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4- THE DIFFERENT TEMPORALITIES OF SIMULTANEITY OF E  TERNITY AND THE
THREE STEPS OF DISCOVERY.

If the Great Panathenaia is to be viewed as ambstlution to the tragedy of Greek society,
then, it cannot be event-driven from the past, tiee Olympian gods proceed from. It can only be
intention-driven from the future, as the creativiedrproceeds from, that is, from the next coming
axiomatic change of human history. Such is thereénharacteristic of the Parthenon and its Pheidia
Frieze. Following what | have reported on earlere aspect of this creative process incorporatéiein
Parthenon was that the entire building was givelagful in-betweenness life-like balane&pressed by
right sidedness and left sidedness, a dissymmkttig@lity characteristic that belongs universadyall
living and cognitive processes. During the middi¢he fifth century BC that historical process obirality
was heading toward a predictable crisis point, toveadiscontinuity breakdown or breakthrough, for
Greek society as a whole. It is important to nbtge, that such moments of chirality are charastterof
axiomatic changes in the process of universal hisfthe left and right spiral actions, adorningiton
capitals of Greek columns, for example, were a rabealow illustration of that chirality method ofistic
and historical composition.

What remains to be discovered, here, is how theéenysf thepeplosactually reflected the
teleological force of historical progress that idlipg the whole of Greek society forward to ancawratic
change, as Plato described, in Tiimaeus The entire frieze, thus, relates to the creatiotime soul of the
universe expressed as the “movable image of egermithin our solar system. This is how Plato désed
the creative event of Time in that soul:

“And when the Father that engendered it perceivadmotion and alive, a thing of joy
( ) to the eternal gods, He too rejoiced; and beialpleased He designed to make it
resemble its Model still more closely. Accordingbgeing that that Model is an eternal Living
Creature, He set about making this Universe, sagafie could, of a like kind. But in as much as



the nature of the Living Creature was eternal, dfiality it was impossible to attach in its entret
to what is generated; wherefore, He planned to raakevable image of Eternity, and, as He set
in order the Heaven, of that Eternity which abigtesnity He made an eternal image, moving
according to number, even that which we have nahieé.” (5)

Here, Plato makes a delicious pun on the term  which means both “painting or sculpture
offering to God” and a “thing of joy” which he ajgxd to the very act of weaving the soul of the @nse
within its physical part as an act to be replicatide-like, as in the simultaneity of eternity. Arthus,
Iktinos and Pheidias designed the Parthenon, aitgydas a “thing of joy” with a series of non-diar
dynamic features that made this work of artistimposition one of the greatest monist hylozoic pegzf
all times according to the model of the Pythagoreh Platonic soul of the Universe.

We have already come to realize that what Pheldidsbeen projecting onto the internal and
external friezes of the Parthenon were merely slhadBut such shadows were both a lesson in histody
a pedagogical experiment in what is required tcettg/the power of reason, and to solve the traggisc
of Greek society. From that standpoint, the evidesichand led us to hypothesize titet true subject of
the Great Panathenaia frieze was an epistemologgpkeriment in the discovery of the universal ptafsi
principle of creativity.Thus, the Great Panathenaia procession was ndihirgn opposition to the
Olympian gods and, at the same time, a reflectfdheprocess of “cognition of God” (Athenai&é theou
noési$, as in the image of the Creator.

Those shadows, therefore, point to the catastrdphige of the Greek tradition of the Olympian
gods. Why is it that no one banned the event dfahstic composition as a sacrilege against thasg
This is precisely how Lyn hinted at this questidmew he posed the issue of creativity and immoytalit
his Windy Hill dialogue of Saturday, November 2P08. LaRouche said:

“That creativity is located, yes, in the individudls expressed by the individual. But it's
more than that: it's what defines the human spexsesuperior to all other species. It defines the
quality of society as measured by the degree tawihiis subject to creativity, as opposed to
convention, tradition. Tradition is the enemy.

“Now, tradition becomes the enemy, because of sts#t forth by the Olympian Zeus,
the case oPrometheus Boundrou're told to “stay in your place.” You're tolthat you're
supposed to believe. You're told only this. Youoéd that creativity does not exist. You're told
that every human being, whether creative or nagigally intellectual, which is not true.
Intellectual power must belong, essentially, toititellect and the development of the intellect,
because that's what distinguishes man from the\djbeereas all these cultures, these populist
cultures, and the typical populists themselvesafirdegenerating back toward the ape level! And
that's why societies, like the British society, aaake fun of them, laugh at them, piss on them!
Because the people themselves have put on theicbains.” (6)

The issue is breaking those chains. But, in ordeiotthat, we are required to take several self-
conscious steps that are now necessary to recongiruhe benefit of the reader. Where do youteca
those chains in the Pheidias frieze? What formhey take? How can we recognize them, since theyto
have any visible linkage to people’s arms and lé¢3® do you discover the process of breaking away
from inside of Plato’s Cave? This will require tareery distinct steps.

The first step of this process is the statparplexity,in which the spectator-participant of the
Great Panathenaia has to eliminate his attachroghetidea that sense certainty is an expression of
truthfulness: the certainty of “I believe only whatee” must be given up. That is the first chaibreak
from. The second step is the stat@awfulnessin which the spectator discovers that his sendeiogy is
based on the wrong assumptions and on fallaciesraposition of public opinion. Those are the chains
that you put on yourself to remain in good standiitly the gods. And, the third step is the state of
rejoicing after breaking those chains, and celebrating Athertheprinciple of creativity reflected in the
mystery of the peplos



This experiment, therefore, can only be realizeddtiying the exquisite irony of theeplos that
is to say, by reconstructing, in its entirety, filiecess of what was woven in the minds of the gipants
of the Great Panathenaia, from the beginning optleession, during the procession, and at the
culminating discontinuity of the procession on #astern frieze of the Parthenon. The reason for
experimenting this unity of effect throughout thitiee process is that creativity is not to be foimeny of
the particular moments of the procession, butéipfocess as a whole. Take, for example, the difter
forms of temporality included in the Parthenon.

The discovery of the principle of creativity recgsrthe traveling from the port of Athens, across
the city to the Acropolis, up to the Acropolis a@und the outside of the Parthenon where thecjzatits
are divided into two groups. The two groups view fitieze from the starting point of the southwesner
of the Parthenon. One group moves along the sadgh @nd the other larger group moves along the wes
side, and then along the north side to discovdrthigaentire frieze reflected the procession of the
participants below. The first discovery, therefasethat the frieze is about you, the self-conssigiewer-
participant! The frieze, then, acts as a mirroeision of the creative process of the participaitsse
purpose is to discover the meaning of the two msic@al streams leading to the destination of pgini
them together, again, at the solemn mysteriousesotthe folding of thgpeploson the east frieze.

What has to be emphasized, in the first step oéirsg the frieze, is the function pérplexity
because the observers were deliberately forcedhinry awkward position, since all of the scerresra
the shadows of the columns and of the entablafutteedemple. These scenes are partly hidden and ar
constantly interrupted by the visual impairmenthtaf columns and the architrave above them. Thas is
most disturbing moment, indeed. This is how Yaléversity Professor, A. W. Lawrence, described his
own state of perplexity on the subject:

“The frieze of the Parthenon however ran also athegsides of the cella, completely
surrounding it, and for that there was no preceddm Frieze, nearly 524 feet long, and carved in
greater elaboration than any previous relief, viaasyever, so placed that it could scarcely be seen.
[...] In the comparatively small temple of Hephaistibe frieze was not uncomfortably above eye
level; in the Parthenon even the base stands né@rfiget above the pteron floor, which is only 15
feet wide and no human eyes can be turned up htasuangle longer than a few seconds. A
slightly more distant view from still lower couleéobtained from the ground outside, which, in
antiquity reached up to the bottom step of the temyit has now been cleared away, so that the
rock is exposed all round the foot of the tall fdah beneath the steps. If one walked along
outside, however, the columns interrupted the oaitii of the sculpture, and at a little distance
the architrave of the pteron masked the friezegattwer.

“From any standpoint, the angle of vision must ¢fiere have been awkward, and if the
frieze had been carved in the normal way, to umifdepth, the legs of the figures would have
masked their heads.” (7)

It is unfortunate that Professor Lawrence didgmbeyond his academic discomfort on the matter
of hisperplexity He did not even ask himself the question why there was not built on the wall of the
temple, at a more comfortable angle of vision, witating accommodations and appropriate lamps. That
could have been easily arranged, as it was latee,dat the British Museum. However, this was obsipu
not what Pheidias had in mind. The idea was tlaptbcess had to be a living procession of theeenti
citizenry of Athens divided into those two oppositeeams, and the purpose was to make a discofrery o
principle. The entire frieze includes 3@Bamatis personaeand 245 animals, meticulously sculpted into
114 rectangular and square blocks whose desigpresented as two seamless living flows oriented
toward the opposite east ends of the Parthenon.

There never was such a great artistic compositiahwould involve the action of an entire society
moving continuously across such a complex spaceiragression that included four different periotls
time in the same progression, which all culminatethe paradoxical climax of a gift in honor of the
goddess. This is totally unique in Greek art. let,f¢his is unique in the entire history of mankind



The reader must relive this momentpefplexity here, simply by imagining that he were standing
approximately as in the position from which StilliNead made the following drawing of the easteieZe.
(See Figure 11.) Note the awkward position of thgl@and the size of the frieze that is not taten
about 3 feet high, running continuously aroundehgre temple. Your view is being interrupted bipal
of 46 columns! That is, indeed, quite a challerige tequired more than a usual amount of attemtimh
patience on the part of the viewer-participant. ideer, if what Pheidias wanted us to discover was so
important, why did he create such difficulties floe observer? This recalls another perplexing éguest
which is, if God wanted man to abide by the truthy did he make it so difficult for him to discovi#?

Figure 11. View of the central portion between¢btumns of the perystile of the east frieze aceuydo
Stillwell, 1969. (From Jenifer Neil§he Parthenon Friez&€Cambridge University Press, after Stilwell.)
No.34 depicts the folding F of theeplos

What is the difficulty, here? The two Lawrencesatthhave referenced above seem to imply that
Pheidias had made a mistake. As if to confirm thygaaent necessity of excusing Pheidias for his
blundering stupidity, the pre-Raphaelite Britististy Lawrence Tadema, painted Pheidias’ portraiao
scaffolding to show his friends the frieze up cldSinilarly, American Professor, A. W. Lawrence,
described the physical difficulties of the anonthigt the frieze represented, as if it were necgdsar
climb up there in order to see the relief of thezie more comfortably. In other words, it seems tha
according to both of them, what needed to be dagetw go to the very bottom of Plato’s Cave, ineort
get a closer view of the shadow distortions. Noldptihat should be done, but is that going to nthke
shadows more truthful? What is there to see froavalthat cannot already be seen from below? Better,
what is there to be seen from below that cannategles from above?



Figure 12. Reconstruction of the original rightftadlthe east Frieze of the Parthenon [From
www.mlahanas.de/.../Parthenon/ReconFrieze.jpd]

As seen from above, the left segment of Figureep2asents the culminating point of the entire
procession, showing thpeploslater to be offered to the patron goddess Athsitizng with her back
turned to it. Next, from left to right, are sittifige other gods, namely Hephaistos, Poseidon, lapol
Artemis, Aphrodite with her son, Eros. Furtherhe tight stand a group of eponymous heroes of #ttic
the mythical ancestors of the Athenians, who aeeting the parade participants that are coming then
north side of the Parthenon. Lastly, to the extreigigt, young women with ceremonial vessels inrthei
hands are the first to arrive from the north side.

Since the ceremonial procession of going arouadPrthenon occurred every four years, the
most fascinating aspect of this Great Panatheraiflected in the power of reliving the discovefyhe
principle of simultaneity of the past, present, &utdre which is especially reflected all around th
Parthenon but, most strikingly and simultaneouslyhe eastern frieze. This is manifest, most
emphatically in the coming together of preciselgritified four different periods of times reflectiagseries
of discontinuous singularities that require sonterdion.

This part of the procession represents the sedepdof the discovery, thewfulnesof the
moment of doing away with one’s own self imposedins; that is, the chains that tie you to the el
traditional past. First, when the flow from the tihoside comes together with the flow of the soidle s
there is a clash between the rigid tradition oftBegods of Olympus and the idea of creativity. Wha
remarkable in this Pheidias display is that thesgadho are no more than a third larger in size than
ordinary people next to them, stand in the wayrofpess and sit there in between the coming peaple
the event of thpeplosas if they were completely indifferent to the whplecess, in fact, as if they were
against it!

The point that Pheidias seems to be making, hetbat the gods, fixed in their ways and their
unchangeable posturing, always act from some authidnain that is foreign and opposed to human being
and to creativity. The gods don’t mingle with oralip people. They keep their distance. As a thought-
object, the gods reflect cold logic and objectimewkledge in which causality operates by so-called
efficient cause from the past acting on the prediathard balls hitting each other. This worksirch a
way that the gods always wait for one action toeheansummated its effect before another actiortalem
place in successive moments of time, one peoplastgaother, one war after another. This is aidtup



notion of causality based on manipulating the preseorder to maintain the continuation of thetpato
the future. On the other hand, in the domain ofsital artistic composition, change occurs by way o
inversed causality and self-conscious time revefsalyn showed, in the tradition of Plato, Leibrénd
Riemann, it is final causality which is the souoehange. Creativity is not logical but teleolagic
Creativity always comes from the future.

Thus, Pheidias created two incoming flows of peppie coming from the north and the other
coming from the south, both of whom were requie§utnp over a singularity gap and reach over thasgo
in order to have access to the creative eventegidplos But, in theawfulnesof that moment of willful
decision on the part of human beings, the godstbimm from going any further and prevent them from
accessing the creative mystery of geplos Even Athena has her back turned against thehgiftwill
soon be offered to her. That is the axiomatic mdroéohange of the whole procession, a crucial
discontinuity which none of the Greek historianséhbeen able to explain satisfactorily.

Here, Pheidias has definitely created a breaknpgptate discontinuity between the people and the
gods, a total discontinuity between the manifoldraflitional past and the manifold of creative faturhis
break with the manifold of the gods is a true angrtiaat has been explained away and smoothed gver b
Greek historians either as “a design flaw,” orraplying the “separate invisible power” of the go8sich
interpretations, and more, are of no interest vdesr; because each and all of those proposed
explanations are attempts to interpret away theodisnuity and to erase the uncomfortable tendia it
creates. The tension of the viewer-participante hisra most essential time function of the expenimit is
the tension of the revolutionary moment of an axatincrisis, the tension of the inversion in theron
image of change.

Recall, one more time, the experiment of the mitmiscussed in the first part of this report.

People don't realize that when they look at thereseln a mirror, it is not their image they sed, the
inversion of their image. If people paid attentiorthe intention of the mirror, they would discoveat
what is reflected is a revolutionary moment. Wisatm the right goes to the left and what is orléftegoes
to the right! It is this self-reflexive processraéntal spiral action which is the permanent charéstic
process of growth that pulls all living processasf the future. The same thing occurs in a hisabric
moment of crisis such as the one that the wholeretk society was going through at the beginnindpef
Peloponnesian Wars, and was featured prominentlyeimystery of theeplos

Yet, there is not a single so-called scholar otohian who considered that the discontinuity
between the gods, the people, and the ceremoine pEplosmight have been a deliberate design on the
part of Pheidias and might have anything to do Withhistorical existential crisis that the Greelople
were living at the time. Indeed, that is precigbly point that Pheidias was makinghe discovery of the
axiomatic discontinuity between the gods and thopleeis precisely the subjective feature of cragtiand
the intention of the whole design of the Parthefdnis is why the time of the gods is entirely ousgihic
with the time of creativity, because the gods lmai@an creativity, and it is the lack of creativitygod-
fearing citizens that became the source causesdfalgedy of Greek society.

In other words, Pheidias created a paradox in wifiefOlympian gods who are everywhere
displayed on the outside pediments of the Parthasonctorious in war are cut to size, and becomals
losers, and out of place with respect to the hucnaative process of the Great Panathenaia intéreaé.
This is also the first time in Greek architecturattordinary human beings are displayed so prortjnen
the frieze of a temple which was traditionally filace reserved only to the gods and to the heildgs.is
a definite break with the consensus of public apirand Greek Olympian tradition!

Thus, the most important place in the whole protess longer reserved for the gods, but for the
discontinuity of a rupture from the gods, an F#ction which is no longer past-event-driven, butfet
insight-driven for the incoming flows of the peopldvancing, inevitably, toward the mystery of the
peplos. This is the sort of historical process of chatigeg Rabelais later described, with the words of
prophetic destiny carved in one of the loadstonmses at the entrance of the Temple of the Baitle i
Lanternland: “Fate leads the willing, but the utiwg drags.” [es destinées meuvent celuy qui consent,
tirent celui qui refuse.



Also, note that the centerpiece of fieplosfunctions as a mirror for the whole east frieze in
which the two clockwise and anticlockwise motiofishe southern and northern flows of the procession
coincide. To the left and to the right of theplosare found two sets of obstructive gods, and nuogero
eponymous heroes of Attica who act as hosts toathdiles of participants coming from the south ahd
north sides of the Parthenon. These heroes afeuhding fathers of Athens, and their mythical tilme
ambiguously interwoven with the time of the cel¢iorg as they appear to be a lively component ef th
ceremonial process itself. Their role is to welcdirenew generations, and from that vantage pibiay,
are always turned toward the future.

Thirdly and lastly, there is the time when fheplosis being folded by the high priest or the King-
Archon with the help of a little boy. This is thiggh point of the whole procession to which the rentity,
now standing below the east frieze, bears witmeeiset mysterious event. This is the third steptithe of
rejoicing in thepeplosexchange ceremony. This is a time for song antipspeeches, the time when the
newpeploswas taken from the procession, folded before biikgn inside of the Cella, the time when the
old peploswas taken down, folded, and brought outside. Thistrhave been like a rebirth of the creative
moment, an idea that could only be seen in youdimiaye, because every four years a new goldenmove
peploswas created, with a new design to be given a# soghthena. It was that non-visible change in the
design as the gift of creativity that representerlhigh point of the necessary changes that must ha
occurred in Greek society, otherwise, traditiorvitably lead that society to tragedy. However, tthasign
remains unseen and its harmony unheard in thedgdplosof the frieze

Thus, to recapitulate this process: each sideeoPtrthenon represents a different time frame, as
the Great Panathenaia procession unfolds duriraf gtlese different periods of times. For instartbe,
West side represents the procession during artinges relating to the Amazonomachy; the north shows
the classic time relating to the Trojan War, arelsbuth, represents the mythical period relating to
Centauromachy. Thus, the division into two streafigarticipants became an expression of the palitic
division of society itself along those traditiorgald progressive political lines. The east sidewapt all of
those times combined, including the exclusion efdbds, the reflections of which come togethehén t
simultaneity of eternity, as expressing the timéhefprinciple of creativity.

The point to be made, here, is that the synchrtinizaf these different times of the frieze inte th
simultaneity of eternity, highlighting the exclusiof the Olympian gods, must be discovered and
internalized by the viewer-participants of the m®e&ion below, as the time of the test of truth laeauty
which is the only time capable of making the futdetermine the direction of the present. That umiqu
creative form of time had come to break with tlagic past of the gods. Causality was no longenen t
past, but in the future. As LaRouche showed, ariéais precisely the highest state of mankind witean
courage of man resolves the conflict with the tiadiof the Olympian gods in such a process of time
reversal. Therefore, the complex historical anacisra of the frieze is especially delicious becaitise
brings together, in the same place, the mythice¢stors of the Athenians, the contemporary citizéns
Athens, and the future generations who care topgakein looking up into the hidden recesses of
Pheidias’s mind and discover the thinking procddsfrieze. Thus, the procession of the Great
Panathenaia culminates paradoxically in the simaltg of eternity, reflecting both the paradox of
different times in the same place, as well as #ragiox of change and tradition at the same time.

| find this frieze of Pheidias to be a strikinglgcarrate artistic depiction of Lyn’s idea of the
simultaneity of eternity, in which the charactensl ¢he events of the different times come aliverated
together in the same place, in your mind, as aausal moment of reliving the immortality of the hamn
species through Greek Civilization. It is as if llies had created in the frieze of the Partherton, t
solution to the tragedy of Greece in one etermatifig moment, as a monad reflecting the solutioallto
future human tragedy. Such is the principle of tivég that lights-up the hidden recesses of Plasdi
creative mind, and which has the power to keegrtaee of the Parthenon alive for all time.

However, it is important to remember that the stameity of this historical mental process is only
successful through a rejection of sense certaémiy,functions as if you were seeing through a glaskly.
This is the reason for elevating the difficultytbé experiment to the level of the internal frieze opposed



to a comfortable eye-level presentation as thogblemare presented to the spectator in museunesy.to
The point is that breaking with the supremacy osgecertainty puts you in the right frame of miad t
make the required discovery of principle. Let usvrsee how Pheidias treated this third form of non-
linearity embodied into the architecture of thetRamon.

5. HOW PHEIDIAS PROJECTED CURVATURE ONTO THE WALL O F PLATO’S CAVE.

A good example of the epistemological method thegidias used in establishing the curvature of
the Parthenon is the change he made in the profecfithe shadows most notable on the east fraez#,
they had been cast to emphasize the issue of tti@chef projection onto the dimly lit wall of Plaso
cave. Here, Pheidias broke with the tradition eharc low-relief sculpture and introduced a morfenesl
and animated conception that completely revolutiedithe art of Greek sculpture. How to extractsthe
of living motion from inside of solid immovable nide represents one of the high points of that jpeoio
classical Greek artistic composition.

A keen observer will not fail to discover that soafghe scenes of the Parthenon frieze are not
cast in a traditional flat relief, precisely becaws the awkward angle of their chosen locatiodekd,
because of the angle of viewing the frieze, thé ded legs of the figures would tend to preventiiesver
from seeing their heads from below. In the eadiéene, for example, Pheidias developed the gedésd
of carving the feet of certain figures in very stwal relief, while the upper part of the bodies eagved
deeper inward by a few inches, so as to standotg.mbhis was not simply a trick. This was an
experimental proof that human beings are diffefierh animals and that their power of reason is bipa
of judging and evaluating what their visual appasatannot perceive about the real world.

This is the proof that the frieze was conceptuadgant to be viewed from below. Think of this
idea of Pheidias as being created for the purpbscititating the resolution of the anomaly of elpgation
of the frieze in such a manner that the correatiotne visual impairment is substituted by a nosible-
non-linear change in the art form. The correctiendmes visible only in your mind, or else, when the
observation is carried up, artificially, to the éwf the frieze. The change is not actually visifstbm
below.



Figure 13. Reproduction of the eastern frieze shgwhepeplos 6 gods of Olympus, and four eponymous
Heroes of Attica.

Here, Pheidias is really forcing the spectator padicipating actively in the creative process of
the frieze. There are several points to be noficehis regard. Note in Figure 13 how, at the udpeel of
the frieze, the camera light projection createdetfiect of maximizing shadows in the upper partthef
figures and minimizing them in the lower parts. Streans that, if you were to observe the friezmfro
scaffolding, directly above the architrave, youldasee, as the above scene shows, that the spAtitasfa
and the spear of Apollo appear to be both projecteédiard at least 4 to 6 inches.

From below, however, the same scene would not apgpédse protruding at the top, but would
simply appear as normal! This stereographic anowdilystment of a deeper cutting of the upper part i
comparison with the lower part of the frieze wasakesolved by the use of colour, in particulartihes
background. As a result, the sculptured surfaceangal to incline slightly toward the viewer, butdality
did not.

From this vantage point of composition, Pheidiasisice of a new method of creating low relief
process clearly indicates that his purpose wagpoess motion and change, nothing static, in thedrof
the spectator. As Heraclites put ity{u can never swim twice in the same riyer

6. THE TIMAEUS AND THE MYSTERY OF THE PEPLOS.

In the PBS television NOVA series calls&8CRETS OF THE PARTHENOQtRe team that
produced the documentary gave a good explanatitireafonstruction methods that had been originally
used for the original building of the Parthenon #meldifficulties that modern reconstruction tedrad to
confront, but they made no real effort to expl&ia tonception that went into such a constructidrbest,
one can say that the scriptwriter had not gone iheyioe first step gberplexityin the discovery of the



meaning and significance of this great work of @rhat follows will explain the essential of whatsva
missing. (8)

Since the wordgeplo$ has two very different meanings, there must Hasen quite an exquisite
cross-voicing irony during the procession, someftsimilar to the irony of the Beethoven quartethat
beginning ofFidelio. In fact, the word geplo$ signifies “dress;” but it also means “tapestrB.t, since
the Greek radical for woven cloth is , then, it is understandable that it representeditiderlying root
of those two meanings. Thus, the mystery ofptbploswas a great moment of national unity, so to speak,
because it reflected Athena as Plato had identifexdas cognition of Godheou noésjs (9) That's what
Great Panathenaia was to be the expression adpéagliof divine cognition in honor of peace, creisiti
and wisdom. However, one last observation is regluvith respect to the dynamics of space and time i
this classical artistic setting of depicting a digtal event in the simultaneity of eternity.

It is clear that the location of the ceremony @& leplos,in the center of the eastern frieze,
represents the high point of the entire procestsiahis made to end there. However, the momernteof t
ceremony of thpeplosrepresents another exquisite ambiguity. It isfttwal point of the whole process of
creativity to which the gods are lawfully turnirfteir backs. What is, therefore, the significancéhef
folding ceremony of theeplo® What is happening with this enigmatic sceneithtie only scene that is
outside of the procession itself and is also seépdrimom the gods? It is clear that the event af ftene is
the key to the interpretation of the entire navetif the frieze, but it lacks in the quality ofwual
attractiveness and clarity that such an importargrmony would normally require if its intention wdp
capture the visual attention of the spectator.

But, it is almost as if Pheidias was making a jdkés as if he were saying: “O.K. folks, the show
is over! Now, you can fold everything and go honielie scene seems to be entirely anti-climacticpatm
like a pun that all Greek historians have puzziegr dor centuries without any understanding. Indeetht
is this mysterious idea of the climax ceremonyheffteplosall about?

According to American archeologist, John Magrudemisfield, thepeplosof Athena was a
tapestry woven every four years and was decorattbdawepresentation of the deeds and prowess of
Athena commemorating her wisdom in war as in pe@lkese victories over her enemies became the
metaphors for the victories of the Greeks overB&hbylonian Empire, the victories of culture over
barbarism, and the victories of man over the ewahipulations of the Olympian gods. Thus, peploswas
a great tapestry brought to Athens as the sall@P@anathenaic Ship that was pulled on land aed, th
paraded throughout the city all the way to the fafahe Acropolis. From there, thipeploswas to be taken
from the ship and carried up in a procession arahadParthenon, probably like what is done with the
standard of Mary Queen of Heavens raised overrtectin Spain, during Catholic processions.

Mansfield, however, brilliantly clarified some dfa crucial points; the main one being that
according to the neo-Platonist Eusebios of Mynties jdea opeplos of Athenavas a beautiful metaphor
for the creative process in the universe as a wivtéasfield noted:

“7. Describing the creation in his oration in peaaf Constantine (Eis Konstantinou
Triakontaeterikos, 6.6, p. 207. Stahlin July 33® A Eusebios describes how God ‘Set shining
the bright rays of the morning star, the variegdigut of the moon, and the twinkling assembly of
stars, thereby crowning all of heaven, like a gpsgtioswith every beautiful effect of a painting.”

Then, Mansfield goes to the heart of the matetpspeak, and recognized tpaploswas
nothing but the artistic expression of the creagixiaciple that Plato had developed in ffimmaeusaround
the notion of the “soul of the universe.” Mandiidirst noted that during hiBanathenaic Oratiorf 154
A.D. Aristeides said: “Our speech has also beenidagd, just like th@eplos as an adornmentgsmo}
for the spectacle of the Panathenaia.” Then, Malisfound this extraordinary reference from anotiew-
Platonist, Damaskios:

“9. Damaskios, Aporiai, 339, II, p. 200.20 Ruellefers to the “hypercosmic ”
of Kore, the life-giving principle, the “tapestr{?) being the transcendent second order, in which
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are “woven” imitations of the intelligible forms.ltinately, this metaphor probably derives from
the passage in Platbimaios,36 d-e, where the world-soul is said to be “int@ven” with the
corporeal universe and also to “envelop it extdyhalr to cover itas with a veil

).” (10)

Thus, thepeploswas to reflect the domain of higher intelligibteris as opposed to perceptions
as Plato discussed in tliemaeus Thepeploswas not a dress at all, but a great work of &tist
composition, aleroic painting” woven as a large square tapestry of up to 64&rsgmeters in surface
reflecting in its weaving composition the princigiethe “soul of the universe” as the Pythagoreaese
teaching and as Plato described it as the selfdingmprinciple of a changing universe. The choite o
subjects to be woven in tipeploswould change and would have to be innovations ef@nyyears. It was
not meant to dress the goddess, but to be presastaavork of art chosen to hang in front of hegehu
statue inside of the Parthenon, aswubit enveloping the changing-living universed representing on it
the great deeds of changing Greek society that e@rgruent with the Creator weaving the Soul of the
Universe. This Platonic idea is very close to theaic-Christian idea of man created in the Imagéad.

Figure 14. A priestess and two girls carrying staid the archon with a small boy folding feplos.

The simplicity of this scene is completely disarghby comparison with the rest of the frieze.
There is no display of artistic virtuosity, no apgrat passion, nothing is self-evident, and theresitene is
treated with total simplicity, dignity, and gradene question is: what does this sculptural nareatinean?
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Figure 15- Are the Archon and the boy folding the ar the newpeplo# [British Museum.]

The ceremony of thpeplosappears to represent the exact moment just befguest after the
climax of the procession of the Great Panathetaigit is not the climax itself. Therefore, on thee hand,
if it is before the climax, then, the Archon and ttitle boy are folding the olgeplosthat was hanging
inside of the temple for the last four years, drel/tare waiting for the nepeplosto arrive with the
oncoming procession. However, on the other haritisfafter the climax, then, the Archon and theai
boy are folding the neweplosthat has just arrived with the participants of pinecession and they are
preparing to enter the temple and replace thgefidosby the new one for the next four years. Which one
is it? Is it the one going out or the one goingDu&s it have to be one or the other? Can it ndidte? It
seems that the observer is left, again, in a camglate operplexity And, what are the stools for?

The paradox is that the ceremony of plegplosreflects the moment of change in the creative
process, and, yet, this is done in one of the stasic and asymmetrical figures on the entire &idarely
any change or movement is being perceived ascbtwey the idea that something is about to change o
has just been changed.

The beauty of Greek sculptures of that classiocopesil express that subjunctive mode of
undecidedness, of in-betweenness, of asymmetry fiéner represent the climax of an action, but géva
the mid-motion of a process of change. The sanmg tkihappening here. But, like the subjunctive eyod
thepeplosdoes not express the state of an object, buteaatanind of the subject. The situation is
doubtful, uncertain, or hopeful, as if to exprdss state of uncertainty of the subjunctive, whihat yet

12



realized, but which expresses the process of bexpas the axiomatic mode of creativity. Teplosis
neither this one nor that one, but, in realitys thine becoming changed into that one. That igtieation
of the frieze: change.

Like the Chora of Plato in thEimaeug52, b and c.), “the nurse of becoming,” iftease space of
changeis neither this nor that, but is the becominghid in the process of changing irtteat.  Since this is
the case, then, Pheidias has rendered in stomadsiebeautiful ambiguity of the process of creéfivthe
ontological infinitesimal reflecting the passingin the before into the after, of the old into tksvnof the
past into the future, as if it were a musical imétiof transformation that lies in between the sotike the
passing tone of a register shift. No wonder thesgaré sitting down on this one and are lookingatier
way. They are all baffled by such an exquisite sintgple depiction of the creative process! But,dbds
are also being warned at the same time as the whbolety is being warned: that unless they heed the
warning of the creative singularity of axiomaticacige, they will also be destroyed by their ownidsll

Here, suddenly, the observer-participant is madetterstand the reason for the presence of the
two stools. The scene is announcing that thereiigggo be a ceremony of exchange between the two
peplos the old being changed for the new. But it is @soouncing an axiomatic change which is about to
occur in the whole of Greek society. The stoolsengsed to place on them the tpeplosduring the
speeches and songs of this ceremony of exchangethBuirst ceremony of exchange under the new
frieze, probably in 438 BC, was also a sign thaeBrsociety was about to be destroyed, unless\tgat
replaced tradition in the society as a whole. Téas an ominous moment because this was a time thien
Greek people were told to look back at the conBietiween Lycurgus and Solon, the tragic division
between Sparta and Athens, as the cause of the tnafgplding of the coming Peloponnesian Wars that
started seven years later in 431 BC.

The tragic historical irony was that the Greek dapan did not heed the warning and the
Peloponnesian Wars began destroying ancient Grealyea few years after the inauguration of the Iyew
finished Parthenon, and after the first Great Hearatia celebration around the newly finished frieize
Pheidias had taken place. This very first ceremtrgrefore, was the living reflection of the unfolgl of
that universal tragedy, quite explicitly, in thensiltaneity of eternity where the very first momehthe
peplosceremonial represented the eternal yet repetigimewal, every four years, in the ageless honor of
Athena for all time to come.

Interestingly, Greek historian Jenifer Neils carttse to discovering the deeper meaning of this
tragic irony when she wrote: “As if to capture tiaage for all time the designer has bracketedth the
two central columns of the eastern peristyle; thes only self-contained scene in the entire frige is
framed so carefully for the viewer approachingttraple. In this way, the ritual of thpeplosis made
static and eternalized.” Yes, static for the spgectweyesight, but extremely dynamic and passoifat
the mind of whoever is seeking to discover the nglirepse of a shadow of a universal physical pplei
Unfortunately, however, Jenifer Neils has also begrating the typical British Intelligence lie cog out
of Princeton University and according to which Benathenaia had been instituted for the purpose of
celebrating a human sacrifice. (11)

CONCLUSION: THE SOUL “HERSELF REVOLVING WITHIN HERS ELF.”

To summarize briefly the iconography of the Pheidizeze, it is important to note that the
interpretations that the frieze described as g auttyth, an allegory, a history, a sacrificialrdea a
pageant, etc, all fall short of the intended puepafsPheidias. A classical artistic compositiorihaé
magnitude has to focus on the creative procesd, iesxd that, from the highest universal standpdihis
is no ordinary story, and, therefore, this stoquiees an extraordinary explanation, which musiehiire
advantage over other explanations of not beinglgianpother spin, but of being truthful.

Since the method of Pheidias demonstrates, toigfes$t degree, the mastery of the creative

process, then, it becomes self-evident that thebcation of the procession of theploswas the
celebration of the creative process in the forra tferoic sculpturgin the sense that Alexander von

13



Humboldt, and, later on, Frederic Church, gavénéorheaning of aHeroic painting” It was the
celebration of the creative solution to the tragefi¢greek civilization; that is, of an actual definbreak
with the tradition of the Olympian gods and theipdcious Delphic prophesies. There is a lot oflence
showing that Pheidias was, like Socrates, critidahe tragic manipulation of the Greek populatiynthe
priesthood of the Cult of Apollo. This is also refal by Greek historian, Martin Robertson who notéd
we are right about the nature of the representatiotihe frieze, its sharp break with the traditidn
religious art is exactly the kind of thing whicloe enemies used to discredit Pericles and higdfsievith
the more conservative sections of the AthenianipulflL2) In fact, after the construction of therth@non,
Pheidias was accused of embezzlement and was foroeelxile.

Finally, the frieze of Pheidias addressed the djuestf the creative process of the principle of
Hylozoic Monism as Plato had developed the conoepti hisTimaeus The question was, how could an
artistic composition replicate the inner soul oivensal living motion as the expression of the bdany
condition of the universe as a whole? In other wphbw can the artist draw the inward mind outhan t
outward physical countenance of the universe? dtty, that was the question that Pheidias raisdd a
celebrated in all of his sculptures. This is how Brometheus of American art, Benjamin West, arever
the question when he addressed the students &aye Academy of Fine Arts on the subject of the
Pheidias frieze:

“It is the mental power displayed in the Elgin magbthat | wish the juvenile artist to
notice. Look at the equestrian groups of the yolttgenians in this collection, and you will find
in them that momentary motion which life gives be tccasion to the riders and their horses. The
horse we perceive feels that power which the ingafdife has given to his rider; we see in him
the animation of his whole frame; in the fire of leiyes, the distention of his nostrils, and thédrap
motion of his feet, yielding to the guidance of hder, or in the speeding of his course: they are,
therefore, in perfect unison with the life in eadhthis moment of the animation they appear to
have been turned into stone by some majestic pamernot created by the human hand. The
single head of the horse, in the same collectieans as if it had, by the same influence, been
struck into marble, when he was exerting all thergy of his motion.

“These admirable sculptures, which now adorn oty;, eire the union of Athenian genius
and philosophy, and illustrate my meaning respgdtie mental impression which is so essential
to be given to works of refined art. It was thisrpavhich the Grecian philosophers wished to
impress on the minds of their sculptors, not ttofeltheir predecessors the Egyptians in sculpture,
who represented their figures without motion, aliio nearly perfect in giving to them the
external form. ‘It is passions,’ said they, ‘witthish man is endowed, that we wish to see in the
movements of your figures.’ This advice of the pkdphers was felt by the sculptors, and the
Athenian marbles are the faithful records of tHea€y of that advice. ” (13)
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Figure 16. Pheidiagheseus Attempting to Calm His Runaway Ho@samntral West facade of the
Parthenon frieze. ( Photo: Alison FrantzTime Parthenon FriezéDxford University Press, New York,
1975.) Note how deeply the front legs and the refade horse are carved in comparison with the hind
legs!

This horse calming scene, located in the censi@tian of the west frieze, is attributed to Pheddia
personally, because of the extraordinary qualitthefpassion that West referred to. This sculpias still
up on the frieze of the Parthenon in 1993 whera taken down as the new repairs began. The dtate o
balancing in mid-motion between the spookinessiefiorse and the control of Theseus attemptinglta ¢
him is expressed in every fiber and muscle of trsdis body, including the exerting veins of itgited
face and stomach, and the frightened look in its ejowever, this is not the representation of adéiathis
is, as West remarked, the representation of agests human state of mind!

As West put it so beautifully, “it is passions”tbe creative mind of man that is celebrated
through the movements of such a figure, not theufea of an animal. It is the soul and mind of man
mastering the laws of the universe that is exhibiitere as being different from the animal. The &ass
merely the physical envelope of a state of mentaiten that is being exuded and is piercing thiotige
dense matter of the marble. It is the inward sdtihe external countenance of universal creatiwtgre,
what is being displayed is the inward soul of theverse, as Plato understood it. Such was the whole
intention of representing the Great Panathenaiegssion and the function of peplosceremony, its
ontologically efficient reality.

Thus, it was the principle of creative passion tagidias had in mind to celebrate in his

Parthenon, as a means of efficiently getting ouhefbox of the tragedy of Greek society; thatieativity
as the only solution to escape the tragic. Thexz#iis, therefore, about you, the participant chsa
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celebration and about your power of being a sdléxeve creative passionate human being capable of
resolving the paradox of expressing the workingthefmind upon an external frame, just as the maigi
frame of those marbles had inspired Keats irCde On A Grecian Urn

O Attic shape! Fair attitude! With brede
Of marble men and maidens overwrought,
With forest branches and the trodden weed;
Thou, silent form, does tease us out of thought
As doth eternity: Cold Pastoral!
When old age shall this generation waste,
Thou shalt remain, in midst of other woe
Than ours, a friend to man, to whom thou say’st,
‘Beauty is truth, truth is beauty, - that is all
Ye know on earth, and all ye need to know.’

Similarly, Plato had identified in his hylozoic mism doctrine that the living principle of
creativity was meant to express the soul of thgame. This is what archeologist John Mansfield
perceived inTimaeus 36d-as being the true subject of theplosthat is woven and is enveloping the
universe from within and without. This is the pijsle, which can only be discovered by making the
difference between opinion and true knowledge, betwanalog and digital; that is to say, the cogmiti
weaving of intelligible forms of a higher degres,they appear on the way out of Plato’s Cave. Tasis,
Plato said:

“And when the construction of the Soul had all beempleted to the satisfaction of its
Constructor, then He fabricated within it all ther@oreal, and uniting them, center to center, He
made them fit together. And the Soul, being wovenughout the Heaven every way from the
center to the extremity, and enveloping it in @leifrom without [ ], and
herself revolving within herself, began a divingioming of unceasing and intelligent life lasting
throughout all time. And whereas the body of theVém is visible, the Soul is herself invisible
but partakes in reasoning and in harmony, havimgecimto existence by the agency of the best of
things intelligible and ever-existing as the beéshings generated.” (14)

This is the principle of creativity that went intailding the Parthenon.
NOTES:
(5) Plato,Timaeus 37d.Translated by Rev. R. G. Bury.
(6) Lyndon H. LaRouche Jr. It's a fight For CredtiyPer Se, Morning Briefing, November 23, 2008.
(7) A. W. LawrenceGreek ArchitecturgYale University Press, New Haven, 1996, p. 114.
(8) SECRETS OF THE PARTHENOPtoduced for NOVA by Arte France, 2003.

(9) Athena was the goddess of Wisdom, the goddeééo, and the goddess of Arts and Crafts. Plato in
his Cratylus has described the most revealing &spéthe personality of Athena.

" Hermogenes: Still there remains Athena, whom y®agrates, as an Athenian, will surely not forget;
there are also Hephaistus and Ares.

Socrates: | am not likely to forget them.

Hermogenes: No, indeed.

Socrates: There is no difficulty in explaining thtter appellation of Athena.

Hermogenes: What other appellation?

Socrates: We call her Pallas.

Hermogenes: To be sure.
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Socrates: And we cannot be wrong in supposingttimis derived from armed dances. For the eleraifo
oneself or anything else above the earth, or byitleeof the hands, we call shakipagl{ein), or dancing.
Hermogenes: That is quite true.

Socrates: Then that is the explanation of the nalkas.

Hermogenes: Yes, but what do you say of the otherer?

Socrates: Athena?

Hermogenes: Yes.

Socrates: That is a graver matter, and there, rydrthe modern interpreters of Homer may, | thadsist
in explaining the view of the ancients. For mosthafse, in their explanation of the poet, asseitltle
meant by Athenanind (noug andintelligence(dianoia). And the maker of names appears to have had a
singular notion about her, and indeed called heat bl higher title, divine intelligenceéieou noésisjs
though he would say, this is she who has the Mifdam (ha theonoa) tsing alpha as a dialectic variety
of eta, and taking away iota and sigma. Perhapsge¥wer, the namtheononmay mearshe who knows
divine things(theia noousa) better than otheidor shall we be far wrong in supposing that théhar of it
wished to identify this goddess with moral intediigge €n éthei noés)y and therefore gave her the name
Etheonoewhich, however, either he or his successors hitgeed into what they thought a nicer form, and
called her Athena." (Plat@ratylus 406d — 407 ranslation by Benjamin Jowett.)

(10) John Magruder Mansfiel@he Robe of Athena and the Panathenaic “Peplakbiiversity of
California, Berkeley, PHD Thesis, 1985. p.10.

(11) Jenifer NeilsThe Parthenon FriezeCambridge University Press, 2006, p. 70. In aiptes book she
edited, Jenifer Neils referred to the British castan of Joan Connelly according to whom the whafle
the Great Panathenaia had been aimed at reprasémilmuman sacrifice of a daughter of Athenian
Archon, Erechtheus. Neils reported: “Joan Connallyp delivered a paper at Princeton, has intergréte
central scene of the east frieze, the so-calletbpepcident, as preparation for the sacrificehaf aughter
of King Erechtheus which will insure success in wawhile this view has not gained wide acceptarice, i
has stimulated closer scrutiny of the details efftieze, as for example in Evelyn Harrison’s Cleajit
this volume.”(Jenifer NeilsyVorshiping Athena: Panathenaia and Parthendnijversity of Wisconsin
Press, Madison, 1996, p. 4.)

For identification purposes, Joan Breton Connallg typical archeology British agent who
graduated from Princeton University in 1974. Shal$® a member of the Society of Antiquaries of
London, the Oxford Philosophical Society, and a fmenof the nefarious British—run Pilgrims of the
United States. Connelly wrote her fantasy spimiradicle entitledParthenon and Parthenoa
Mythological Interpretation of the Parthenon FriesdA, 100. 1996, pp. 53-80. Take your attentiomaw
from British Intelligence for a single moment ahéy will be off somewhere creating a new satanittou
subvert the natural creative powers of man.

(12) Martin RobertsonThe Parthenon FriezéNew York Oxford University Press, 1975, p. 15.glaver,
the method of artistic composition of Pheidias @igp only the shadows of the best “tapestry” thage®
artist weavers could produce, every four yearsgtebrate the creative process of the power obreas
personified in the goddess Athena. Unfortunately,af about 75, not a single trace gieploshas

survived to this day. There exist records, howeokdifferent workshops throughout Greece wheristart
such as Akesas and his son Helikon from Salamisneikled and had won one of the earlier Panathenaic
honor. In fact, artist-weavers would submit th@iecmens to a jury-panel that would decide on tmmer,
and so, the celebration also became a nationakcoation of the best artist-weaver of ancient Gegeec
during three centuries.

(13) Benjamin WestOn the Philosophy of Charactan John GaltLife, Studies, and Works of Benjamin
West Part I, p. 150-52.

(14) Plato,Timaeus 36e.Translation by Rev. R. G. Bury.
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