THE ULTRAMONTANE PAPACY PART III
[11. Bogota LYM class, January 17, 2007]
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In this Morning Briefing, January 17, 2007, Lyrsharovoked the LYM by
inviting them to answer in written form a conceptalaswer to a very exciting test
guestion. | hope you have a Spanish translati@adir. The proposal is the following:

Memo from Lyndon LaRouche
January 16, 2007 (6:43 am)) EST

1.ATIMELY QUESTION.
The second basement team is now approaching the &nfior a test question.

QUESTION: Based on the combination of the earlier ansideration of the work of
the Pythagoreans and Plato in the domain of Spha&s, and on the first team’s
studies of the Sun-Earth-Mars ordering, and, now, lte second team'’s consideration
of the principled composition of the Solar SystemsaKnown to Kepler: What do
these studies show us about the Egyptian origins tife conception of the principle of
Sphaerics, as this was made known to the Pythagoresaand Plato?

Present a conceptual view of the answer to this gstion, and summarize the
distinction between what had been accomplished inugly of the New Astronomy
and the World Harmonies from the standpoint of refection on the putatively
original, Egyptian development of the concept of Saerics, as opposed to axiomatic
systems such as the Euclidean system.

Those in Berlin should also consider their own inépendent effort to respond
to this question

To further encourage you to seriously take up¢hallenge, I include in
attachment the shadow of the Great Pyramid shotamg when inscribed into a
cylinder, it relates to the doubling of the cubeArghytas. The numbers on the Figure
simply indicate the numerical values, in centimgténat resulted from the construction.
We should start next week with establishing a cphed affinity between the Egyptian
origins of the principle of Sphaerics and the Pgtiraan Archytas solution to the
doubling of the cube.
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2. LAROUCHE FORECASTING AXIOMATIC CHANGES
AT THE BOUNDARY CONDITION OF UNIVERSAL PRINCIPLES.

*kkkk

Now, when you deal with universal history you maistays rely on universal
physical principles as your guiding lanterns foredmining boundary conditions. The
two principles that | use regularly are the priheipf proportionality, which Lyn
generally identifies with the principle oSphaeric$, and the principle of the Peace of
Westphalia, which Mazarin called thAdvantage of the Othér With those two
principles, | can navigate to any shore | wantada and never get lost. Sometimes, |
may appear to be wandering from place to placenah&now where | am going, but that
is not a problem. Remember that when you are osulface of a sphere, your position is
always at the center of the surface, because tiné gothe surface and the center of the
sphere are always the same and you can alwaygdundposition with a Zenith function
that tells you where you are with respect to Ptde B the concentric sphere of the
heavens. Even though sometimes you don’'t know wymureare going to end up, the
important thing is that those principles are alwggsg to tell you how to get there.
These principles are also the key architectoniarpaters that set the boundary
conditions of universal history. In that senseytaee the fneasure of changewhich
are also required for this new Renaissance thdtiw is creating today.

Remember also that for ancient Greece, Platbisi@eug and the generation of
the Five Regular Solids from Egyptian Sphaerickeogéd the first scientificheasure of
changg for a civilized society after the building of tl&reat Pyramid of Egypt. As |
have demonstrated in the Summer 2004 issue*b€2htury, the Great Pyramid and the
Platonic Solids came from the same Dodecahedralrt® Egyptian sphere that
produced those solids. Similarly, Piero Della Festa, Nicholas of Cusa, Pacioli,
Leonardo da Vinci, and Raphael Sanzio had all ahtfse same Platonic Solids
Sphaerics generating principle to demonstrate teasure of chandefor the Italian
Renaissance. Thus, for the same reason, that if\@ame purpose, after 300 years of
British-Dutch Liberal financial domination ruinirtbis planet, Lyn is calling on the LYM
to revive the Egyptian, Greek, and Italian Renaissaliscoveries for the purpose of
establishing a new Renaissance. So, the sameagure of chandethat informed the
Egyptians, the Greeks, the Italians, and Keplertilhesome the basis upon which we
develop a LaRouche-Riemannian-Vernadsky sciengfiolution today, but from a more
advanced and profound understanding of economics.

Now, in the same way that the Italian Renaissangedht an alternative to the
Venetian Ultramontane Monster, the LaRouche progrb{iNew Politicg and {New
Economicg today is about to replace the current Anglo-Dutdfiapsing monetary
system. And the simple fact that the American LY8é just intervened in the U.S.
Congress with Bel Cantd, as LaRouche identified this new period of higtaepresents
the proof that this is our time, and that this Resence can only be brought to the world
from the United States of America. In fact, whem yioink of it, it is only in America that



you can go to Congress and sing against the dusdhdent Bush and the evil Vice-
President Cheney, and get Congressmen to joiniagédmng with you. Nowhere else in
the world could you do that.

When you look at about 5,000 years of universstiony through the span of about
2,500 years, that is roughly the interval betwdenGreek period of Thales and
Pythagoras returning home from their Egyptian sthqountil today, what you are
looking for are the key axiomatic changes that aeclin the construction of the
sovereign governments of nations during that epirgod of time. You look for the
paradoxes that made that happen and you also ¢todkd enemy actions that prevented
that from happening. This is what Schiller calledding for the singularities ofgfiving}
and of {taking} in the universal history of mankind. The key, ié#®re, is to determine
the moments when man was treated bestially and Wweavas treated as a creative
individual in the image of God, and use those mdmas the singularities, which define
the boundary conditions for the development of hnitgaas a whole. You don't look at
those singularities to commiserate with humanityooattack humanity; you use them as
measuring sticks for the development of future nashk

On December 22, 2006, in his Master PafédE LOST ART OF THE
CAPITAL BUDGETING}, Lyn stated the following crucial point about wiha expect
in the current situation of the global financialasconomic breakdown. He succinctly
described what happens during the axiomatic chahgesystem. Lyn said:

{Actual physical economies are dynamic processes,mechanical-statistical
processes. That means, among other consideratitimest, a forecast is implicitly
Keplerian, in the sense, both of the notion of arbd, and, the proof of the test of the
equant, that the universe is not simply repetitiveit bounded by higher universal,
physical principles which give an ordered characterthe evolution of the universe, or
any of its phase-spaces, as a whole.

“{ Therefore in any competent forecast, including aieeis sort of economic
forecast for a system as a whole, it is the prideigoverning the “orbit” of that
immediate system, which acts upon the system, fméde certain kind of boundary
condition. As the system’s evolution approachestthaundary condition, the behavior
of the system is changed by that approach, whichgaeds, in turn, to a limit, beyond
which the system cannot continue in its presentrforAt that point, either the system
will be changed, or it will break dow#h (Morning Briefing, Sat, Dec 30, 2006, p. 32)

This point has been reached historically todagl, @hreal physical systems in
existence today must be subjected to such axiorola#inges, which are defined by
universal physical principles acting on their boaydconditions. There will be no
exception to this rule for all of mankind. In gealeit is difficult to discover when such a
boundary condition will be reached, but this is wdgood forecaster like LaRouche
looks for in the physical economy. Such boundanditions may take years, decades,
even centuries to develop. Look how long it toolkestablish a nation-state in Europe: no
less than about 1900 years, from the time of tiggninéng of the destruction of Solon’s



Republic of Athens in 431 B.C. to the time when isaXil establishment the
commonwealth nation-state of France, on Januaty¥ b/ A.D.

However, when such an axiomatic change does ogourknow it, because you
sense that everything is about to be completehetiupside-down, just before it
happens. When the boundary conditions have beehedathe system is shaken-up like
an airplane approaching the speed of sound. ThHeabgisgs on this, outside of Lyn’s
papers, are those of Riemann on shock waves. Thsislways very useful to look at the
boundary condition of any type of phase-changealasi a system, and study what
happens to that system when the phase-change appsothe limit of acceptable
turbulences. At that point where the system is @gging the limit, something very
important and unusual happens.

The system goes into a paradoxical state! It gosan inversion! It appears to
be going mad, just like the “poor devil” charac®gmnast, going through his spiritual
exercises to psych-out the enemy troops. Thisésobrthe most ironic stories ever
written by the axiom buster, Francois Rabelaisisfinst book of the extraordinary
stories of Gargantua and Pantagruel. In orderue kanself from certain doom,
Gymnast offered himself to the enemy camp as ar‘dewuil.” This had the effect of
destabilizing the enemy who ran away from his aatiob, thinking that Satan, himself,
had invaded their army. Cervantes did similar teingth character Don Quixote when he
had him do “Spiritual exercises.” | sent you anstration of that last month.

These are the signs that the forecaster is lodkingomething is about to happen
which appears to be impossible. And, the forecdstiss for that because only the
“impossible” will turn out to be true, and whatesapears to be of the domain of the
“possible” will turn out to be untrue. People iretdS say this happen with the youth
vote in the November™7Democratic victory in the two Houses of Congré&ss, the
impossible becomes very real when, in the courdestdry, the unbelievable becomes
real. This is where geometry can be most usefst,jafore the point of break down of
the system. Are there any questions before | gbtean example with the Leibniz
principle of continuity?

3. THE LEIBNIZ PRINCIPLE OF CONTINUITY

Take the case of a change occurring between tfeatit conic sections in an
apparent continuous conical projection. If you&wabne with a plane, which you
imagine is rotating continuously from the horizdmgasition of the circle, through the
ellipse, the parabola, and the hyperbola, you tesemwe the continuous transformation
of different phase-spaces of the different coritshe tradition of ancient Egyptian
{Sphaeric$, Apollonius has developed extensively these défe conics that Kepler
also studied from him and applied his insightsigy{iNew Astronomy. LaRouche is
doing the same thing today with his¢w Politicg and his {New Economicg
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Figure1 .

Figure 1. [Conic Sections.]

However, what happens between each conic sectenesy interesting
infinitesimal discontinuity that Leibniz had idefirtid as a crucial metaphorical
singularity, an ¢quant, which became relevant for developing his calsuiwm the
standpoint of what he called thBdnciple of continuity}. On this question, | refer you
to my pedagogical on Poncelet that is posted oNth¥M website at:
http://wlym.com/pedagogicals/paradox.html

Leibniz wrote:

“{ This principle (of continuity) has its origin in te {infinite} and is absolutely
necessary in geometry, but it is effective in plegsas well, because the sovereign
wisdom, the source of all things, acts as a perféetometrician, observing a harmony
to which nothing can be added. This is why the piple serves me as a test or criterion
by which to reveal the error of an ill-conceived iopn at once and from the outside,
even before a penetrating internal examination isdun. It can be formulated as
follows.{When the difference between two instances in a g series, or that which

is presupposed can be diminished until it becomessiller than any given quantity



whatsoever, the corresponding difference in what isought, or in their results, must
of necessity also be diminished or become less thamy given quantity whatsoever}.
Or to put it more commonly{when two instances or data approach each other
continuously, so that one at last passes into théher, it is necessary for their
consequences or results (or the unknown) to do stsa}. This depends on a more
general principle: that{as the data are ordered, so the unknown are ordedealso.
[{Datus ordinatis etiam quaesita sunt ordinata.}|But examples are needed in order to
understand this. We know that a given ellipse apgpches a parabola as much as is
wished, so that the difference between ellipse gadabola becomes less than any
given difference, when the second focus of theps# is withdrawn far enough from
the first focus, for then the radii from that distd focus differ from parallel lines by an
amount as small as can be desired. And, as a resllthe geometric theorems which
are proved for the ellipse can be applied to thegimola..}" (Gottfried Leibniz,
{Philosophical Papers and Letteds Kluwer Academic Publishers, Vol. 2, Boston,
1956, p.351.)

This Leibniz litmus test is quite an axiom busted is extremely important in
physical economy because it is a test of the Keggidequan}, which demonstrates that
the universe does not proceed by self similar apétitive cycles, but changes in an
ordered way from phase-space to phase-space, whihisystem as a whole. When the
phase-space reaches a limit, an axiomatic chargeobecause a new universal
physical principle has been introduced.

Now, look at the difficulty that Leibniz imposed as: THE LAST ELLIPSE IS
THE FIRST PARABOLA! How can this be? Any Aristotelian, Euclidian, Caréa, or
Newtonian would object here that an ellipse camm@oa parabola, in any circumstance,
and that the geometric theorems of one cannot pieedpo the other, by virtue of the
principle of non-contradiction, that is to say, sthing cannot be both itself and
something else at the same time. However, withghigiple of continuity, Leibniz
shows that you can cut through the reductionisthisflogic.

On the one hand, Aristotelian logic cannot accdainsuch changes and cannot
consider the ¢ase in transformatiol, the limit case of going from the ellipse to the
parabola, as anything but something impossible. thedrony is that this impossibility is
not only very real, but is more real than any ottese, because, in a changing universe, a
thing is always in the process of becoming sometbkise. For Aristotle, things simply
cannot change because the universe must obeyléiwedand a fixed hierarchy that
orders them forever. And that is why oligarchs léwestotle so much.

On the other hand, lets examine the case of tipseimore closely. What is the
significance of the Leibniz expressiowkien the second focus of the ellipse is
withdrawn far enough}? What does far enought mean? How far is far enough}?

This is the key to solving the apparent paradoxorie is implying that the second focus
of the ellipse has begun to go to the limit of ¢éfigose, which is becoming slowly but
continuously transformed into a parabola. Therefaehave the following
contradiction: the second focus of the ellipse ninegfin to disappear if the ellipse is to



become a parabola, but it must also not disappEzause if it does, it will no longer be
an ellipse. For the Aristotelian, there can onlisedistinct moments when there is one
and when there is the other, but never one changiaghe other. As in the case of
Thomas Aquinas, you must chose between one daihi@oles of opposition.

However, for Leibniz, in this process of transfotioi, the first parabola is
identical to the last ellipse. Now, of all ellips@sd parabolas, this is the most important
one because it gives you a glimpse of the preseingeiniversal physical principle,
appearing és if in a glass darkly, between the cracks of the universe, in the in-
betweenness. You get a glimpse of the infinitegekpat the unknown future that lies just
ahead. That is the Kepleequant idea that Leibniz applied to his calculus and
{principle of continuity} as Lyn identified. That is also what Leibniz id#éied as his
method of inversion of tangents. | will developsthater with the Leibniz treatment of the
catenary and tractrice curves. Do you have anytouns®

[In answer to a question on the Kepleg{iand] It is interesting to observe that
such a change between the ellipse and the parafduieh) occurs in your mind, does not
seem to occur as well as in the continuous proyessoving plane across the cone. But,
it does. Thus, for Leibniz it is necessary to idtroe the failure of human-made geometry
as an act of humility and of learned ignorance, @ke a state of perplexity in the mind
of the geometer, so that he can discover the limoitaf geometrical axioms, postulates,
and definitions, such that a lawful state of camdtive physical geometry replaces the
comfort zone of formal logic and formal geometrg, # a real living system, if the
geometer does not change and dump formal logltadtpint, then he is heading for a
break down! This is what is currently happeningh® mathemagicians of the current
financial system all around the word. They aregalhg mad because they refuse to see
that the entire financial system is collapsing abthem. They should just let go of their
fantasy.

So, you see, that after a certain period of tim®séem in evolution proceeding
toward such a boundary condition will be affecteduch a manner that its evolution will
tend to be accelerated toward a boundary conditianhwill both be changed by the
willful approach of human beings pushing toward th@undary and be changed by the
economic breakdown of the physical limit which wdlipg on it towards a condition of
axiomatic change. As Lyn showed, at that poirtéf system does not change, it
collapses.

This is also the reason why | like to use the exarnpPedro’s intervention
against Philip the llegitimo, because | am suré¢ shane of you said to yourselves: “It is
impossible for me to do the same thing. | couldemelo something like that. ” And yet,
in a certain way, Pedro did the impossible, andeffect was worldwide, in the
simultaneity of eternity, past, present, and futMvy? Because he asked himself the
guestion: “Under what circumstance can a citizératking what to do?” And his answer
was that in an oligarchical culture, this is impbksto do. But in a Republican culture,
this is the only thing to do. So, what appearseaanypossible for certain people becomes
a basic necessity for others.



So, this is the Leibniz test of the proportionalesgign harmony in the universe:
the anti-entropic axiomatic change between theaddigical system and the republican
system. This is how you transform an oligarchigatam into a republican system. And
this is also the reason why Lyn wants the LYM tosteathe science of Kepler and his
anti-entropic use of theefjuan{. Next, look at the ¢quant as Leibniz’s answer to the
Kepler question of the margin of error (eccentyicrepresented by the fallacy of the
Brahe, Copernicus, and Ptolemy geometric modeds) the standpoint of the Leibniz
catenary function.

If you affect one small change in the positiontd tatenary, understood as the
curvature of non-entropic change, as the isochreaist action principle of the universe
as a whole; that is, if you intervene somewherhéuniverse by introducing a new
universal physical principle, locally, the effedllee such that this lawful action on a
small part of the universe, from the inside ofll] have a corresponding reverberation
throughout the universe as a whole. The effectlvglthe same everywhere because the
force of the principle acting on creating the ention-entropic system of the galaxies is
exactly the same force, which is acting on the adbthat the spider has constructed in
your window during the quiet of the night. Did ybear anything? No, yet, the spider
used the same force that created our solar system.

In the same way, the isochronic effect of a unizlgphiysical principle applied in
a local situation is everywhere isochronic in tihhévarse as a whole. Similarly, the effect
of the LYM intervening in a local situation againisé oligarchy has a political mass
effect for the population and against that oliggrttroughout the world. Even though
you might have doubts about the far-reaching efiégbur own individual actions, since
they pertain to a universal lawfulness, which iédfound everywhere present in the
universe, in the large as well as in the smaljilithave an isochronic effect
proportionately everywhere, simply because the lestahfinitesimal physical change in
one part of the catenary affects the catenansitoiality. This is how we have to direct
our flanks internationally.

However, such axiomatic changes, do not alwayse#feet immediately. Take
the case of Nicholas of Cusa and you will seetti@impact of his having created the
Council of Florence had their results about a heddears later with the creation of the
nation-state with Louis XI and the developmentha imodern scientific method with
Kepler. However, the mass effect of the LaRouche& Eeonomics must be oriented
willfully and isochronically worldwide, in the sanveay.

| guess this is another way to say that the prlasipf the universe are working
with us, and not against us. So, this is to oulaathge to be able to look at the future and
choose the finality, which will determine our actsin common. Thus, by looking at the
future in this way, even though we may not knowwhkére we are going to end up, we
surely know how to get there. As Lyn put it, ingtiMaster Paper:fwhat is necessary
appears to be impossible, then make it hapgemnhe impossible is always how to get
there. Any questions?



4. SCHOOL OF ATHENS BOUNDARY CONDITIONS:
THE DODECAHEDRAL SOURCE OF PERSPECTIVE.

Let me stress, again, what Lyn had emphasizedtgddte School of Athensa
few years ago, and show you how the boundary conditorks also in the higher
domain of Classical Artistic Composition. The digery we are reliving with this
Raphael fresco, even if you simply have a compads¥en reproduction of it, is the
discovery of Raphael’'s mind in the simultaneityetérnity, which means that, even
though most of the characters represented in thedbof Athens did not live at the same
time or in the same place, and could never haveagether in the same place, when
they were alive, Raphael has represented thensimgée axiomatic moment of history
whish is reproduced on the wall of the Stanza dgdignatura, but which comes uniquely
from his creative mind, and nowhere else. The dizmeity of eternity is in the likeness
of God, as if God had been looking at a thousaiadsyef human history in one infinite
moment. That is the idea of simultaneity of etgtritVhat it means also is that if such a
representation is a truthful one, it will remaiuathful throughout the eternity of time, and
its truthfulness will have the character of uniadity. This is in direct correspondence
with Cusa’s geometry of Unity, Equality, and Contn&t about the Holy Trinity that
Kepler later developed in his contribution t®ghaeric$, in his {Paralipomenes to
Vitellion}.

Now, there are two important features to note abdwmiuniversality of
simultaneity of eternity. One is thatkie School of Athenjsrepresents precisely how
universal history comes alive in somebody’s mindiohl is where you meet your closest
friends and sometimes your closest enemies. Seganddpresents, also precisely, how
the creative process of the human mind works. i8m that double vantage point, the
painting is worth examining in some detail. Lettarswith the detail of Archimedes (15).
First, note that the Archimedes group of astropisysn the right side is a complement to
the Pythagoras (11) group of music on the left.sldere is also an interesting
connection between the Star of David inscribedhaentéblet on the right as the Judaic
complement of the Islamic presence of Averroes @tOhe left. That is all the more
interesting because Judaism is the foundationabloth Islam and Christianity. From
that standpoint, the Star of the David Sketch isomger a symbol but the metaphor
representation of a more complex axiomatic functarboth religion and science.



Figure 2. [Archimedes’ Star of David Scheme.]

Figure 3. [Star of David derived from the Architecture of the School of Athens.]
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One glance at the Archimedes character of the 3dfddhens and you can
discover that he is projecting onto the plane efftbor some thing that is derived from
the higher domain of§phaeric$, and which is not of the domain of the visibleitb
establishes a basis for change in the domain ofifliledle. So, Archimedes is projecting
onto the discrete manifold of the floor the shadidva stereographicnfeasure of
changg that is generated from for the continuous mamifals if from the center of the
Stanza della Segnatura as a whole. Let's see hatwrtteasure of changeworks as if it
were projected from the outside of Plato’s Cave?

Remember that whatever you may end up finding &d® Cave, you are always
dealing with the dynamics of real axiomatic chan@émt’s the physical reality function
of the cave. So, when you want to look for the matic change, which always occurs
when you wish to have someone pass from a lowerdota a higher domain, you have
to look for a special type of shadow. In other v&iitlis not just any shadow that will
carry the trace of the change that you wish toadiscor produce. Sometimes it takes a
long time to discover the right shadow. But, yoll iwnow when you discover the right
one, because it will have a special dynamic ath¢bat. Such shadows, however, are
never symbolic. So, from that standpoint, the 8fddavid as a symbol does not apply
here, because it is not emblematic; it is cognitivdat we are trying to discover from
that sketch is a dynamic relationship to the whiotgé,something formal or mechanistic.
Let me give you a similar dynamic function with Thas Aquinas.

5. THE SINGULARITY OF THOMAS AQUINAS, INNOCENT Il AND ST.
BONAVENTURE

Sometimes the shadows of axiomatic change areewohetrical in explicit form.
For example, in theRisputd, Raphael created a dynamic much similar to thidti®
master, Leonardo da Vinci, imfie Last Suppér. | am referring to the dramatic and
poetic encounter between the Dominican, Thomaswegu{1227-1274), pope Innocent
. (1198-1216), and the Franciscan, St. Bonaven(i221-1274), in theQisputg.
Those two historical characters flanking InnocdiniMed at the same time, yet they are
portrayed together, with a pope who was dead béfegwere born. So, what is the
irony here? The papacy of Innocent Il is the highmoint of Ultramontane power in
history; Thomas Aquinas is the highest point ofsfatelian Theology in history; and St
Bonaventure is the highest point of Platonic-Auguah Theology in history. Here, in
the shadow of the glance that Innocent Il give$homas Aquinas, there is a
demonstrable conspiracy that Raphael did not mig®int at by bringing together those
two characters into a stereographic unity of hisadrchange in contrast with
Bonaventure who does not seems to be related no. theok and think again.
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Figure 4. [Aquinas, Innocent lll, and St. Bonaventue. Detail of Dispute.]

You see from this that every Classical work ofisitke a drama, always
reflecting a specific historical context, so thatiyalways want to understand the
historical specificity of a composition and notisaose it arbitrarily into another period.
In the single glance between Thomas Aquinas and pupcent lll, Raphael succeeded
in representing the tragic drama of an entire agraticrusades. That is the genius of
Raphael in being able to write the history of atirercentury into a single minuscule
shadow of truth. What does that tell you aboutakiematic change that was occurring
during the 18 century? This tells you of the existence of a piasy between the
Venetians, the Ultramontane Papacy, and the Doamsiagainst the kingdoms of
Europe. This glance tells you that you are at igh point of Ultramontanism in the
entire history of the Church.

It was Venice which created the Ultramontane papaicthe purpose of the
crusades, it was pope Innocent Il who createdinainican Order for the purpose of
creating the first Inquisition against the Albigemss, and it was Thomas Aquinas who,
in the middle of the Albigensian Crusade, wrote{tSamma Theologifprinciples for
the purpose of establishing the authority of theddhontane papacy and usurp the
sovereignty of kings of Europe. | remind you thetetnent of Aquinas about the right to
kill the heretics and to wage war against Islam dundkism. The following few
paragraphs are taken from my previous report:

“{(1) There is the sin, whereby they (the heretic®gserve not only to be
separated from the Church by excommunication, bils@to be shut off from the world
by death. For it is a much more serious matter wript faith, through which comes
the soul’s life, than to forge money, through whidemporal life is supported. Hence if
forgers of money or other malefactors are straightay justly put to death by secular
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princes, with much more justice can heretics, imnneeély upon conviction, be not only
excommunicated but also put to death.

(2) But on the side of the Church there is mercyitlwa view to the conversion
of them that are in error; and therefore the Churathoes not straightaway condemn,
but {after a first and a second admonition}, as tAgostle teaches [Tit. lii. 10]. After
that, if he be found still stubborn, the Church g#¢ up hope of his conversion and
takes though for the safety of others, by separgtimm from the Church by sentence
of excommunication; and, further, leaves him to tlsecular court, to be exterminated
from the world by death.}’ Thomas Aquinas, §umma Theologi, ii, Q. xi. Article
I1l. { Whether heretics should be toleratg¢din { Documents of the Christian Church
Op. Cit., p. 186-187.)

And the following statement was devised spuriosshgly to justify legalized
murder and wars of aggression against Jews andrivkisl|

“{ There are some unbelievers such as the Gentiles tiedHebrews who have
never accepted the Christian faith. These shouldnio way be forced to
believe...Appropriate force may be used by the faithtb prevent them from
interfering with the faith through blasphemy or eMinducements, or open persecution.
This is the reason that Christians often make war onbelievers, not to force them to
believe...but to prevent them from interfering withe Christian faith. However there
are other unbelievers, such as heretics and all sfabes who once accepted and
professed the faith. These are to be compelledndaephysical force, to carry out what
they promised and to hold what they once accegtgdhomas Aquinas, umma
Theologid, ii, ii, Q. 10, Art. 8.)

Furthermore, in case a pope were to be accusesugbation, Aquinas invented
the following protective measure:

“{ Secular power is subject to the spiritual powerths body is the subject to the
soul, and therefore it is not usurpation of authdyiif the spiritual prelate interferes in
temporal things concerning those matters in whidhetsecular power is subject to him,
or concerning those matters the care of which haseb entrusted to him by the secular
power}’ (Thomas Aquinas, The Political Ideas of St. Thomas Aquing<Dino
Bogongiari, Editor Hafner Publishing Company, 198.3xxxiv.)

From the standpoint of the Christiaprinciple of redemptiof, these excerpts by
Thomas Aquinas speak volume for themselves. Hedaoatl have been more explicit in
his brutal Aristotelian logic. His writings showeerly how the imperialist forms of
Ultramontane-Dominican policy of murdering the himeand justifying preemptive
wars against Jews and Muslims stemmed directly fimtheology. Indeed, if one were
to give up hope on his fellow man each time manegnagainst faith, and on the ground
that after two unsuccessful attemptgh¥ Church gives up hope of his conversigh
then, there would barely be any humanity left theeam. As everyone can see, this
outrageous casuistic defense of the Ultramontapaqgyas a purely oligarchical
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justification for population reduction, that ispeetext for culling the herd of human
cattle down to size. The key question resided in tiee believers could be convinced to
walk themselves to the slaughterhouses. In haésnols {Leviathan}, Thomas Hobbes
wrote:"{The Papacy is no other than the ghost of the deeehRoman Empire, sitting
crowned upon the grave theregf

On the one hand, it is easy to see that such ialrsophistry justifying the
inquisition is diametrically opposed to the Chastiprinciple of redemption. On the other
hand, there is the Augustinian view and understandf what came to be known as
{Felix culpal}; that is, the proclamation of the paradox of Adsufiault and of the
blessed consequence that was derived from thagression. As pope John Paul 1l put it
so aptly: “{Oh happy fault, which deserved to have so great gihatious a redeemej’
You should know that during this entire™8entury, no official theologian, except
Thomas Aquinas, ever considered writing anythirspeeting papal powers.

From inside of the Church, in 1209, it was Framdifssisi who attempted to
counter this Dominican insanity by creating thenféracans. And it was the same
Innocent Il who first rejected Francis. Howevdtgavery strong insistence from
Cardinal Ugolino, the future Benedict IX, Franciasifinally given the authority to
establish the Franciscan Order. The pope had ledectant because Saint Francis
advocated total poverty for the monks in directappon to the Dominicans who were
making a fortune with their inquisition of the Catk. During the Albigensian crusade,
the popes and the Dominicans had a fifty-fifty dealdividing-up the money and
properties of the heretics and their families.

Francis did not succeed in stopping the Dominicamogide, and between
Innocent Il and the Dominican Inquisition, theyded up killing hundreds of thousands
of Albigensians in France. By giving this impetoghe Inquisition, Innocent lil
established in the Church a terrible policy of latance, which has lasted until today. So,
you see, even the tiny shadow expressed by a gifagiee and the quiet presence of the
Great Augustinian-Franciscan, Saint Bonaventuegdhg next to Innocent Il and
Thomas Aquinas, captures the axiomatic flavor efdbnflict between Ultramontane
Gnosticism and Christianity. These are the singidarthat you always want to look for
when you look at a Classical Artistic Compositioon the standpoint of axiomatic
changes in universal history. Now, let's get baxltchimedes and take a look at the
paradox of the Dodecahedral Hexagon! But, beforelovthat, are there any questions?

[In answer to a question on the Dominicans. Thisoisin my previous report.]
6. DOMINICANS VS FRANCISCANS OVER {MACULATE CONCEPTION}.

The fight Between the Franciscans and the DommsiAugustinian-Platonists
vs. Thomas Aquinas Gnostic-Aristotelians] that Regdthad reproduced in th®isputg
was most explicit on the question of the Immacul@daception. Real bloody battles
began after the Oxford based Franciscan, John §cipported the idea that Mary had
been “immunized” against the original sin. Johnt8sdad an interesting view of
adopting the philosophy that prevention was bekttatr cure, and therefore God had
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prevented Mary from being soiled as the mothertwisE. The Dominicans were in total
opposition to that view and argued the Aristoteb@asumption that the human
{conceptu$ is vegetative.

So, this battle went on for centuries, but thé figat was not over Mary but over
the continuing Venetian Ultramontane poison ingitlthe Church and over the Christian
unity between faith and reason. It was a diversgigst, like the war over Iran, today, is a
diversion in the attempt to destroy the United &taf he fight over Mary’s birth got to
the point where, king Charles VI banned the Donaingfrom Paris and threatened any
one of imprisonment if they spoke publicly agaitit Immaculate Conception. This
fight was also significant in preparation for theming of Jeanne d’Arc.

Again, the issue was the question of the parad¢¥elix Culpa} as | discussed
with you before, and as Miriam rightly identified a crucial flank on the part of Jean
Paul Il against the oligarchical rot inside of Reman Curia. How can Christ be born of
sin if he is to redeem all sins? During the Reraaise, Franciscan pope Sixtus IV
(Francesco della Rovere), who Raphael exhibitedqstentatiously in his§ispute,
established the Feast of the Conception and wrotergoromising Bull to stop the feud
between the two orders, threatening both the Darais and the Franciscans of
excommunication if they either refused or gloatedw the Feast. It did not solve the
problem, and the Franciscans kept chasing aftedtdminicans and mocking them as a
bunch of perverted Wlaculists}” The Dominicans were arguing in accordance fita
Cathar belief that to be born of intercourse waset®orn of sin.

However, the Dominicans did not consider themsebaaten. So, one day, in
1507, there is reported an apparition of Mary tmeble Dominican monk of Berne.
Brother Lester had gotten an apparition of Mary whal to him that the Franciscans
were wrong, that, indeed, Thomas Aquinas was rayid, that Mary, herself, had
revealed that she had been conceived in sin. Asd pf reliability of the truthfulness of
her apparition, Mary gave Lester a cross with @ sp€hrist’s blood on it, three tears
that He had shed over Jerusalem, and a letterofoe Bules I, urging him to stop the
Franciscans from harassing the Dominicans.

Historian Peter de Rosa reported this famous héstioevent as follows: ‘The
apparition was {the} sensation of the day. Crowttscked to the convent in Berne.
Brother Lester was a good subject for Marian revetms: he was chaste; he fasted; he
scourged himself; he fell easily into ecstasy; hevdloped the stigmata, those wounds
of the Crucified in hands and feet that have auth@ated many a saint. In the convent
chapel was an image of the Virgin that wept perpaity for the errors of the
Franciscans whom Mary implored to accept her MactdaConceptior}. (Peter de Rosa,
{Vicars of Chris}, Crown Publishers Inc, New York, 1988, p. 240hiFwas the
beginning of the miraculous Marian apparitions.

Then, a little later during the same year, an ewere fantastic event occurred.

Brother Lester went before the magistrate in Bemme declared that the whole
{Maculate Conceptiohapparition had been a hoax and had been nothihg b
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homemade miracle. He revealed that he had beemddrby his superiors and was
asking for asylum. He declared that the SuperighefDominicans at Wimpffen wanted
to prove the falsity of the Immaculate Conceptiad #hat everything that he had said
and done had been a fake, stigmata, tears, arahdlthat everything had been fabricated
to gain popular support from the credulous popartein favor of Maculate

Conceptior}. The Dominicans were so upset by this counteelaion that they accused
Lester of heresy, tried him under the Inquisitimmured him, and burnt him alive at the
stake with three of his co-conspirators. End ofysto

7. PARADOX OF THE DODECAHEDRAL HEXAGON: AXIOMATIC C HANGE
IN BOUNDARY CONDITIONS.

Figure 5. [Paradox of the Dodecahedral Hexagon.]

What | did inFigure 5. is to project the Star of David scheme of Archiegds
the shadow of a Dodecahedron. Look at that Dodeltahes a sort of ghost-image
representing the mental creative process of the wifRaphael standing in the center of
the Stanza della Segnatura. Note how all of theiguols flat and receding lines of the
dodecahedral-hexagon intersect both the surfatteeokall and the floor plan and the
background architecture of the fresco as a whole the {measure of changefunction
of the dodecahedron in th@ifnaeug of Plato, which generates all of the other Pladon
and Archimedean Solids, the mind of Raphael funstias the invisiblerfieasure of
changg that his frescos intend to represent betweenvleaxiomatic domains of the
Middle Ages and the Italian Renaissance. The tescos are but the shadows of actual
stereo-architectonic projections of both the dotledaon and the icosahedron. You
should know that | began discovering this back9i2, even before | had joined the
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organization, when | had realized that the icosaedred/as the principle of the
perspective projection for the Dispute. Now, todaly] want to stress is the interesting
Paradox of the Dodecahedral Hexagon because itsstimactly the boundary conditions
of the Five Platonic Solids. You can figure out avatk out the rest by yourselves.

Figure 6. [Dispute Viewed from the Icosahedral-Hexgon.]

First, you have to realize that it is impossildeyenerate a dodecahedron from a
hexagonal plane formed by two equilateral trianglésh as represented by the Star of
David, as inFigure 2. The inverse has to occur. The hexagon is genefiatedthe
dodecahedron. Why? Can anyone tell me why the loexegnnot generate the
dodecahedron? Can you see that those two georoetriigurations represent two
different manifolds? Can you see that the diffeecetween the two configurations is
what uniquely determines the Five Platonic Solslshe boundary condition of
perception? The only way to solve this paradow istart from the domain of
{ Stereographic Sphaeri¢sthat is, by understanding how solid space dgy&kolid
angles within a sphere. This is also reflected fthengeological domain that was
investigated by Leonardo da Vinci, and which i@agpressed in Vernadsky's
biospherical conception of living fossil$Sé¢e Figure 7. Pyrite Crystal§ How many
ways can you bring together three regular polydgorferm a solid angle and determine
each of the Five Platonic Solids?
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Three equilateral triangles form a tetrahedral ange.
Three squares from a cubic angle.

Four equilateral triangles form an octahedral angle
Three pentagons form a dodecahedral angle.

Five equilateral triangles form an icosahedral ankg.

However, six equilateral triangles form a planeudithree and five represent the
boundary conditions for the Five Platonic Solidg, Bow can the dodecahedron be
attached to the hexagon if it belongs to a differeanifold? The paradox of the
{Dodecahedral Hexagahis a fascinating singularity that Kepler had atéscussed in
his exquisite paper on the six-corner snowflake, &hich the honeybees seem to be
quite capable of using for the construction of tteineycombs. Do bees know something
we do not know?

There is finally one last question that was asked, which | would like to
address before ending, and that is: What can pa@és throw out that Ultramontane
beast that still resides within the Church? | deimitk they could ever get rid of it, but
that good popes find ways to keep the monster ucatdrol. | think all that popes can do
is to flank the animal and prevent it from doing@es harm. On thing is clear, however,
is that good popes cannot take on the beast hebdaause the Roman Curia is still too
powerful and is heavily composed of the black nghiBo, any head-on confrontation
would lead to the serious danger of a schism withenChurch. The creation of Vatican
Il, with the change in the liturgy, for example,s\egreat flank against the Ultramontane
created by Jean XXIII, and it had the good restisalating the fascist elements, like
{ Civilta Cattolicg, { Ichtus}, { Opus De}, etc., and degenerates likéradition Family
and Property (TFP): Jean Paul Il also used a similar flank witfe{ix Culpa}, as
Miriam noted. But, | think the point to be maderdyas that the papacy is not in a
position to lead a confrontation; therefore, thilennium fight between the Platonists
and the Aristotelians can be expected to continuednturies to come. You just have to
differentiate which odor of sanctity you smell, whgu enter the place. This bi-polarity
of Western Civilization belongs to long waves ddthry and the evil side of it, which
really goes back to the Babylonian Oligarchical Mipdan only be kept away from the
shores of Christianity by creating an internatiociahate in which mankind is conceived
and is being treated, not as an animal, but agbeithe image of God. | think that one
of the best ways to keep the Ultramontane-Synarbe&st at bay is to firmly establish
the creative power of labor as the basis for abwfRepublics in a New Peace of
Westphalia.

It was Lazare Carnot who best defined suchided] perspectivieas the purpose
of Classical Artistic Composition, which Raphaginesented to the highest degree in his
Stanza della Segnatura. | would like to end thas€with a quote from Carnot on this
subject of perspective, which he had stated durisgntroductory class on drawing to
the youth of the School of Public Works at the Ed@blytechnique, in 1794.

{Itis fitting that we say a word here about lineperspective, which is
calculated mathematically, and of aerial perspeetjwhich can only be grasped by the
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sentiment. By comparing these two sciences, where is sensual, the other ideal, the
methodical course of one will help penetrate thesteries of the other. We shall follow
their analogies: by means of simple rapprochemerg clear examples, we shall
attempt to lift the veil, which envelops this mysteis part of art, which is properly the
science of the painter. [...] We shall speak of pang in general: we shall define it in
its physical relationship as the art of imitatingsible objects, by way of forms and
colors. In its more elevated definition, howeverwill even be the art of generating
ideas by means of the senses, of acting on the bguhe organ of vision. It is in this
way that it acquires its importance, that it compstwith poetry; that it can, like poetry,
enlighten the mind, warm the heart, excite and nasl higher sentiments. We shall
emphasize the contributions that it can bring to natity and to government; and how,
in the hand of the skillful legislator, it will bea powerful means of instilling horror of
slavery, love of the fatherland, and will lead mémvirtue}” (Lazare Carnot, extract
from the “Drawing” section of the teaching progréom Public Works of the Ecole
Polytechnique, 1794.)

FIN
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