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TR Feature

The difference between
LaRouche’s and Teller’s
role in creating SDI

by Lyndon H. LaRouche, Jr.

The fact that the Soviet government has successfully ordered a corrupt Department
of Justice to violate savagely the human rights of my friends and me, obliges me
to summarize my authorship of what is known today as the Strategic Defense
Initiative (SDI). Notably, this Soviet demand was based on the Soviet perception
of my authorship of SDI. The corrupt elements inside the Justice Department
which authored the Leesburg raid of Oct. 6-7, 1986, are factional opponents of
the SDI. ‘

The authorship of SDI as presented by the President, is chiefly the combined
work of Dr. Edward Teller and myself. Dr. Teller and his friends deserve the
credit for the most important work on the physics side, whereas I am responsible
for designing the overall policy employing these “new physical principles.” The
difference between the narrower scope of Dr. Teller’s contributions, and my own
broader considerations, is essential for understanding how a deployed SDI will
actually function strategically, and is also key to understanding why the Soviets
blame me most bitterly, rather than Dr. Teller, for authorship of this policy.

The version of SDI which President Ronald Reagan has repeatedly presented
to the Soviet government, is an approach to strategic ballistic missile defense
which I identified to the U.S. government during 1981, and first reported publicly
at a Washington, D.C. conference during February 1982.

My February 1982 proposal won the admiration of a person then associated
with me, Dr. Steven Bardwell, who worked through a preliminary design for a
“layered” strategic ballistic missile defense, during the spring of that year. During
the middle of 1983, Dr. Bardwell broke with me and SDI, because of massive
personal pressure upon him by Soviet agents; however, his June 1982 report
remains a contribution to the elaboration of an SDI.

Later, during the autumn of 1982, Dr. Edward Teller took up the cudgels for
SDI. He and his younger associate, Dr. Lowell Wood, are chiefly responsible for
promoting the physics side of the kind of design I have proposed. All the relevant
indications are, that Dr. Teller’s role was probably decisive in prompting the
administration to adopt what has become known, since March 23, 1983, as SDI.
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Lyndon LaRouche, speaking at Washington’s Dupont Plaza hotel on Feb. 17, 1982, when he laid out the beam-weapons strategic
doctrine. Inset: an article written at that time by LaRouche and published in the March 2, 1982 issue of EIR.

Since April 1983, my authorship of SDI has been increas-
ingly obscured in the news media of Western Europe and the
United States, although not, most notably, in the Soviet press.
Since then, in the European and U.S. public, the meaning of
SDI is usually seen as a matter of debate between the propos-
als of Dr. Teller and the “Rube Goldberg” scheme of Lt.-
Gen. (ret.) Daniel P. Graham. Usually, those who support
my policy in their private discussions, identify themselves
publicly as supporters of Teller.

The question posed is this. Since [ agree with Drs. Teller
and Wood on their known SDI proposals, does it make much
practical difference if my earlier authorship of the proposal
is ignored in current discussions of the SDI? The answer to
that question, is a very definite, very loud “Yes.” Without
those aspects of my proposal which Dr. Teller and his friends
strongly, and wrongly oppose, the SDI would not succeed as
a strategic doctrine.

‘These specific differences between Dr. Teller and my-
self, are at the center of what the Soviets themselves accu-
rately describe as their motives for continuing a dialogue with
Dr. Teller, while ordering the U.S. government to kill me.
Therefore, while taking into account the very important areas
in which Dr. Teller and I agree fully, there can be no com-
petent understanding of SDI as a strategic doctrine, without
stressing the differences between us.

The difference between Dr. Teller and myself, is essen-
tially a matter of economic science, a long-standing, some-
times bitter controversy between Teller and me, dating from
approximately a decade before March 23, 1983.

Drs. Teller and Wood agree fully with important parts of
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my contribution to the economics side of SDI. For example,
Dr. Wood has supported publicly the fact that, using “beam-
weapon” and related advanced technologies, the U.S. could
kill a dollar’s worth of Soviet missile for about ten cents, a
support of the line of argument I presented during 1982. The
U.S. government has adopted officially my argument, that
the expansion of the U.S. tax-revenue base caused by “spill-
over” of SDI research and development would contribute far
more to national revenues than SDI itself would cost. Dr.
Teller has made statements to the same general effect.

Despite these important areas of our mutual agreement
on the economics of SDI, Dr. Teller rejects those principles
of economic science upon which I based these arguments.
He has so far rejected the most crucial feature of the design
of SDI as a new strategic doctrine. By his failure to ally with
me openly for more than a brief period during 1984, Dr.
Teller has done great damage to our common cause. He is a
lovable curmudgeon, an appellation which I hope I too would
deserve, but he has a spoiling character-flaw, a flaw which
bears directly upon his wrong-headedness on the subject of
economics, and is the source of his embittered personal dif-
ferences with me.

Were he and I to collaborate directly, we would reach
agreement on all the technical features of SDI weapons-
systems, about as rapidly as two curmudgeons might ever
reach such agreement. We would probably come to agree-
ment rather quickly on all the crucial features of design of
both a Mark I and Mark Il SDI system. He would probably
attack me savagely, in his fashion, on some of my technical
proposals, because that is his personal style. However, in
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what he would propose, he would probably be right enough
that I would agree to support his design specifications. In that
qualified sense, we would probably come to agreement on all

important matters of this sort.
So, at first glance, the areas of controversy between Teller

and me might seem very narrow ones: his lingering personal
animosity against me from the 1970s (over the issue of the
economic “logic” of fusion-energy development), and his
opposition to the principles of economic science. Admitted-
ly, relative to the matters of designing a workable SDI system
for deployment, we have no disagreement in principle. How-
ever, my strategic doctrine goes much further and deeper
than merely a deployable SDI system.

So, putting to one side all the aspects of SDI on which
Dr. Teller’s position and my own are essentially the same,
the area of difference between our SDI policies is an extreme-
ly important one. The difference involves life-or-death ques-
tions for the existence of not only our nation, but Western
civilization as a whole.

It is important that this area of difference be brought to
public attention, in addition to being stressed to responsible
officials of the U.S. and our allies. This matter should be
posed in the context of the question: “Why does the Soviet
government demand that the U.S. kill me, because of my
role in authorship of SDI, while the same Soviet government
treats another author of the same SDI, Dr. Teller, almost
mildly?” That question helps to expose the importance of the
practical differences between Dr. Teller and myself.

The popular versus the competent
definitions of strategic doctrine

The popular definition of strategy is a wrong one, by
virtue of being much too narrow. The popular definition of
strategy, like the popular definition of warfare, is limited to
what is called “regular warfare.” Since World War II, and
especially since the late 1950s, the popular definition has
been expanded to include what used to be called guerrilla
warfare, under the Madison-Avenue-like slogan-name of
“low-intensity warfare.” The more general, more fundamen-
tal forms of warfare are ignored.

Insofar as SDI is defined as a weapon of regular warfare,
in the popular sense of “regular warfare,” there are either no
differences between Dr. Teller and myself, or only secondary
ones. It is when warfare is considered in its broader and more
fundamental aspects, that there appear those very important
differences which cause the Soviet dictatorship to fear and
hate me more than any other living person.

I have supplied the correct definition of warfare in a
published paper I have written as a complement to Professor
von der Heydte’s modern classic, Modern Irregular Warfare
(Die Moderne Kleinkrieg). [Extensive excerpts are in EIR,
Vol. 13, No. 39, Oct. 3, 1986, pp. 36-47—Ed.] Briefly,
regular warfare is “the continuation of irregular warfare by
other means,” the deployment of military force as an arm of
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conflict between two cultures.

To sum up my argument in that location: A state of war-
fare comes into being when the differing cultures of either
two states, or, at least, the existing governments of those
states, causes the two states to adopt irreconcilable, implicit
foreign-policy objectives. In the extreme case, the one cul-
ture attempts to impose itself upon nations of a different
culture. More generally, the conflict arises from culturally
irreconcilable differences respecting relations among states
generally. Whenever two states are implicitly committed to
such a conflict in either or both of national-domestic or for-
eign-policy aims, a state of warfare comes into being. This
state of cultural warfare may or may not lead to regular
warfare.

Even in the case of regular warfare, it is cultural warfare,
not military means as such, which decide the outcome.

Culture operates in three relevant ways:

1) Most generally, and most fundamentally, cul-
ture determines how the people and institutions of a
nation think and act, including their capacity to sustain
warfare in all forms in the most adverse circumstances.

2) Culture is expressed most efficiently in the guise
of the dominant institutions of a nation’s private and
public life, including churches, institutions of gov-
ernment, and the national economy.

3) The capacity, in depth, for conducting all forms
of warfare, including regular warfare, is an elaboration
of both the general culture of the nation, and of the
institutions expressing that culture. Economic strength
and means of regular warfare, are prominently in-
cluded among these capacities in depth.

My standpoint in strategic thinking, upon which my
design of the SDI is based, is global cultural warfare between
the Soviet empire and those cultural principles of Western
civilization upon which our Declaration of Independence,
our War of Independence, and our original Constitution were
based. In my approach to strategic doctrine, the means for
winning a possible general form of regular warfare are but
an extension of the means for winning the war without resort
to regular warfare. In my approach, I start from the design
for winning the peace, and develop a design of war-planning
consistent with such winning of the peace.

From my standpoint, the design of war-plans must satisfy
two requirements simultaneously. First, more obviously: We
must anticipate the possible eruption of regular warfare, and
must design a military instrument and economy assuredly
capable of surviving and winning such a war with the relative
minimum of losses to our nation and its allies, in the most
rapid fashion, and by the minimum military exertion pos-
sible. Second, the preparations for possibility of regular
warfare must be consistent with winning the cultural war
by peaceful means, without resort to regular warfare.

It was the conjunction of these two requirements with
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known technologies of warfare, which guided me to devise
what has become known as the SDI. I did not start from
the mere use of “advanced physics principles” for strategic
defense. I started from the design of a strategic doctrine,
and then adopted the SDI as a key element of the war-
planning made necessary by that strategic doctrine.

The model I emphasized for my approach to strategic
doctrine was the combined work of France’s Lazare Carnot
and the Prussianreformers, Scharnhorst, Wilhelm von Hum-
boldt, and Freiherr vom Stein. Scharnhorst’s work adopts
all of the crucial features of Carnot’s revolution in warfare,
as part of a Prussian doctrine richer, and more developed
than Camnot’s. However, from the standpoint of the SDI,
the most crucial feature of modern military science is the
measures taken by Carnot during the period 1793-95 he
served as the “organizer of victory.”

To grasp the connection, it should be remembered, that
Camot assumed command of the military forces of France
at a time, during 1793, when the defeat, occupation, and
dismemberment of France seemed inevitable. During ap-
proximately two years, Carnot rebuilt and led the French
military forces, effecting what became the greatest revo-
lution in military science since the 15th-century develop-
ments in Italy and Louis XI’s France. All of the later victories
of Napoleon Bonaparte depended upon Napoleon’s often
militarily clumsy use of the greatest military instrument then
in existence, the military instrument created by Lazare Car-
not. (One should read the great von Schlieffen’s Cannae:
The Principle of the Flank, a work soon to appear in an
English translation, for the best professional military as-
sessment of Napoleon’s relative mediocrity as a personality.)
Compared with Frederick the Great, or Carnot, Napoleon
as a military commander was relatively a slob, although,
admittedly, vastly superior to such meat-wall tacticians as
Wellington or Montgomery.

The foundation upon which Carnot’s revolution in arms
depended, was his design of France’s war-economy, in-
cluding such features as the massed deployment of relatively
highly mobile field-artillery and new dimensions of mobility
and firepower, in using rapid mobile development to de-
molish armies based on 18th-century “cabinet warfare” doc-
trines.

Movement and logistics of rapid movement, are the
elements most characteristic of the orders Carnot issued
during the critical 1793-1795 period. The late George Patton
would have qualified as the model field commander in Car-
not’s eyes, and MacArthur as the ideal type for a general
of armies. Unlike many misguided U.S. professionals, Car-
not, Scharnhorst, and von Schlieffen, express an approach
to strategy opposite to that represented by the famous Sa-
vigny’sassessment of Napoleon’s battles. Economic science
is the key to deeper understanding of mobility and firepower.
Thus, economic science, rightly understood, is the center-
piece of strategic doctrine.
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Lowell Wood of Livermore Laboratory, who with Dr. Teller is
chiefly responsible for promoting the physics side of the kind of
SDI design LaRouche proposed.

By “economic science, rightly understood,” we must
understand two things, chiefly. First, we must understand
an approach to economics, as economics, which adequately
reflects culture more generally. We must be able to speak
only the language of economic science, and yet be taking
into account, implicitly, the relevant, non-economic sorts
of key cultural factors. Second, we must define all aspects
of regular warfare in the language of economic science.

On the second of these two points, mobility and fire-
power in military arms are interchangeable, as a matter of
principle, with physical productivity in economy. This was
the essence of Carnot’s approach to a revolution in warfare.

Carnot, like his collaborator, and former teacher Gaspard
Monge, was educated by the French teaching-order, the
Oratorians, and thus imbued with the general economic
doctrine of the great 17th-century organizer of modern econ-
omy, Jean-Baptiste Colbert, and also deeply imbued with
the work of Gottfried Leibniz. The key to Carnot is expressed
by the 1794 founding of Monge’s Ecole Polytechnique under
his sponsorship. The Ecole was a continuation of the work
of both Colbert and Leibniz. Like the science institution,
established by Colbert, where Leibniz founded economic
science and developed the differential calculus, between
1672 and 1676, the Ecole was designed as a scientific in-
stitution based on Leibniz’s economic science and physics,
and committed to being a science-driver for the economy
of France.

From its founding in 1794, until it was virtually de-
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stroyed by LaPlace and Cauchy, beginning 1815, the Ecole
was the world’s center of fundamental scientific progress.
The German preeminence in science and industry, which
erupted around Alexander von Humboldt, Karl Gauss, and
Lejeune Dirichlet, during the 1827-66 period, occurred as
adirect continuation of the work of the Camot-Monge Ecole.
All U.S. scientific progress in the 18th and early 19th cen-
turies came chiefly directly from France, and later chiefly
from Gauss’s Germany.

Soviet scientists are approximately
as good as U.S. scientists, and far
more numerous. Generally, we can
not beat them in the science sector
as such; we can beat them only on
the production line, because of the
cultural superiority of our labor
force to theirs. -

Although the principles of design of machinery and
weapons were first elaborated by Leonardo da Vinci, and
although the principles of the industrial revolution in pow-
ered machinery were discovered by Leibniz, the modemn
theory of technology of machine-design was developed di-
rectly by Camot, Monge, and their Ecole collaborators. The
work of Gauss and his collaborators, in creating the modern
theory of complex functions and electrodynamics, was a
revolutionary continuation of incompleted discoveries by
the Ecole.

Physical productivity of labor, per-capita, expresses the
relative power of a society, a culture. This is expressed as
the ability of a society to sustain a large population at an
improved standard of well-being in an average square Kilo-
meter of land-area. This increase of potential population-
density is the economic measurement of man’s increased
power over nature, and, if need be, over other nations.

With certain implicit qualifications, regular warfare means
chiefly the effective application of economic superiority of
this sort to means of warfare. More broadly, such economic
superiority is the essential correlative of a culture’s power
to win the peace. This does not mean that the nation with
the more powerful economy necessarily wins the war; to
win war, a superior economy must make effective military
use of such potential. With that qualification, economic
superiority is essentially decisive in war, and also in winning
the peace.

" This was not the entire basis for my design of a strategic
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doctrine centered upon the SDI, but it is the general setting
in which my crucial principles are located.

At the close of 1982, I had occasion to present my design
for the SDI to top military representatives of France. They
wished to understand my design for strategic ballistic missile
defense both as a project in which France might cooperate
with the United States, and as a European undertaking at-
tuned to the special war-planning needs of our European
allies. Asked by them for my (1982 prices) price-tag on
what is now called SDI, I informed them that I estimated
a $200 billion price-tag for deployment of a first-generation
multi-layered system of global strategic defense, and con-
tinued expenditures totaling to about $1 trillion (1982 U.S.
dollars) by the end of this century.

One French military official exclaimed: “Your policy is
technological attrition.”

“Precisely,” I replied.

What the French general meant by “technological attri-
tion,” was his recognition of the fact that what I was pro-
posing was not one fixed system of strategic defense, but a
rather rapid succession of technologically more advanced
such systems.

In my strategic doctrine, I have designed SDI in a way
which pits the crucial cultural superiority of our Western
civilization, directly against the greatest vulnerability in-
trinsic to Soviet culture. I have pitted our labor-force’s dis-
position for high rates of technological progress, against the
more “traditionalist” instincts of the Russian peasant-men-
tality in Soviet industry. I have used both the experience of
the 1940-43 U.S. economic mobilization, plus the experi-
ence of “crash programs” such as Camot’s, the German
Peenemiinde project, the Manhattan Project, and the Apollo
project, to bring a most advantageous, additional dimension
into play in our resistance to Soviet imperial aggression.

It is this aspect of my design of SDI which frightens the
Soviet command to the degree that they fear and hate me
more than any other living person. In our late-1982 and
subsequent meetings, my French military friends were pleas-
antly amused by this obvious connection. Educated Euro-
peans, especially from those patriotic families which have
maintained devotion to the professions of military and state-
craft over generations, have an immediate sense of history
almost entirely wanting in literate Americans; from the same
vantage-point, they understand the historical force of culture
in a way which almost no American can. On that account,
Europeans have often told me that I am one of the few
Americans they recognize as understanding the world from
a cultured European’s standpoint. Hence, my insight into
the role of technological attrition in strategic doctrine, in-
furiated the Russians beyond measure, and amused the rel-
evant French.

I specified that we must develop approximately four
successive strategic-defense systems over the 18 years, 1982-
2000. The first, Mark I, would be a workable defense of
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the sort we could assuredly deploy for limited, but strate-
gically significant global defense within five years’ work on
a “crash program.” The second, Mark II, would be an im-
proved system deployed three to five years later, followed
by an improved Mark III, and then a Mark IV. On condition
that we did this as a cooperative undertaking with Japan and
with our European allies, this schedule was a feasible one:
Had the U.S. committed itself to a “crash program” im-
mediately following the President’s March 23, 1983 an-
nouncement, we would have a global strategic defense in
place by approximately 1988.

The Mark IV strategic defense would eliminate all in-
tercontinental and depressed trajectory Soviet missiles on
the basis solely of the fact of the launching of such missiles.
The response would be fully automatic, and destruction of
about 95% of such missiles assured. Soviet missiles would
be destroyed at launch, during boost, during mid-course
trajectories, at descent toward target, and, finally, warheads
eliminated in the near descent through modes of terminal
defense. By assigning each of the layers of defense to “kill”
at least 50% of the missiles or deployed warheads targeted
by it, the desired kill-ratio of total missiles deployed would
be achieved. '

The Mark I strategic defense would achieve more modest
kill-ratios, but sufficient to prevent a Soviet “first strike”
from achieving a war-winning effect. This would deter Mos-
cow from launching such an attack beforehand. Mark II and
Mark III would be successive improvements.

Such technological attrition is indispensable to a strategic
defense. Although the usual talk about Soviet countermea-
sures against SDI, from SDI opponents, is nonsense, there
are sophisticated countermeasures which could be developed
within a few years after any new system of defense is de-
ployed. Therefore, we must replace Mark I with Mark II
before Moscow has developed deployable countermeasures
against Mark I, and deploy Mark III before Moscow could
deploy effective countermeasures against Mark II.

Thus, although a good Mark I system, of the type my
collaborators and I presented during 1982, could have been
deployed by 1988, at a cost of approximately $200 billion
(1982 dollars), the total cost by about A.D. 2000, would
be in the order of $1 trillion (1982 dollars).

My strategic doctrine took SDI beyond pitting present
levels of U.S. capabilities against present levels of Soviet
capabilities. I shifted the equation, from fixed levels of
technological capabilities, to pitting a high rate of U.S.
technological attrition against a slower rate achievable by
Moscow. Moscow lies when it asserts that SDI is a “first
strike” weapon; however, Moscow has insisted, since the
close of 1982, that it will resist U.S. deployment of SDI,
because my design would ensure a growing margin of U.S.
technological superiority over Soviet assault-potential.

Soviet scientists are approximately as good as U.S. sci-
entists, and far more numerous. Therefore, in the matter of
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any military application of presently developed technolo-
gies, the Soviet military sector has a growing margin of
advantage over us. Generally, we can not beat them in the
science sector as such, at least not presently; we can beat
them only on the production line, because of the cultural
superiority of our labor force to theirs. Our industries can
be geared up within a few years to the point our factories
can assimilate scientific innovations at a high rate. Soviet
scientists might match ours, but the Russian factory worker
can not match the American, the German, the French, the
Japanese, in ability to assimilate technological innovations
rapidly.

It should be clear now, why I identify my strategic
doctrine as a peace-winning doctrine.

My quarrel with Teller

The key question is: Exactly what was my own personal
discovery in the design of SDI? It is in this area, that my
quarrel with Dr. Teller’s Lawrence Livermore has been a
longstanding one. ‘

The general feasibility of strategic defense against ther-
monuclear missiles was first identified by Soviet Marshal
V.D. Sokolovskii, in his 1962 Military Strategy. At a time
when the U.S. was concentrating on high-speed interceptor
rockets (the 1962 system which Daniel O. Graham copied
into his “High Frontier” program), the Soviet military was
already concentrating research into lasers and other “new
physical principles,” more powerful than interceptor rockets.
By 1969, when Henry A. Kissinger began pressing for an
end to U.S. strategic-defense efforts, the Soviets had already
begun development on systems of this sort, and had revealed
this to the Pugwash Conference of which Kissinger was a
member. By the middle to late 1970s, scientific proof of
principle had been established for a wide range of “beam
weapons” suited for such missions as killing missiles and
their thermonuclear warheads.

In no sense, did I personally “discover” the feasibility of
a “beam-weapons”-centered strategic ballistic missile de-
fense. Ten years earlier, in the course of Henry A. Kissin-
ger’s treasonous role, in steering the U.S.A.-Soviet ABM
treaty throughthe Congress and under President Nixon’s pen,
the signators to that treaty had explicitly stipulated that re-
search and development of anti-ballistic-missile systems based
on “new physical principles,” was exempted from the general
restrictions of the treaty.

All that I did, respecting the physics of strategic ballistic
missile defense, was to bring together proven physics prin-
ciples already worked out at places including Dr. Teller’s
Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory. I used the accu-
mulated knowledge of such potential weapons, which I had
assembled, bit by bit, over a period of about 10 years prior
to 1982. I put these proven principles on the table, so to
speak, and fitted them together as one assembles the pieces
of a jig-saw puzzle. This aspect of my design deserves a pat

Feature 29



Dr. Edward Teller:
a brief biography

Born in Hungary in 1908, Edward Teller went to Germany
when he was 18 to study mathematics, chemistry, and
physics at Karlsruhe, Leipzig, and Gottingen—and to
escape the anti-Semitic regime of Miklés Horthy, which
had ousted the equally repressive Hungarian Bolsheviks.
In Germany he discussed the frontiers of physics with the
leading physicists of the time—Amold Sommerfeld,
Wemer Heisenberg, Erwin Schrodinger, Albert Einstein,
Max Born, and Max Planck. Hitler’s anti-Semitism inter-
rupted these studies, and after a year in Denmark working
with Niels Bohr, Teller came to the United States in 1935
to assume a professorship in physics at George Washing-
ton University. He brought with him his new bride, Mici,
the younger sister of a close childhood friend.

During the Manhattan Project, Teller was involved in
the construction of the first atomic bomb and is known
familiarly as the “father of the H-bomb.” After the war,
he taught physics at the University of Chicago and then
became assciated with the new Lawrence Livermore Lab-
oratory, first as a consultant and later as associate director
until 1975.

Teller’s theoretical work has been wide-ranging, from
the structure of the nucleus, to fusion power, to peaceful
nuclear explosions, to reactor safety systems. It is in the
political arena, however, that Teller made his mark inter-
nationally as an advocate of a strong defense (as opposed
to arms control), an opponent of classification in science,
and a proponent of atoms for peace to raise the living
standards in the developing sector. With his characteristic

pungent wit, Teller told his biographers: “. . . I still be-
lieve that a physicist should be a physicist and not a poli-
tician, but I did become a politician, and I became one in
self-defense. Now I know that self-defense, in some cas-
es, justifies murder. Whether it ever justifies becoming a
micro-politician, I don’t know.”

Because of his H-bomb “child,” Teller was reviled by
the liberal academic community as a warmonger who
wanted to drop bombs on civilians, while J. Robert Op-
penheimer, his boss in the Manhattan Project, is touted as
the peacenik. In reality, it was Teller who counseled against
dropping the atomic bomb on Hiroshima and Nagasaki,
while Oppenheimer advised bombing Japan without
waming.

Teller argued during and after the war for the devel-
opment of the more powerful hydrogen bomb, because he
wanted to push the technology as far and as fast as it would
go for scientific reasons. He also knew that this was ex-
actly what the Soviets were doing. Because he and his
family had suffered directly under communist rule, Teller
maintained a more realistic view of the Soviet empire and
its arms control promises than his Pugwash colleagues. In
1953, Teller incurred the wrath of many fellow scientists
and friends by testifying at hearings on Oppenheimer’s
security clearance that he thought Oppenheimer’s postwar
opposition to H-bomb development had delayed the de-
velopment of the thermonuclear bomb about four years.
Interestingly, these same scientists who ostracized Teller
at that time, 30 years later opposed Teller on the SDI.

When asked, at a talk on beam defense at the Center
for Strategic and International Studies in January 1983,
why he made no mention of how a crash program to
develop beam technologies would force a revival of the
economy, Teller replied, “Economics is not my cup of
tea.”

on the back for excellent, persistent staff work, but does not
represent my original discovery in any strict sense of discov-
ery.

What I accomplished, as no one had accomplished this
before me, was to prove the economic feasibility of a high
rate of technological attrition in deployment of SDI. My
proof of feasibility involved the following points:

1) Just as the Apollo Project had more than paid
for itself through technological spill-overs into the
U.S. economy, so the SDI would pay for itself.

For example: In my design, we would spend about
$1 trillion (1982 dollars), in total, for successive de-
ployment of Mark I, Mark II, Mark III, and Mark IV
global strategic defense by approximately the year
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A.D. 2000. The net cost of this would be less than
zero, because the increased tax-revenue of the federal
government, generated by SDI “spill-over,” would be
far more than $1 trillion spent.

In this sense of SDI as ““a commercial proposition,”
SDI is not an added expense, but is a sound invest-
ment, which will pay the government back several
times more than the total paid-out investment.

We can spend for such SDI all day long, and be
the richer, the more we spend.

2) Provided the overwhelming majority of SDI
weapons is based on advanced physics principles, rath-
er than Daniel O. Graham’s technologically obsolete,
and unworkable “kinetic-energy weapons,” it will be
far cheaper to kill a thermonuclear missile than to
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produce and launch one.
One of the problems of kinetic-energy weapons,
~ is that it costs more to kill an average missile than for
the adversary to produce an added missile. Therefore,
for these economic reasons, the adversary can super-
saturate the defense with offensive systems and related
countermeasures. To attempt to make Daniel Gra-
ham’s “High Frontier” workable, on paper, we would
have to spend at least 3 to 10 times as much as the
- Soviet cost for the missile-fleets they are deploying.
In reality, the “High Frontier” system is a military
farce: Since Graham’s systems are based on low-or-
biting platforms, they can be easily destroyed by Mos-
cow a few seconds prior to Soviet missile-launch.

3) The superior economy and effectiveness of de-
fensive weapons-systems based on “new physical prin-
ciples,” such as lasers, is that the mobility and fire-
power of such weapons is several orders of magnitude
greater than that of both offensive and defensive ki-
netic-energy weapons.

Hence, Dr. Lowell Wood’s estimate, that we can
kill a dollar’s worth of Soviet missile with 10 cents
of such defense, is a fair ball-park estimate. Admit-
tedly, SDI systems seem much more costly than of-
fensive weapons, because they involve technologies
much more advanced than those employed in con-
structing and deploying missiles. Set up a simple ratio,
K/C, for which K represents the kill-ratie of the unit
system in the beam-versus-missile domain, and C the
cost of the unit system. C for advanced physical sys-
tems is approximately an order of magnitude greater
than for kinetic-energy weapons, but the K of ad-
vanced physics principles is several orders of mag-
nitude greater than that for kinetic-energy weapons.

4) Provided that the tooling developed for pro-
duction of such strategic defense systems, is also used
to produce capital goods for use in the civilian sector,
and that high rates of capital-intensive investment of
technologically advanced capital goods is promoted
in physical production in the civilian sector, the growth
of per-capita output in the economy as a whole will
exceed the estimated 3% per-annum rate for the early
1960s period of post-Sputnik aerospace development.
As aresult, the increase of federal tax-revenues caused
by such spill-over, will come not only to exceed the
total expenditure for SDI, but soar way above it.

These economic considerations are at the heart of my
new strategic doctrine. Without seeing the SDI as merely a
necessary aspect of the implementation of that doctrine, the
SDI could not be correctly, effectively understood.

With many aspects of these points I have listed, I have
no doubt but that Drs. Teller and Wood agree. It is a matter
of record, that they disagree strongly with the approach I
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employed to achieve these results. That is where they err.

Although their contribution to SDI is enormously valuable, -
perhaps indispensable, they do not understand how SDI

works in the larger framework of strategy.

This issue between Teller and me, on the one side, and
between me and Lawrence Livermore generally, in the larger
context, goes back many years, in two successive phases.

The beginning of the controversy was the early 1970s,
over the issue of the rate of federal expenditure for devel-
opment of controlled thermonuclear fusion as a primary
power-source for mankind. Both Teller and we agreed, that
this technology must be developed, but we disagreed strong-
ly on the rate at which the program should be funded. He
defended the position of Nelson Rockefeller’s Commission
on Critical Choices, with which he was associated, sup-
porting a relatively lower rate of expenditure; we insisted
on the maximum rate of expenditure projected by the federal
energy agency. In the heat of this fight, we perhaps exag-
gerated the heat of our factional arguments a bit, and he
more so. During the middle of the 1970s, I apologized
publicly, in writing, to Dr. Teller, for the excessive heat on
our side of the earlier debate; however, he still refers to that
controversy with personal bitterness against me.

Nonetheless, we came into much closer contact with
Teller’s Lawrence Livermore, during the last part of that
decade. This relationship was prompted by New Solidarity’s
publication, on its front page, of a conceptual design for a
thermonuclear bomb [“Implications of the Rudakov Disclo-
sure, The Soviet Union Is on the Verge of a Strategic Weap-
ons Breakthrough,” by Uwe Parpart, New Solidarity, Vol.
7, No. 63, Oct. 15, 1976]. The issue was distributed at a
scientific conference where Lawrence Livermore was well
represented; there was turmoil in their ranks over this article.

What astonished Teller’s friends was that we, with no
access to classified materials, could generate a conceptually
valid design for such a weapon. All we had done, was to
apply the Riemannian physics of isoentropic compression
to the problem defined. We had done this, not to reinvent
the H-bomb, but to demonstrate to U.S. scientists, in this
way, the proper approach to solving certain key problems
of controlled thermonuclear fusion as a prime industrial
energy-source. The reaction of many scientists to that article
in New Solidarity, was “we have to take these people se-
riously in scientific matters.”

The result of this encounter, was a two-faceted debate
over choices of scientific method, between ourselves and
many at Livermore, as well as other locations.

In the physical sciences, we advocated the geometrical
method of Cusa, Leonardo, Kepler, Leibniz, Gauss, Rie-
mann, et al., in opposition to the deductive-axiomatic, al-
gebraic method of Descartes, Newton, Maxwell, Rayleigh,
et al. In this connection, we stressed repeatedly the impor-
tance of work on advanced methods of mathematical anal-
ysis, derived from Gauss-Riemann elliptic theory, being

Feature 31



accomplished in Leningrad and Moscow, and wamed that
we would fall behind the Soviets in numerous strategically
crucial areas unless we opposed the fanatical, uncritical
defense of Newton and Maxwell, and turned to the geo-
metrical standpoint of Gauss, Riemann, et al., instead.

The same issue of method was at the center of our
disputes over economics.

Like many European and U.S. scientists today, our crit-
ics at Livermore were of the type which abandons all sem-
blance of scientific method the instant the magical name of
“economics” is invoked. In physical science, they are ra-
tional and rigorously so, even when they are sometimes
mistaken. Mention the word “economics,” and they react
to that word as if by post-hypnotic suggestion, and are
transformed into fanatically irrationalist ideologues of Adam
Smith’s persuasion.

In particular, vis-a-vis our work, they refused beyond
reason to accept the fundamental fact, that economic pro-
cesses are essentially physical-economic processes, rather
than monetary processes, and also refused to consider the
fact that physical-economic processes are elementarily non-
linear. In fact, the most characteristic feature of physical-
economic processes is an ordered succession of nonlinear
phase-state changes. This ordered process is of the form
implicitly defined by Riemann’s 1859 paper “On the Prop-
agation of Plane Air Waves of Finite Magnitude,” the paper
on which the Soviets based their successful design of an H-
bomb. That latter, is a matter in which Dr. Teller and his
collaborators ought to be well versed. They had but to apply
Riemannian H-bomb theory to the case of physical-economic
processes, and their agreement with our general argument
would be assured.

For that reason, Dr. Teller’s circle rejected our strategic
doctrine respecting use of SDI, although they independently
concurred with some of our important economics conclu-
sions. They have so far refused to recognize that strategy
is properly premised on cultural-economic processes. They
refuse to view physical-economic processes as physical pro-
cesses, in these terms of reference. )

That is the essence of Teller’s quarrel with us, insofar
as their statements and other actions show their motives to
us.

How the SDI is intended to work

My conceptual historical reference for an SDI-centered
strategic doctrine, has been the 1793-1815 work of Camot’s
and Monge’s science-driver institution, the Ecole Polytech-
nique. My fundamental discoveries in economic science have
made it possible to express the principle of that Ecole’s suc-
cess in mathematical-functional terms of measurement of
cause-effect relations within physical-economic processes.

Broadly, my economics doctrine is a continuation of the
work of the founder of economic science, Gottfried Leibniz,
and of the incorporation of key features of Leibniz’s discov-
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eries in Treasury Secretary Alexander Hamilton’s “American
System of political-economy.” In Eastern Establishment jar-
gon, I am “a neo-mercantilist.” The central feature of Leib-
niz’s discoveries in economic science, is his preliminary,
rigorous definition of the concept “technology.” It is in con-
nection with “technology,” that my own original discovery
is located.

What I have done, is to reject the Clausius-Maxwell-
Helmbholtz-Boltzmann, statistical doctrine of “entropy” and
“negentropy,”’ and to define “negentropy” in a non-statistical,
classical way. My point of starting-reference for this was my
rage against the bestiality and fraud of the “information the-
ory” dogmas of Professors Norbert Wiener and John v. Neu-
mann. I have adopted the discovery of the collaborators,
Pacioli and Leonardo, as adopted by Kepler, that all living
processes are distinguished from non-living by a single, ele-
mentary geometrical principle: harmonic orderings con-
gruent with the Golden Section of elementary constructive
(“synthetic”’) geometry. Kepler constructed and essentially
proved this principle, by deriving the entirety of his mathe-
matical physics from this principle alone. Karl Gauss later
proved the unique validity of Kepler’s approach, relative to
Descartes and Newton, and based his own fundamental con-
tributions to mathematical physics upon that proof. This prin-
ciple, defined geometrically in a classical way, is my defini-
tion of “negentropy.” In other words, “negentropy” is a self-
subsisting principle, not a Boltzmannian statistical variation
in an overall entropic process.

The negentropy characteristic of the healthiest state of a
living process, is also the harmonic characteristic of a healthy
economy. This negentropic ordering of successive phase-
changes in economic processes, as physical processes, is
caused by mental activity of the same form as valid funda-
mental scientific discoveries in physics.

This class of mental activity is my definition of “reason,”
as opposed to the definition of reason as “formal axiomatic-
deductive logic.” This distinction is not peculiar to me, of
course; it is the traditional Platonic-Socrat,ic definition of
reason, and also the definition of the form of the Logos,
“Holy Spirit,” in Christian theology.

Reason, so defined, is negentropic. This mental negen-
tropy, is the cause of negentropic harmonic orderings in the
growth of healthy physical economies. We call this result,
otherwise, technological progress in an energy-intensive,
capital-intensive mode.

My fundamental discovery, was to recognize that the
cause-effect relationship between reason and healthy eco-
nomic growth, is an intrinsically measurable one. The form
of reason associated explicitly with scientific discovery, is
subject to mathematical analysis, on condition that the proper
standpoint in constructive geometry of the complex domain
is employed. This is not possible within the confines of an
axiomatic-deductive form of mathematics, such as a formal
algebra.
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Most of the wild, metaphysical kookery generated in the
nare of explaining away the mysterious unknowns of phys-
ics, are easily shown to be the result of attempting to interpret
the universe from the vantage-point of an axiomatic-deduc-
tive form of mathematical logic. The most crucial features of
physics, as typified by the fundamental constants, are all of
aclass which can not be accounted for by such alogic. Thus,
for the same reason that Descartes’s mechanistic physics led
him to mystify reality with his deus ex machina, everything
which can not be subsumed by formal logic, is argued, ipso

Like many European and U.S.
scientists today, our critics at
Livermore were of the type which
abandons all semblance of
scientific method the instant the
magical name of ‘economics’ is
invoked. . . . For that reason, they
rejected our strategic doctrine
respecting use of SDI, refusing to
view physical-economic processes
as physical processes.

facto, to be therefore exhibition of some mystical principle
leering from between the cracks of the logician’s universe.
Gnosticism, or sophisticated Sufism, including astrology,
cabbalistic numerology, and other satanic practices of witch-
craft, is based entirely on this sort of formalist argument:
“You see, this is a mystery, which logic can not explain!”

Having once made this discovery, outofmy commitment
to refuting Wiener and v. Neumann’s “information theory”
atrocity, I was left with the need to discover a particular
elaboration of geometrical physics appropriate to this task.
By way of work on Georg Cantor’s analysis of transfinite
orderings, I was led to a correct appreciation of Riemann’s
work. Thus, Riemann’s mathematics, added to my own orig-
inal discovery, provided the general form of a feasible solu-
tion, for the task of measuring the cause-effect relationship
between mental generation of new technologies and their
nonlinear form of effects on the physical-economic process.
(Hence, “LaRouche-Riemann method,” rather than “Rie-
mann-LaRouche method.”)

By situating the work of the Ecole, notably that of Fourier
and Legendre, as begging the more advanced standpoint of
Gauss, Dirichlet, Weierstrass, and Riemann, it thus became
possible to reduce the effectiveness of the Ecole as an “econ-
omy science-driver,” to the required mathematical form. The
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work of Gauss, etal., inidentifying the inadequacy of Fourier
Analysis, and supplying the needed correction for that inad-
equacy, is not only key, but indispensable.

Over the decades since my 1952 discovery, my work in
economics has been centered programmatically, on devel-
oping an “economy science-driver” tactic for reversing the
devolutionary slide in progress in the U.S. economy since
the mid-1950s. My institutional approach has been to devise
some combination of private and governmental science-driv-
er mission-assignments, through which the frontiers of sci-
entific discovery could be brought directly to bear, effecting
the highest possible rates of technological progress in the
economy generally.

My early-1970s quarrel with Teller reflected this. For
reasons of the physics of thermonuclear fusion, that technol-
ogy represents not only an abundant, urgently needed energy-
source; the physical characteristics of fusion, very high en-
ergy-density cross sections, and relative coherence, are the
indispensable source of orders of magnitude of increase of
productive potential. It was therefore abominable to me,
considering the extent and increase of vast misery on this
planet, that a capable leading scientist, such as Dr. Teller,
should lend his voice to alower level of commitmentto fusion
development than the federal energy agency had indicated as
possible. I saw urgency for a “crash program” approach to
the problem of development; Dr. Teller counterposed what
was relatively a “business as usual” level of commitment.

This determined my approach tothe problems of strategic
doctrine. My primary point of departure was cultural warfare:
the use of “economy science-driver” methods, to lift the
Western world, including the developing sector, to the high-
est possible rates of economic growth. The approach to mil-
itary capabilities must be subsumed by, consistent with, that
same “economy science-driver” method.

As I have already indicated, those technologies which
yield the highest rates of per-capita (physical) productivity in
civilian production, are the only available technologies to
provide greater firepower, mobility, and depth, per-capita,
to military capabilities. The reverse is, of course, also the
case.

Vis-a-vis the Soviets, the crucial question was not the
relative current levels of technology and gross output of the
two superpower economies. The crucial question was the
highest rate of growth of physical productivity. So, rather
than basing strategic doctrine on some designated ‘“‘off-the-
shelf” sort of technology, the task was to adopt the optimal
pathway of rapid technological progress. In other words, to
emphasize only those forms of technological progress which
bring into practice most rapidly, the most advanced work on
the frontiers of fundamental scientific research.

As I have indicated in many published items, there are
precisely four lines of research and development today, which
are the sole principal pathways to the highest possible rates
of increase of physical productivity, and of the greatest rela-
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tive firepower, mobility, and depth per-capita of military
capabilities. 1) Controlled plasmas of very high energy-den-
sity cross section, and relative coherence, as typified by con-
trolled thermonuclear fusion. 2) Directed coherent forms of
radiation, especially those of very high energy-density (self-
focusing) cross-section on target. 3) Optical biophysics, the
application of Riemannian physics to living processes’ most
characteristic features. 4) Auxiliary improvements jn com-
puters and related control devices, needed to keep pace with
the sensing by instruments, and to assist operators in con-
trolling productive and other processes of ultra-high energy-
density cross section.

My fundamental discovery, was to
recognize that the cause-effect
relationship between reason and
healthy economic growth, is an
intrinsically measurable one.

Any approach to military capabilities which emphasized
technologies other than these four, would be sheer military
incompetence. In warfare, any technology can always be
overwhelmed by an adversary’s effective exploitations of the
potentials of a more advanced class of technology. Choosing
any technology but the most advanced, is an obsession of
accident-prone governments and commanders. There is no
effective defense, but the most advanceddefense. Since these
four technologies exist on the frontiers, as the most advanced
technologies for generations to come, no military policy but
one based upon these could be competent defense.

So, starting from the general principles of my strategic
doctrine, my military-systems problem was reduced simply
to outlining the immediately foreseeable, practicable appli-
cations of these advanced lines of technological progress to
the war-planning problem. The fact that these principles made
the strategic defense physically and economically orders of
magnitude superior to the offense, on principle, showed that
strategic defense must predominate in our war-planning. In
history, there has been an alternation of the relative advan-
tage, from the defense to the offense, and back again. We
have come, as a matter of science, to the prospective end of
the superiority of the missile-offense, and the entry into the
period of preponderance of the defense.

This strategic doctrine can not be understood as a strategic
doctrine in the strict, classical sense, except as my standpoint
in economic science is applied.
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Winning the bigger war

The seemingly paradoxical feature of my strategic doc-
trine, is that, on the one side, it demands that our military
policy (and budgets) be subsumed by a war-plan which en-
sures the survival and victory of the United States in case of
Soviet attack. This is a sharp departure from the military
doctrine put into place by Robert S. McNamara’s “whiz
kids,” which has reduced U.S. military policy to a “Potemkin
village” variety. On the other side, the essential feature of
my strategic doctrine is, that it is a peace-winning doctrine
much more than a regular-warfare doctrine. Am I, therefore,
both a pacifist and a warmonger?

The problem is, that Soviet war-plans and ongoing irreg-
ular warfare against us and our allies are motivated by a deep
cultural commitment, both a commitment to early world-
domination by the Russian empire, and a commitment to
eradicate every significant vestige of Western Judeo-Chris-
tian culture. No rational peace is possible between our two
powers. Therefore, since the Russians are incapable of rea-
son in this matter, durable war-avoidance can be secured by
only one approach.

They will be deterred from launching war against us and
our allies, only if the precalculable penalty they would suffer
is far greater than they are willing to tolerate: “deterrence.”
They will give up their present war-plans, only if the deter-
rence is an absolute one, their assured ruin and postwar sub-
jugation by us, should they attack. Therefore war-avoidance
absolutely demands that we develop and deploy an absolute
war-winning potential, even without ever intending to use
this potential, unless they should attack us or our allies. In
other words, absolute military containment of Soviet aggres-
sion for a more or less indefinite period ahead.

Hence, the use of classical war-planning approaches, to
devise and deploy an absolute war-winning potential, is an
indispensable precondition for durable war-avoidance.

However, to turn military containment of Soviet aggres-
sion into durable peace, we must observe a principle empha-
sized by Nicold Machiavelli, in his commentaries on Livy.
Always give a defeated adversary a safe escape from destruc-
tion. In other words, we must afford the Soviets the right to
live in peace and prosperity within their proper national bor-
ders. Better than that, we should offer certain measures which
will help them to improve their prosperity.

By this combination of measures, we must induce the
Russians to prefer the normal national goals of a peaceable,
sovereign nation-state, to the present imperial motives.

Over the longer term, our objective must be to win them
to recognizing that Western Judeo-Christian culture is better
for Russians than the present, Dostoevskian-Gorkyan cultur-
al matrix. This depends upon establishing the point, that our
culture is forever a more powerful culture than their present
culture, and that they only injure themselves by failing to
imitate ours. Since the ruling Russians do not recognize rea-
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son, but merely a mysticism-dripping sort of formalistic log-
ic, it is impossible to reach the Russian rulers solely by means
of reasonable communication, or by any ruses of mere diplo-
macy. Irrationalists, such as those Russian rulers are, accept
no premises in international relations but the combination of
sheer physical power combined with the political will to
deploy that power. It is therefore indispensable to define their
cultural inferiority to them in these physical terms of refer-
ence, rather than the rational discourse which would be suf-
ficient in dealing with men and women of reason.

Finally, the technical military side of the strategic equa-
tion is elementary.

French 18th-century doctrine is famous for pioneering in
the application of projective geometry to analysis of the re-
lationship between positions and fields of fire. The line of
development of such geometry, from Leonardo, through De-
sargues, through Monge, is the proper foundation for teach-
ing and study of elementary projective geometry today, an
approach best referenced to Prof. Jacob Steiner’s synthetic
geometry for secondary-school pupils. Mastery of this stand-
point of analysis of relative strengths of offense and defense
is indispensable groundwork, but not adequate to modern
technological forms of the problem.

We must extend the classical French military applications
of projective geometry into the realm of the Gauss-Riemann
complex domain. We must limit our approach to this complex
domain to a purely constructive-geometrical one, avoiding
interpretations grounded in formal algebra. Since a nonlin-
early evolving physical-economic process can be mapped
only in such a complex domain, the strategic question can
not be posed in any other terms of reference than this one.
However, the viewpoint is much the same as the 18th-century
one, except from a higher level of reference.

In other words, instead of simply mapping the domain of
warfare in Euclidean terms of reference, we must locate the
efficient aspect of offense versus defense in the “hyperspace”
of Gauss-Riemann physical space-time. For those who are
deeply conditioned to imagine the Euclidean space of Des-
cartes as the natural one, thinking in terms of physical space-
time, rather than Euclidean space, takes some getting used
to. However, once that viewpoint is mastered, all the essen-
tial topics are elementary ones.

My own work in economic science, has already accom-
plished a successful, if preliminary model for such analysis.
Not only is this correct for offense-defense studies, as to form
of analysis; because of the interdependency of physical econ-
omy and military capabilities, it is the only correct choice.

With many of the subsidiary points I elaborate in this
way, Dr. Teller might either agree, or tend to do so. It is the
method itself which he has rejected, at least to all appearances
thus far. That is the key reason, my leading part as a partici-
pating intellectual author of the SDI must be kept in the
foreground in U.S. policy-making today.
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Do You Have the
Latest
Ammunition
To Fight for the
SDI?

Japan and the SDI:
An Inside Look

Japan'’'s full-scale participation in the US. Stra-
tegic Defense Initiative could shorten the re-
search time for deployment by a full two years,
and bring enormous economic and defense
benefits to Japan.

How this can happen is detailed in the just-
published transcript of a two-day conference
in Tokyo, “SDI: Military, Economic, and Strategic
Implications,” sponsored by the Fusion Energy
Foundation and the Schiller Institute on April 22-
23, with 180 members of Japan’s scientific and
political elite in attendance.

The consensus at the end of the two days was
that Japan'’s participation in the SDI as an equal
partner is both necessary and urgent. As Prof.
Makoto Momoi of the Yomiuri Research Center
put it, “Every day that Japan does not partici-
pate in the SDI is another day lost” in the battle
to counter the Soviet threat.

Top US, European, and Japanese scientific, mil-
itary, and political representatives discussed:

o the latest technologies of the SDI;

e specifically what Japan can contribute;
e the political climate in Japan;

e the nature of the Soviet threat.

Fully documented at the conference is how SDI
technologies will bring about a 100-fold leap in
energy flux density, abruptly reversing the de-
cline in productivity in industry.

Now, the full proceedings of the conference
are available in a transcript. Order your copy
for $100.00 by writing the Fusion Energy Foun-
dation, P.O. Box 17449, Washington, D.C. 20044-
0149. Or call (703) 774-7000 to place your order
by telephone. Visa/MasterCard accepted.
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