seen babies
try to figure this out, right? | don't know if my nephew’s
here again yet—. If you watch, they’ re working out—ini-
tialy, they don't know what the hell’s going on. They're
looking at things, but they’ re not seeing—it's what's called
purblind, they’ve got no attachment; this idea of distance
isn't connected to what they’re seeing through their eyes,
the kind of effects they’re getting on the back of their
retina.

And, over time, they can develop that. They can develop
a certain relationship between certain properties of that phe-
nomenon that they’ re seeing in their eyes, and in other things
that they can observe: They start to reason before they even
have a sense of sight. That's something that you develop
through reason, even as a baby.

So, that kind of deepens the question: What doesit mean
to say something is “real”? It's not being able to “see”
something, at least not in that sense. Your ability to know
reality doesn’'t depend on that. There are famous examples
that prove that case efficiently: Helen Keller, other things
like that. We're not uniquely dependent upon any kind of
sense, not a specific sense organ, at least, not in that sense.
So, what's real? How do we get to what's really going on
at the Crab Nebula?

What we've got there [Figure 5.2], is a gateway that’s
going to help us here. We've got, already—Ilooking at the
images, that we' ve got here, with thesefour distinct images—
what Rianawas talking about. We' ve got that coincidence of
opposites; or maybe, just a coincidence of things that don’t
seem to have anything to do with each other at all. But, it'sin
that coincidence—it’ sinthefact that you’ vegot oneprinciple
behind all these; they’ reall looking at the exact, same splotch
inthe sky; they're all looking at the exact, samekind of area
on the celestial sphere—it’ sthat fact, that can let you get to a
higher reality thanjust, “ Okay. What’ sapicture of this? What
doesit look like?’

The example that Friedrich Schiller uses, is similar. He
discusses the same point in his Aesthetical Letters, as he de-
scribes a flower. And, he describes this flower, and he says:
Well, okay. It sprouts; it grows; it blooms, and then it fades.
But, all thewhile, you'relooking at aflower. Y ou don't say,
“Well, I'm looking at something different,” every time that
flower looks different. You might say, you're looking at a
“dying flower,” or a “growing flower,” or a “blooming
flower.” But, youknow that you' relooking at that exact, same
flower. There’' sone object that orders everything that you see
with your senses. And what’s more, you can only get to that
one object by all those different stages of it.

The ideayou had of aflower, if it's adeveloped ides, is
that entire process of development: It's something that’s not
in any one of those stages, but it'swhat ordersall of them.
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The Growth of the Crab

And so, we'd liketo look at that. We want to get to what
that really is, behind the Crab Nebula. That's going to be our
way out of the cage of our senses. Now, theway we're going
to do it, isn’t with a simple description, not a mathematical
model of it, not an explanation of the phenomenon—in that
sense. Because that explanation is just restating a paradox
given to you, in terms that you aready understand: It's just
sort of away to say, “Well, I’ m going to come up with anew
decoration; I’ mgoing to comewith somenew furniturefor the
inside of my prison cell.” Y ou can sort of pick your decor—*|
like Carl Sagan on the inside of my universe-prison. | like
Stephen Hawkins on the inside of my universe.”

But, if we really want to escape, we' re going to have to
pass through the paradox. We're going to have to actually
look at the metaphor that the universeisgiving us, and figure
out what's on the other side. But, to do that, we're going to
have to refine the paradox a bit, because there’'s more to it,
than just diverse images.

Measurements of the Crab over time, demonstrate that
you’'ve got a certain growth. Now, you can see, we've got
[Cardinal Nicolaus of] Cusaright here, looking out from the
inside of his Sensorium, looking out at his celestial sphere
(Figure5.3). And, you can see that whatever objectsyou've
got, that you' re observing projected on your celestial sphere,
take up a certain amount of arc, and that’s the way you can
measurethem. Y ou want one measurement—you can’t really
give any kind of linear distance between objects; at least, not
yet, not by observing them, not by looking at their simple
relationships in distance from your standpoint. But, you can

FIGURE 5.3
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FIGURE 5.4
Crab Nebula Expanding at Expanding Rate

see achangein how much distance they occupy ontheinside
of your Sensorium, your celestial sphere, here.

And, what wasobserved—uwe' [l show apicturefrom 1973
of the Crab (Figure 5.4, left). Now, show the one, | think
it's from 2000 or 2001 (Figure 5.4, right): And you've got
something that’s growing there. It's not staying the same.
Whatever itis, asaphenomenon, it’ sgrowing over time. And,
you’' ve got reason to believe that you' ve got something that’s
growing at afaster rate, over time, also. Whichisinteresting.

Y ou can see some sort of growth. Now, the only way to
get areal sense of what the growth is, is by adding another
level toit. Can you show the next picture (Figur e 5.5)? Now,
these are the different emission spectra, that you have, that
comeoff the Crab Nebul a; which—fromwhat weknow about
spectroscopy here on Earth—those emission spectra corre-
spond to certain specific elements. Certain elements produce
certain kinds of light at certain frequencies, when agitated.
And, you can use that, as away to do a certain analysis of
what sort of elementsyou have, that the Nebulaitself consists
of. Wedo it for the Sun and other objects, also.

But, if you look at the next one (Figure 5.6), we'll have
just the emission spectra for oxygen. Those are the different
freguencies at which oxygen can emit light, the different bars
there. Now, the distortion comes—the [difference] from top
to bottom—comes from scanning the Crab from top to bot-
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tom, across the little pulsar, the little star you saw in the
middle, in the first image. And you see, that you've got a
certainkind of bendthere. That’ scoming from adisplacement
of the frequency of the light, which is generally considered
to be caused by the fact that you've got an increase in the
frequency, as you’ ve got the source of the light moving to-
wardsyou. Asyou can seg, it’ sincreased more near the center,
at the pulsar, than near the top, which implies you' ve got a
growth towards us, also: Y ou can see a certain, sort of radial
growth.

Enter Paradox

Now, themaximum displacement, ison theorder of 0.4%,
which means that the rate of growth, the speed of growth of
that, would have to be—provided that, what we know about
the properties of light and space on Earth, hold true at the
Crab Nebula—that would mean that you've got a rate of
growth that’ staking place at 0.4% of the speed of light.

Now, in order for that to be true—and for the measure-
ments that we take on the surface of our Sensorium, on the
celestial sphere to be true—the Crab would have to be 6,300
light-years away from us. And, on itslongest axis, it would
have to be a length of somewhere between 10 and 13 light-
years!

Now, again, | stress: That's provided that what we know
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FIGURE 5.5
The Spectrum of the Crab Nebula

Obtained at Lick Observatory in England. The spectrograph dlit
was aligned with the major (vertical) axis of the nebula, and
showed the differences in vel ocity of different regions of the nebula
along that axis—for example, by the“ necklace” shape of the
3,727-angstromoxygen line at the | eft.

about the propagation of light and the properties of space,
here on Earth—that’ s provided they hold true at the Nebulg;
and from us to the Nebula. Which is an assumption we can’t
simply make. But, we'll do it for now, for certain specific
reasons. W€'ll use this, as a negative proof. It'sworth going
through these things, from the standpoint of standard theory,
or an accepted system, only if you're driving that system to
the point whereit breaks down. Y ou can use that, to bring out
the paradoxesin it, and that’ swhat we'll do, in a second.

Assuming that that size, or anything closetoit, istrue—
the idea of something in the order of 13 light-years, 10 light-
years across—then what'’ s about to follow, should be excep-
tionally anomalous.

Can we play the next (Figure 5.7)? Thisisavideo—it's
spliced together from aseries of time-lapsed photos, taken by
the Chandra telescope. Now, what you can seeis, what gets
discussed as an anomalous feature of the Crab: That events
that aretaking place: throughout thosetwo concentrictoroidal
shapes—the donut-like shapes around the outside of the star;
and what takes place at the center of that, the center of that
pulsar; those seem to be synchronized. Y ou can sort of seeit
here; if you look at the evolution of the hotspots, the little
bright areas around theinside of thetorus, and thingsthat are
taking place at the star: Y ou've got a synchronous motion.
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FIGURE 5.6
Displacement of Oxygen Spectrum
From the Crab
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Y ou’ ve got something that’ s synchronized.

From the standpoint of what we know about the propaga-
tion of light, and these other things here on Earth, that
shouldn’t be possible. At least from the standpoint that com-
munication can't be taking place from one point inside the
Crab Nebula, to any other point. That’s not being communi-
cated fromtheinsideout, fromthecenter out. That’ snot being
communicated from the sides, into the middle of it. You've
got something that seems to be acting upon the whole Neb-
ula—from thetop down, in asense; not aboveit, but from the
top down, like outside-in.

Something’ s acting on the Nebula, on every point of the
Nebula at once; which, to begin with, is already something
that’ sinteresting. Y oudon’t havesimple, linear causality tak-
ing place.

Three Time-Scalesin the Same Universe

Now, those two things, by themselves, aren’t completely
anomalous, new to us; they're not new properties of any
system. For instance, they both apply to what we can reason
about the evolution of the Biosphere, here on Earth. That
you’'ve got, first off, a process that has that character to it.
If you know what the famous biogeochemist Vernadsky—
when hetalksin hisbook The Biosphere, about the evolution
of the planet Earth, he describes three things; two in that
book, and then one elsewhere, and Lyn refines his idea of
the Noosphere. But, [Vernadsky] compares time: geological
time, biological time, and then cognitive time—human time,
human history. And the relative scales are orders of magni-
tudes in difference.

You people know the scale of geological time, for in-
stance. Y ou know, how long does it take for a mountain to
erode? Or how long does it take, through rain and wind, to
get amountain to changeits shape? Or, how long doesiit take
to raise mountains, with the collision of continents, or the
action of different platesinthesurface of the Earth, toactually
raise new mountains, create beaches and this sort of thing?
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FIGURE 5.7

It's incredibly slow, compared to, say, biological time,
in which case we're talking about the development of new
species. Or time measured on the scale of any living animal
ontheplanet, whichisrelatively fast, compared to geological
time; but slow inthesamedegree, comparedto humanhistory,
the time in human history. . .. The development in human
history, that's equivalent to the change in animal species,
genetically, is a human creative breakthrough: We're a spe-
cieson this planet; when we change the characteristics of our
behavior, we can do it within the course of one generation; or
acouple of timeswithin one generation.

| liketheimageinmy head: If you were some spacealien,
and you came down to Earth, and you wanted to figure out
how to fit human beingsinto an encyclopedia, the way you'd
fitagerbil, or something, right?Y ou’d havealittle sectionon
humans in the encyclopedia: Where, next to gerbils, you'd
havealist of thingsthey do. Y ou say, thisiswhere they live;
these are the sorts of things they eat. Or a penguin: Y ou can
be pretty sure that a penguin’s diet, on a certain area of the
Earththatitliveson, it'sgot acertainfoodthat it eats. You're
not going to find it outside of a certain expected area. If you
take a penguin and drop it in the desert somewhere, it's just
going to die. You try to take ajellyfish into the desert some-
where; you put ajellyfish in here, it's not going to last very
long. It's predictable, where you're going to find an animal
species; it’s predictable what it’ s going to eat. There are cer-
tain things about it that you can know.

Now, if you try to take those exact same characteristics
and describethe human species, you could do it for amoment.
If you take a snapshot, you could end up with afairly good
description of it. There’sa certain point in our development,
whereyou could have said, “ Thiscreature, whatever itis, can
only livenear large bodiesof water. It occupiesmainly coastal
areas. It's got certain food that it eats.” At a certain point,
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there’s certain food that it had to hunt down; it would track
buffalo, or whatever; it would hunt those things down, and
would eat them.

But you take apicture of that same species—us—even 20
years later; but take 100 years later, 200 years later, you've
got a completely different behavior pattern. You've got a
different area of the planet that we can live on. Y ou've got
different planetsthat we can liveon. We' ve been on Marsand
stood onthe Moon. That wasn’t acharacteristic of our species
200 years ago.

The resources that we look for—everybody likes to talk
about “natural resources’ and how we're wasting “natural
resources.” Y ouwon'’t find one consistent “ natural resource”
throughout the course of human history. Oil was not a re-
source. Now, agood chunk of the functioning of our society,
right now, depends on oil—maostly because of political rea-
sons, but, as of now it does—that wasn’t the case 300 years
ago. Y ou had a different resource, you had adifferent energy
source: mostly thingslike wood-burning, later on, coal-burn-
ing, and then coke and things like that.

Y ou’ ve got an evolving species: Our rate of devel opment
isfaster than theratethat you get withinthe Biosphere. Those
are equivalent to genetic changes, and those are now com-
pressed into the course of one human lifetime.

Now also, evolutionisnot, likethe eventsinside the Crab
Nebula, evolution is not mediated by individual animal spe-
cies. This is contrary to the view of evolution that you get
from people like Darwin, which people consistently try to
press: Thisideathat evolution from one species to the next,
issomehow the product of the prior species. Asthoughyou’' ve
got that same jellyfish, that wouldn’t survive in the desert,
you know, sat back and thought: “Well, what | need to do—
somehow, I’ m going to figure out how to compress my entire
nervous system, which is spread throughout this aqueous

EIR October 17, 2003



FIGURE 5.8

body, I'm going to compress that into one spina column;
form calcium deposit around it, and get aspine; and I’ mgoing
to figure out how to walk on land. Because, | think jellyfish
should walk on land.” That's not the order of the devel-
opment!

Evolution of Nodsphereand Biosphere

What's more, Darwin’s view of evolution, this idea of
natural selection, requires that you have successive develop-
mentslikethat. Samejellyfish now decides, “Well, you know,
maybe I'll start laying eggs. That might be a useful way to
start producing new jellyfish.” And, then well, the egg thing
doesn’t work: “Maybe I’ m going to start live birth.” Right?
“I'll have it nurse. I'll grow fur. I'll stop with this cold-
blooded thing, because it makes it hard to live in certain
climates. Y ou stop moving every timeit gets below acertain
temperature, so we'll go for some warm-blooded de-
velopment.”

It requires sort of consistent miracles to develop. Every
step of the way, you need some kind of miracle. | don’t care
what you call themiracle—I don’t careif it’ sa“ genetic muta-
tion” dueto some cosmic ray—it’samiracle. Because, when
you'relooking at animals now, you' re not watching abunch
of random genetic mutations that are constantly being se-
lected out, right? Your relatives don’'t develop new things,
like claws or something, and you try to seeif they can make
it. Youdon't pit them against therest of the environment, and
say, “ Okay now, areyou guysgonnasurvivenow?’ (The guy
who developed gills, doesn’'t make it. But the guy who's got
Wings survives.)

Y ou’ ve got atop-down organization, that’ sacting on that
wholeprocessall at once. It'sgot acertainintentiontoit. It's
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Soeed-of-light paradox
inthe Crab Nebula's
pulsing action: Just the
inner ring around the
pulsar, where the most
dramatic changes
appear to occur—
changes on thetime-
scale of days, or perhaps
even hours—is already
onelight-year across.

not dependent on chance.

That gives you something that’s important—the same
thing you get from the [Dr. Robert] Moon model [of the
atomic nucleus]: You've got abiological character existing,
even in the astrophysical. That's not to say that the Crab
Nebula is some animal! It's not a crab. It's not something
that’ s living in space out there, that’s got meat or something
toit. But, you' ve got something that embodiesthat character-
istic.

In the exact, same way, as you can say, for instance:
What’ scognition in ahuman individua ? The human individ-
ual might be sort of asingular manifestation of that cognitive
activity, but you do find that manifested elsewhere, in the
large. For instance, the universeisrational. The universe has
reason: That’ swhy we can compareit to our own mind, and
figure out what goesin it. Saying that the universeisrational,
you're saying that, okay, it obeys principles that can be dis-
covered and understood by theindividual humanmind. That's
a characteristic, that's a property of the universe itself, not
just the human individual. We are a singular representation
of it; we are a singular manifestation of that process, that’s
governing the development of the whole universe.

And, so is life. You can see this in the developing of
the Crab Nebula; which isn't a surprise, because, in other
ways, it resembleswhat LaRouche has described in his paper
“Visudizing the Complex Domain,” what he described as
the beginning stages of the devel opment of our Solar System
[see EIR, July 11, 2003]—which people can read; we won’t
go through it here. But, that’s just a beginning, to get a
sense.

That’ s more questions, than answer. But, just so you can
see the sort of thing we should belooking at.
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FIGURE 5.9

“Thisiswhat Kepler did, Kepler’sdiscovery: Looking at the elliptical orbits, figuring out the elliptical orbits. Looking at what he saw, on
the surface of that sphere—what seemed to be random motion—and unifying that into being the product of a higher principle; some higher
projection onto the surface of this sphere. Kepler invented the field of modern astrophysics: theidea of looking for a physical cause on the

astronomical scale.”

And Another Paradox

Also, some other things: It's been shown that the Crab
Nebula emits—this has been a recent thing—jpul ses that last
only two-billionths of a second, massive pulses of energy,
whichlast two-billionthsof asecond: two nanoseconds. Now,
in order to have that, the source of those pulses, wherever it
is, inthecenter of that pul sar—that star inthe middle—would
have to be about 60 centimeters across, which isthe distance
that light travelsin the course of 2 hanoseconds.

Now that, to begin with, is interesting. But, now, espe-
cialy when you consider, that in order to have the observed
intensity that we see on the surface of that pulsar, the energy-
density inthat 60 cm core, would haveto bethe equivalent of

38 Feature

abilliontimesthat of what you have at the core of an H-bomb.
How do you get that kind of density? How do you get that
kind of energy-density in any process?

That’ sassuming that what we know about the propagation
of light, and this sort of thing, aretrue, and that they hold true
at the Crab Nebula. If they don't, you could get the same
effect from some sort of lasing effect. Y ou know how alaser
works: Y ou' retaking that exact, same frequency, and you're
letting it add, you're putting it in phase with itself, so you
can amplify it. Now, you could be having that take place,
somehow, at the surface of that pulsar; and doing something
with space and time, that you hold those, you concentrate
them, and then emit them in these 2 nanosecond pul ses.
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Now, either way, it’ saninteresting question. Now, what's
going on, with space and time, to get that kind of ordering,
that energy-density from the center of the Crab Nebula?
That' s just the beginning of an investigation of this.

At theLimitsof Modern Astrophysics

Now, theintent of thispanel, wasmoreto poseaquestion,
becausethisissomething that you’' vegot, now, at thefrontiers
of human knowledge. We really don’'t know what the Crab
Nebulais! | think peoplemay get confused. Peopleask, “ Well,
arethere other Crab Nebulas out there?” Well, “crab nebuld’
isadescriptive term. It's nebulous, it's acloud. It lookslike
asmudge; andacrab, it lookslikeit'sgot legs: so, it'sa“crab
nebula’ —that’ swherethenamecomesfrom. It’ snot of much
more use to us, than the idea of /2.

Gausstalksabout this: He says, that taking the number 2,
and then putting a little thingie on top of it, doesn’t answer
your question. All you've done is, you' ve restated the ques-
tion. Saying, x2 = 2, now what does x equal? Well, x is+/2.
You just found a new way to write it. Even if you'd like to
elevate that symbol to some new status, that doesn't giveit,
suddenly, ameaning, in and of itself. It doesn’t have amean-
ing, apart fromitsgeometrical meaning, and Rianaand others
went throughiit.

But, we should think about this: Thisis something to be
tackled for us, as a LaRouche Y outh Movement, to take a

look at, and to deal with; and it's going to one of the first
things we're going to start to introduce, and approach from
the standpoint of the work we' ve been doing with the Gauss
[see“How It Is, That Every American Shall Come To Under-
stand Gauss,” 21st Century Science and Technology, Sum-
mer 2003].

Thisiswhat Kepler did, Kepler’'s discovery: Looking at
the elliptical orbits, figuring out the elliptical orbits. Looking
at what he saw, on the surface of that sphere—what seemed
to be random motion—and unifying that into being the prod-
uct of a higher principle; some higher projection onto the
surface of this sphere. Kepler invented the field of modern
astrophysics: the idea of looking for a physical cause on the
astronomical scale.

Now, what we're reaching, right now, are the limits of
modern astrophysics. What we're looking at, and what we
will continueto look at, are the point where what we know—
our current understanding of modern astrophysics—startsto
break down. Now, that’ s going to be our gateway out. That's
our doorway out. That’ sour ability, thatis, torevive, toregain
our qualitiesthat we should have, hasahuman specieson this
planet. And it's going to be combined with all the work that
we're doing right now politically, and it’s going to be one of
our engines for trying to spread this thought-process, back
through the population asawhole.

Andweshould beexcited about that. That’ swhat I’ vegot.

Order from:

P.O. Box 1707

“There is a limit to the tymnt’s power.”

Selected writings of Friedrich Schiller, in English translation.
Volume I: Don Carlos, Essays, Poetry, and Epigrams. $9.95

Volume II: Wilbelm Tell, Essays, and Poetry. $15.00

Volume III: The Virgin of Orleans, Essays, Poetry, and Ballads. $15.00

Volume IV: Mary Stuart, Essays, Poetry, Historical Essays,
and Early Writings

Ben Franklin Booksellers

Leesburg, VA 20177

1-800-453-4108 (toll-free) or 1-703-777-3661

Shipping and handling: $4 for the first book, $.50 for each additional book.

We accept MasterCard, Visa, Discover, American Express. Virginia residents add 4.5% sales tax.
www.benfranklinbooks.com e-mail: benfranklinbooks@mediasoft.net

—Friedrich Schiller,
Wilhelm Tell.

$15.00

EIR October 17, 2003

Feature 39



