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A German press report of a March 1, 2001 statement by Chancellor Gerhard
Schröder, on cooperation with Russia in development of ballistic missile defense,
takes us back, once again, to the core of what now appears to be that still unquench-
able, original SDI proposal, that which I made during February 1982-February
1983, then both publicly, and in my back-channel discussions of that period with
the Soviet government.1 The Chancellor’s remarks echo that 1982-83 proffer of
scientific cooperation between the U.S.A. and Moscow, which President Ronald
Reagan announced in his famous televised address of March 23, 1983.

Recently, the Chancellor has made several references to the recently revived,
separate proposals, from Russia and from the U.S. Bush administration, for a
limited revival of SDI. The especially significant feature of his own remarks on
this occasion, was his reference to the way in which the development of “beam
weapons” would foster much-needed technological advances within the civilian
sector of economies. Two implications of his remarks have potentially crucial
significance. First, that the Chancellor was using language which points to what
the 1972 ABM treaty identified as defense systems based on “new physical princi-
ples.”2 Second, the importance of using those “new physical principles” technolo-
gies as a needed stimulant of the economies of the cooperating nations.

Given the general temperament and internal complexities of the new U.S. Bush

1. Lyndon H. LaRouche, Jr., “SDI Revisited: In Defense of Strategy,” 21st Century Science &
Technology, Summer 2000, Vol. 13, No. 2.

2. The miserable performance of “kinetic weapons” methods for intercepting even lumbering,
almost antique Scuds, during “Desert Storm,” should have sunk forever the late Lt.-Gen. (ret.) Daniel
Graham’s fanatical hostility to “new physical principles.” Still today, as then, strategic ballistic missile
defense begins at the platform-level of “electro-magnetic pulse” effects.
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German Defense
Minister Rudolf
Scharping meets with
U.S. Defense Secretary
Donald Rumsfeld at the
Pentagon, March 11.

administration, current discussions of both U.S. relations with
Russia, and U.S. reactions to Germany’s relations with Rus-
sia, are sticky matters. The important differences between
U.S. Defense Secretary Donald Rumsfeld’s remarks on the Germany Revisits the SDI
subject, at the recent Wehrkunde meeting, and the counter-
proposal from Russia’s President Vladimir Putin, are only

“First, we must discuss such a project [nuclear missiletypical of this. The most interesting feature of the discussion
so far, is that the initiative for a qualified revival of President defense] with the allies, but also with Russia and

China,” stated German Chancellor Gerhard SchröderReagan’s March 1983 SDI proffer, has come from President
Putin. Putin’s initiative represents a qualitative change, of on March 1, in an interview with the Stuttgarter Zei-

tung. In another interview the previous day, on Germanprofound strategic implications, in the case for strategic de-
fense. Chancellor Schröder’s March 1 remarks on that matter, television’s news channel N24, Schröder had stressed

the “pre-eminent economic interest” which Germanyechoing the fact of the Putin offer, show that the Chancellor
has been well briefed by circles in Germany long familiar has in the development of the new technologies for

missile defense, what are called more precisely “newwith my own work on the original design for the SDI proposal.
Outstanding among the several, outstanding technical dif- physical principles” in the text of the 1972 Anti-Ballis-

tic Missile (ABM) Treaty.ficulties of all current proposals for ballistic missile defense,
is the fact that the economies of the U.S.A., Germany, and “This implies that we potentially co-design techno-

logies that are developed, this also, in material terms,Russia have come a disastrous long way down, from the levels
of relative technological capabilities which still existed in outside NATO—so that we are not closed off from that

technology and the know-how of that technology. . . .1982-83. However, notably, some progress has been made in
perfecting some systems of the kinds which I specified during What we want is a share in the technology.”

Schröder added that the “debate about national mis-the late 1980s. Programs such as directed-energy-beam types
of weapons systems, which I emphasized, back during the sile defense in Germany has, in my opinion, not been

conducted as it should have been”—that Germany’slate 1970s and early 1980s, and, also, their role in deployment
of “over the horizon” systems, on which I had focussed during interest lies neither in “saber-rattling” nor in “calling

national missile defense a devil’s tool.”the middle to late 1980s, are becoming standard. Such scat-
tered bright spots aside, today’s economies are a sorry techno-
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logical wreck, compared to those of one to two decades ago. even possibly “burn out,” in their exposure to the kind of
fantasy-life illustrated by today’s TV violence.Unfortunately, crucial aerospace capabilities, that of the

1980s, Germany’s MBB, for example, no longer exist. The However, any discussion of the implications of this cur-
rently revived discussion of a strategic ballistic missile de-spread of the epidemic of so-called “benchmarking,” has de-

stroyed much of the competence, in all categories of engineer- fense crisis, must tend to be self-degraded into the nonsense
which prevails in leading Anglo-American and related circlesing, which still existed two decades earlier. Irreplaceable vet-

eran scientists, and senior military figures, from various today, until the deeper, axiomatic reasons for that state of
confusion are identified. The crisis in strategic policy-shapingcountries, such as Chicago’s Professor Robert Moon, who

contributed key elements to my own efforts, for example, today can not be understood, until we first identify the exis-
tence of two, absolutely irreconcilable, opposing definitionshave died, or gone “on the shelf,” during the course of the

recent two decades. Much of what we could have put together of what the term “strategy” ought to mean.
as a team twenty years ago, could not be replicated now in
less than a generation.

1. Two Notions of StrategyThe fact that NMD, as recently described by some Bush-
related U.S. circles, is largely a hoax, does not mean that
concepts underlying my earlier approach to SDI are techno- In particular, we must recognize, that the tragic incompe-
logically, or otherwise, a “dead letter.” During the recent eigh- tence of recent trends in most U.S. strategic thinking, is re-
teen years, some of our troublesome engineering objectives flected in the hopelessness of those global economic and re-
then, such as efficiently focussing directed-energy beams for lated policies which the Blair government, and the current
penetrating the atmosphere, are reported to be off-the-shelf Bush administration, for example, have adopted as the basis
capabilities today. The issue of electro-magnetic-pulse ef- for their choices of strategic objectives. The relevant delusion
fects and the methods of their delivery, to which I shall refer, I am attacking here, is the implied assumption, that there is
in due course, here, remains a principal, if ironically sub- but one definition of the meaning and objectives of strategy;
merged priority in today’s strategic options. For any scientist whereas, in fact, in today’s world at large, there are two,
who has grasped the relevant implications of biogeochemist axiomatically distinct and mutually opposite definitions of
Vladimir Vernadsky’s revolutionary conception of the even the mere term itself. There exist, predominantly, two
Earth’s noösphere, there are also ways, still beyond the imagi- absolutely irreconcilable notions of the objectives and meth-
nation of most, by aid of which an effective deterrent capabil- ods of even military strategy as such. Until that confusion
ity can be developed and deployed.3 Even under greatly re- over even essential definitions is recognized, the presently
duced circumstances, cultured people who really use their prevailing tendency to wild-eyed blither and blather will dom-
heads, are capable of producing possibilities which often as- inate the issues of making and avoiding war.
tonish other people. The essential causes of that persisting confusion are of

The catastrophic misconduct of the recent NATO war two general types.
against Yugoslavia, should remind us of the danger in provid- Firstly, only three national cultures of today possess the
ing today’s governments with what pass for new weapons- sense of having world power within their reach. These are the
systems. Similarly, as the experience of the Indo-China war British monarchy, the United States, and Russia. Russia has,
should have demonstrated, and also the long-standing, homi- indeed, come upon hard times, but its culture retains the im-
cidal lunacy of the Middle East conflict: most existing govern- pulse of a power with the authority to demand that its views
ments, especially on the NATO side, seem to have no consis- be brought to the table at which the fate of the world as a
tently competent insight into the objectives for which whole might be decided. Thus, the distinction between those
weapons ought to be used. Often, the minds of those passing three nations, and others, is that they are capable of thinking of
themselves off as strategic advisors to governments today, strategy from above, while the others tend to seek to negotiate
appear to be suffering from effects of critical overload, and their fate, either as if from the sidelines, or below.4

The second type of issue, is that of the choice between two
social models. The one, is the model of the modern sovereign

3. 21st Century Science & Technology, Winter 2000-2001, Vol. 13, No. 1. nation-state republic, on which the U.S. was founded. The
All the original proposal for what came to be known as “SDI” was my own

second, is the British imperial model, a model premised ulti-personal undertaking; my chief collaboration in developing the technical side
mately, and by conscious choice of intention, on the ancientof the proposal was done through the channels of a scientific association

which I had led in founding during the mid-1970s, the Fusion Energy Founda- oligarchical model of Babylon and pagan Rome, and more
tion (FEF). The original impetus for the founding of that association came proximately, the Venetianfinancier oligarchy’s imperial mar-
in the form of a letter which I wrote to my associates during Spring 1973, in itime power of the period from the Second Crusade into the
which I defined the leading task of science to be subsuming Vernadsky’s
conception of the noösphere under my own discoveries, incorporating certain
crucial features of the work of Bernhard Riemann, in the science of physi- 4. See my address prepared for delivery in Berlin, on March 5, 2001 (in EIR,

March 16, 2001, Vol. 28, No. 11).cal economy.
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A collaborative SDI, based
on “new physical
principles.” Lyndon
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Marco Fanini of EIR, and
Jonathan Tennenbaum, of
Germany’s Fusion Energy
Forum.

late Seventeenth Century. as the prospective location of leading, powerful partners
for the emergence of a more or less global, anti-BritishThe systemic strategic objective of the American intellec-

tual tradition, is the establishment of a community of principle community of principle, that among nations which were in
the process of emulating the American System of politicalamong respectively sovereign nation-state republics. The

strategic objective of the British monarchy’s and its Com- economy, in opposition to what President Franklin Roosevelt
denounced and abhorred as “British Eighteenth-Centurymonwealth’s oligarchical model, is an echo of the traditions

of the oligarchical models of old Babylon, of the Delphi cult methods.”
With the exception of friends such as Lafayette and theof the Pythian Apollo, and of ancient Rome and Byzantium.

The British monarchy, taking the imperial maritime power of legacy of Lazare Carnot, France was the enemy of the U.S.A.
for most of the interval from July 14, 1789 through the fall ofVenice at its height, as the model of reference, relies upon the

use of blended instrumentalities of guile and force, to manage Napoleon III. A happier state of relations emerged under the
France of Thiers, President Sadi Carnot, and Gabriel Hano-both the internal and external affairs of its empire, to the

purpose of establishing and maintaining its global hegemony taux, but the emergence of the Entente Cordiale brought the
combined anti-republican sweepings from among the legiti-within the world at large.

Meanwhile, the world’s greatest professional fools, be- mists, Bonapartists, and neo-Jacobins into power as a British
asset. Throughout most of the Nineteenth Century, the Ger-lieve that the British monarchy is, at its worst, the lesser evil,

relative to U.S. power. man Classical tradition and the legacy of Czar Alexander II,
Mendeleyev, and Count Sergei Witte, was a more consistentOn this account, since the crushing of Germany in two

world wars, the global context for the choices of definitions prospective ally and partner of the U.S. aim to establish a
community-of-principle relationship to continental Eurasia.of strategy, has been the question, whether the U.S.A. will

seek to work with the pivotal role potentially played in conti- Franklin Roosevelt’s intention to use U.S post-war collabora-
tion with Russia and China, as the counterfoil to the Britishnental Eurasia, by Russia, to check that opposition to the

American intellectual tradition which the British monarchy monarchy’s imperial policies, typifies a long-standing strate-
gic tradition among the leading republican patriots of thecontinues to represent, or whether the U.S. will degrade itself

to being a virtual member of the British Commonwealth, and United States.
There are, otherwise, two principal complications in thethus merely the chief bully-boy of an Anglo-American, neo-

Roman imperium. conduct of strategic policy-shaping. The most essential com-
plication, is the fact that the republican and oligarchical mod-Notably, from the beginning of our nation’s struggle for

independence, our patriotic tradition, while seeking to bring els of society are ultimately, incurably, mortal foes. The sec-
ond complication, demonstrated early in modern times by theinto being a community of principle among sovereign nation-

states of the Americas, has focussed upon continental Eurasia political fates of Leonardo da Vinci and Niccolò Macchia-
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velli, is that the defense of the institution of the modern sover- much is to be learned from mankind’s earlier experience in
ancient and medieval warfare, especially Alexander theeign form of nation-state, was compelled, then as now, to

reckon with the mixed and corrupt character of both principal Great’s victory over the Babylonian model, any competent
modern strategy must be defined within the historically spe-powers of that time, and the brutish susceptibilities of the

common folk, such as our own contemporary American Ya- cific context of the new modern age, the age of the sovereign
nation-state.hoos, which were used, chiefly, as mere instruments of oligar-

chical policy. Great modern commanders, such as Vauban, Lazare
Carnot, and Count Wilhelm Schaumburg-Lippe’s protégé,Thus, as Macchiavelli argues, republican leaders, whether

in war or otherwise, were, then as now, usually compelled to Gerhard Scharnhorst, have understood, taught, and exempli-
fied this principle of strategic defense.7 General Douglas Mac-resort to what shallow-minded observers derived as “unprin-

cipled” strategies and tactics. The strategist-statesman was Arthur’s conduct of the war in the Pacific, unlike the contrary
policies and practices of some of his rivals and critics, illus-obliged, as the experiences of Leonardo and Macchiavelli

typify this, to adopt opportunities for expression of principles, trates the critical role of sound strategy for peace. The strategy
for the defense of Russia against Napoleon’s imperial army,often incurring the liabilities inhering in such temporary alli-

ances and circumstances. They used the political, social, and as adopted by Czar Alexander I on the advice of his Prussian
advisors, and the Soviet resort to a similar defensive strategymilitary flanking opportunities at their disposal, in their ef-

forts to realize what are otherwise clearly principled means against the similar Nazi invasion, are examples of this princi-
ple of strategic defense to modern warfare. The Franklin Roo-and objectives. The march upon an adversary’s flank may

take one through an awful swamp. sevelt-led role of the U.S.A. in a similar strategic defense
of European civilization against Hitler and his allies, duringOnce the foregoing categorical considerations have been

assimilated, many of what otherwise appear to be mystifying World War II, illustrates the same principle.
For example, one of the leading lights of the Americancomplexities of strategic practice, fall into place. It is from

this vantage-point, that the strategic implications of a ballistic intellectual tradition, John Quincy Adams, crafted a design
for the long-term defense of the Americas against forces suchmissile defense, premised upon “new physical principles,”

depend. Review of a number of related topics will help to as the British monarchy and Metternich’s Holy Alliance.
Adams referred to that as “a community of principle.” Adams’clarify the implications of the discussions between such fig-

ures as President Putin and Chancellor Schröder. policy is a model of thinking about strategic defense, still
today. The kernel of a policy of strategic defense, is to beBegin with the ironical case of Clausewitz.
found in the object of, first, defining, and then achieving a
durable peace. From that historical vantage-point, and con-On Clausewitz

It was the hard-won lesson of the 1648 Treaty of Westpha- trary to post-Carlsbad Decrees Clausewitz’s pro-Romantic
inversion of Scharnhorst’s doctrine, warfare becomes peacelia, that, if modern society were to continue to exist, the pur-

pose of modern warfare must be the securing of an inherently achieved by other means.
To recognize the distinction I have just made, look at thedurable form of peace.5 That objective compels prudent

statesmen and warriors to think of the conduct of necessary crucial difference between the character of the Germany led
by great Classical reformers such as Scharnhorst, and thewarfare in terms of defining what might be described as “sys-

tems of peace.” Only idiots, bi-polar brutes, or worse, think predominantly Romantic, post-Vienna-Congress Germany,
of Hegel’s state philosophy and the repressive, oligarchicalthat the objective of war is either to kill everyone one dislikes,

or to subjugate them to such brutalities that they will become style in political order defined by the Carlsbad Decrees.
The great Prussian reformers, typified by such friendssheepish victims of the Tavistock Institute’s perverted doc-

trine of application of “aversive behavioral modification” to and followers of poet, historian, philosopher, and dramatist
Friedrich Schiller, as Wilhelm von Humboldt, were represen-threat and prosecution of warfare. If we desire durable peace

on our planet, such brutish minds as those should not be al- tatives of the late-Eighteenth-Century German Classic, which
had been set into motion by such avowed followers of Gott-lowed to touch the shaping of the issues of strategy.

Macchiavelli addressed this matter; the revolution in fried Leibniz and Johann Sebastian Bach as Abraham
Kästner, Gotthold Lessing, and Moses Mendelssohn. It was,statecraft,6 which occurred beginning the Fifteenth-Century

Renaissance, has changed the meaning of strategy fundamen- notably, the friend and collaborator of Schaumburg-Lippe,
Mendelssohn, who crafted the program used for the militarytally, away from that of ancient and medieval times. Although
education of Scharnhorst. These leading Prussian reformers

5. LaRouche, op. cit., passim.

7. Vauban’s design of the fortified position at Neuf Breisach typifies the way6. Niccolò Machiavelli, “The Prince” (written 1513, first published 1532);
and “The Discourses on the First Ten Books of Titus Livius” (written 1513- in which Vauban defeated the threatened attack from the Habsburg forces,

without needing to fire a shot, as does Lazare Carnot’s design which scared1517, first published 1531); in Peter Bondanella and Mark Musa, ed. and
trans., The Portable Machiavelli (New York: Viking Penguin Books, 1979). the allies into giving up the intent to dismember post-Napoleon France.
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were in the same spirit as the American Revolution which had Classical tradition, typified by the influence of Leibniz upon
the shaping of the Eighteenth-Century American intellectualinspired many among them. Even those Prussian reformers

who defended the Prussian monarchy as an institution, aimed tradition. Today, that United States is being plunged into the
pits of neo-Confederacy forms of decadence, a condition re-to establish the Classical form of the same republican philoso-

phy underlying the Preamble of our own Declaration of Inde- flecting that decadence in the way its strategic policies and
military doctrines have devolved in the wake of the 1989-pendence and Constitution.

In the aftermath of that Vienna Congress which was an 1991 collapse of the Soviet system’s role as that strategic
adversary of reference. While the Soviet Union existed as aavowed adversary of the United States, the anti-Classical,

Romantic school of state philosopher Hegel, Prince Met- relevant potential adversary, its existence kept U.S. strategic
thinking within the bounds of as much a sense of reality as theternich, and the tyrannical Carlsbad Decrees, dominated the

circles of the Prussian court into which Clausewitz was assim- conditions of the post-MacArthur era absolutely demanded.
With the 1989-1990 collapse of Soviet power, undiluted stra-ilated during that time. Consequently, Clausewitz’s work dur-

ing the post-Vienna Congress period, echoed, as a taint, the tegic lunacy took over the madly triumphant Anglo-Ameri-
can alliance.characteristically Romantic features imposed, top-down, by

the character of the monarchy of that period. Warfare as peace achieved by other means, was the basis
for my 1977-1983 work in crafting what became the basis forTo appreciate the comparison, think of the difference be-

tween those West Point graduates of the European Classical the March 1983 SDI proffer to the Soviet government. One
must use the actual, or potential catastrophes arising in thetradition, who defended the Union, as defined by President

Lincoln’s Gettysburg Address, and those others, those Ro- form of actual or threatened deadly conflict, as a source of
creative political energy for developing a just and durablemantics who were either Confederates, who defended slave-

holder society as a matter of principle, or, like the dubious approach to peace.
However, “peace” does not mean simply the absence ofGeneral McClellan, were intent upon the British monarchy’s

policy of that time, a peace treaty which would fragment conflict. There is no possibility for peace inhering in the nature
of known forms of society existing prior to the Fifteenth-the United States into a set of perpetually quarreling, blood-

soaked baronies. Century European Renaissance’s introduction of the principle
of a modern sovereign form of nation-state based upon theJust so, under the growing influence of what became

known as Richard Nixon’s “Southern Strategy” of 1966- principle of the general welfare. Every other presently exist-
ing form of society is inherently, either engaged in war, or on1968, there has been a corresponding process of moral erosion

in the prevailing military and related policies of our United a course leading toward future wars.
When we, today, speak of peace as a strategic objective,States. For some professional officers who have strayed into

the camp of the “Southern Strategy,” the mere, poorly com- rather than merely an absence of currently ongoing warfare,
we either mean the kind of peace defined by a community ofprehended text of Clausewitz’s posthumously published On

War, has been adopted as the watch-word for immoral prac- principle among sovereign nation-states, or we are babbling
nonsense, intentionally, or otherwise. The cases of today’stices which the Clausewitz of Scharnhorst’s lifetime would

probably have abhorred. support for, and opposition to Franklin Roosevelt’s war-time
policy, illustrates the point.The traditional military policy of the U.S., was rooted,

like the policies of strategic defense of Vauban and his great
follower Lazare Carnot, in scientific and engineering training. At the Close of World War II

There are certain complexities in President Franklin Roo-The West Point graduates under Thayer, such as Benjamin
Franklin’s great-grandson Alexander Dallas Bache, were na- sevelt’s expressed policies and prejudices. I do not claim that

I support all among Roosevelt’s impulses. However, there aretion-builders rooted in engineering. The contrasted trend, by
official post-MacArthur U.S. strategic doctrines, into the in- certain leading features of his strategic policy which do enjoy

either my support or my sympathy. Other considerations putcreasing decadence of a post-modernist variety of Romanti-
cism, from the Indo-China war and related other develop- to one side, those features are a valid contribution to the con-

ception of peace-seeking then, and now, contributions whosements of the recent thirty-five years, has been a degeneration
coherent with the Nixon “Southern Strategy’s” political-fi- merit outlives any contrary features of his policies during

that time.nancial carpetbagger’s transformation of the formerly great
agro-industrial power of the nation into the rotting national As President Franklin Roosevelt forewarned Prime Min-

ister Winston Churchill, it was the President’s intention to“rust belt” of today.
The principle is: Strategic policy will tend to express the use the occasion of the close of the war, to bring to an end both

the world’s colonial systems, and also the rule of economiccharacter of the society it serves. It must tend, therefore, to
express either the correspondingly real, or delusory charac- affairs among nations by those “British Eighteenth-Century

methods” associated with the doctrine of Adam Smith. Withter of the type of peace it aims to bring into being.
The United States was brought into being by a European Roosevelt’s untimely death, the new Administration adopted
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This banner, raised outside the
1993 Seattle summit at which a
Russian proposal for
collaboration on SDI technologies
was given to President Clinton,
was immediately broadcast in
Russian national TV coverage of
the summit.

Churchill’s post-war perspectives, not those of President ity, which sought to nullify that central principle of our consti-
tutional law.Roosevelt. We had won the war, but, to a large degree, under

Truman, we had lost a greater, more durable part of what It was only as the U.S.A. was being mobilized, for a sec-
ond time, to support the Anglo-French Entente Cordiale in ashould have been the peace.

Had the power of the United States been used in the man- new world war against London’s early 1930s creation, the
Nazi regime in Germany,8 that Roosevelt was able to imposener implicit in Roosevelt’s stated intention, the United States

would not have committed the militarily unnecessary nuclear his 1936-1939 economic recovery and related policies with
almost full effectiveness even in many matters of domesticattacks on the civilian populations of Japan’s Hiroshima and

Nagasaki; and efforts like those merely typified by the Mar- policy. In this circumstance, a large ration of the Wall Street
and related Establishment Anglophiles, the so-called Wallshall Plan, would have resulted in a full-scale expansion of

the agro-industrial potential of the U.S.A., that, to the purpose Street British-American-Canadian (BAC) establishment
which had been built up around Teddy Roosevelt and Wood-of building up the economies of the states newly liberated, by

U.S. post-war might, from the tyrannies of Portuguese, Dutch, row Wilson, gave Roosevelt the degree of support for the
1940-1945 war-time mobilization, which they had chiefly op-British, and French colonialism.

To locate the historically crucial strategic importance of posed, and even attempted to ruin in the President’s peace-
time efforts to the same social and economic goals.the Truman administration’s adoption of an anti-Roosevelt,

British strategic policy, look back to the internal U.S. political As the U.S. moved toward the post-war period, the ques-
ironies associated with the transition into the wars of 1939-
1945.

8. It was Britain’s one-time head of the Bank of England who, in concert
Throughout most of the 1930s, the neo-Confederate tradi- with his partners, including the grandfather, Prescott Bush, of the current

tion of the Theodore Roosevelt, Woodrow Wilson, and Calvin U.S. President, put Adolf Hitler into absolute power in Germany during the
1933-1934 interval. Originally, the British, who organized the “AmericaCoolidge Presidencies, remained stoutly embedded in the ma-
First!” movement in the U.S., intended to keep the U.S. out of the comingjority of the U.S. Supreme Court, echoing the Taney Court
war with Hitler. Their intention had been, that Hitler would deplete Germanyof the 1850s, and prefiguring the Rehnquist-Scalia-Thomas,
by a deep invasion of the Soviet Union, and that British and French forces

neo-Confederate majority of today. The American Tory alli- would then, while the German forces were so engaged, fall upon Germany’s
ance of Aaron Burr’s and Martin van Buren’s Wall Street western flank. In this way, London intended to avoid the contingency of U.S.

emergence as the dominant post-war power in Europe. It was when London“shareholders” with the legacy of the Confederacy’s slave-
realized that Hitler would strike a détente with the Soviet Union, in order toholders, has been the persisting curse of the U.S.’s internal
secure his rear for an attack upon France, that the British howled for helplife, since virtually the founding of our Federal republic. The
from the U.S., dumping the putatively pro-Nazi Edward VIII as a way of

issue, then, as now, was Roosevelt’s defense of the Constitu- securing the U.S. alliance. The Bush family circles are richly encumbered
tion’s most fundamental principle, “the general welfare with the legacy of those U.S. Anglophile interests which were involved in

1930s support of Hitler.clause,” against the forces, including a Federal Court major-
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tion, “What would the post-war U.S. destiny be,” depended Thomas Hobbes, Bernard Mandeville, the Physiocrats, Adam
Smith, and Jeremy Bentham. The conception of man as natu-upon Franklin Roosevelt’s ability to carry through his post-

war “American Century” policy, despite the Anglophile inter- rally endowed with the redeemable potential for goodness,
and of society as obliged to serve the general welfare on thatests represented within the BAC establishment and behind

Vice-President Harry S Truman. The continuation of Roose- account, means the destruction of all oligarchical models of
statecraft.velt’s policy, depended upon his ability to extend the principle

of the general welfare to the post-war world at large. Only if The evocation of that Classical-humanist self-image of
the individual member of society,9 is the essence of the revolu-the war-time economic mobilization could be rapidly reori-

ented, without significant interruption, into building a world tion, and the cornerstone of republican strategy. It is as that
power implicitly defines the nature of the individual personal-order based upon the same general-welfare principle, could

the legacy of the American System of political-economy be ity for that individual, that the individual so inspired will work
to promote and to defend the society and government whichefficiently upheld even inside the post-war U.S.A. itself. The

take-down of the colonial system, in favor of independent represents that image of man. This relationship of state and
society to all of the members of society is expressed as thenation-states participating in their own, U.S.-assisted, “New

Deal”-like economic and social development, especially in principle of the general welfare.
Thus, if the principle of the general welfare is expressedbasic economic infrastructure and productive technology,

was the perspective upon which the U.S.’s actual achievement in the liberation of a people from oligarchical subjugation,
such as the people of the British Empire and Commonwealth,of a durable post-war peace depended.

In short, the strategic perspective of the U.S., since the and if that act of liberation is expressed efficiently in the
practice of the consequently emerging state, the people will1776 Declaration of Independence, to the present day, has

depended upon the projection of the principle of the general tend to adopt the self-image which is consistent with that
practiced notion of the general welfare. Such was the greatwelfare, as a doctrine of international law, a doctrine of law

enforced by a community of sovereign nation-states commit- attraction of the United States for emigrants from Nineteenth-
Century Europe, for example.ted to that principle of their internal affairs and mutual rela-

tions. This was crucial for John Quincy Adams’ and Abraham When President Truman’s government betrayed the prin-
ciple on which the U.S. and its law rested, by fostering theLincoln’s perspective for the sovereign states of the Ameri-

cas, in their time. Since the change in the world’s affairs post-war subjugation of the victims of Portuguese, Dutch,
British, and French colonialism, and when a comparable, pro-brought about by the U.S. military and economic successes

of 1861-1876, this notion of a community of principle, has oligarchical, reactionary attitude was fostered in the U.S.A.
itself during those immediate post-war years, the U.S. lostbeen an essential, indispensable strategic outlook for U.S.

global policy of practice. Every serious error in our foreign much of the moral authority it had built up under Franklin
Roosevelt’s Presidency, despite the efforts to offset this, later,policy and strategy, has been the fruit of either simply the

neglect, or even outright violation of that principle. by the Kennedy Presidency and President Johnson’s coura-
geous actions on behalf of civil rights.The great issue of all human historical existence to date,

has been the conflict inhering into two mutually exclusive The revolutionary character of the republican form of con-
stitutional law, can not be separated from those notions ofnotions of mankind. These are reflected as the contrast be-

tween the oligarchical model which modern European civili- truth and justice set forth systematically in Plato’s dialogues.
The notion of the human individual as naturally endowed withzation has inherited from pagan Rome and medieval Venice,

and the republican model of statecraft, of each man and redeemable goodness, can not be separated from the notion
of justice, and the notion of justice can not be separated fromwoman as made equally in the image of the Creator, first

brought into existence during the course of Europe’s Fif- a standard of truth, based upon reason, in contrast to falseness
of mere opinions.teenth-Century Renaissance. The principle known variously

as the general welfare, or the common good, underlying the No example of this distinction is more efficient than the
fact, that the most degraded moral tradition of tyranny insovereign form of nation-state, such as the constitutional form

brought into relative perfection by the efforts of President European history is that traceable to the culture of pagan
Rome, centered upon the bestialization of the general popula-Abraham Lincoln, is the line of division separating the two

opposing conceptions of man and society.
Relative to oligarchical society, the republican “model” 9. Essentially, “Classical humanist” signifies theMosaic view of the Classical

Greek image of man, that associated with Plato, and with the Gospel of Johnis inherently not only revolutionary, but insolently so. The
and Epistles of Paul. As Philo Judaeus’ work shows, and, most emphatically,task of the republican is to see that the individual person is
the work and influence of Moses Mendelssohn, “Classical humanist” is theuplifted from that state of personal moral degradation of the
generic, ecumenical name for the Mosaic heritage common to Judaism,

population which inheres in the legal and cultural tradition of Christianity, and Islam. This generic term, situated within the framework of
ancient Rome, and that morally degrading modern empiricist law-making of Plato, also signifies a principle of a body of universal natural

law derived from this conception of the special nature of man.and positivist liberalism which is typified by the doctrines of
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tion by the cult of rampant irrationalism known as the vox MacArthur’s patriotic U.S. policy for the Pacific War. The
objective, is to bring about the conditions under which thepopuli, expressed as mass-spectator sports (thumbs up,

thumbs down) by the shrieking mobs of the Roman arena: or relevant, formerly warring nations, will prefer a community
of principle based upon the general welfare, rather than the“popular opinion.”10 Perhaps nothing better expresses that

irony of “popular opinion,” than the French Jacobin terror of feudal, or quasi-feudal traditions of cabinet warfare, or the
worse traditions of all ancient and modern colonial systems1789-1794, and of the first modern fascist state, that which

Napoleon Bonaparte based upon the model of Caesar and and empires.
By “peace,” I do not mean the submission of the slave toRoman law, which was spawned as the aftermath of the Ja-

cobin Terror. his imposed condition as virtual human cattle. By “peace,” I
mean the termination of politically motivated killing of per-The kernel of the practical issue here, is located in the

fact, that all known society existing outside the bounds of the sons as a method of establishing, or enforcing the power to
rule. By “peace,” I mean the willing consent of the governedadoption of the principle of the general welfare as supreme

law, is, by its nature, a predatory form of society. Like the to the assurance of their vital self-interest in enjoying the
protection of the principle of the general welfare, the com-condition of the lower eighty percentile of U.S. family house-

holds under the reign of the legacy of Nixon’s Southern Strat- mon good.
egy today, a society premised upon a principle of “shareholder
value,” is an oligarchical society, in which a ruling oligarchy, The Roots of British Rule

Over the course of more than a century, the underlyingaided by its associated armed and other lackeys, preys upon
the majority of even its own population as virtual human global characteristic of conflict on this planet has been the

effort of the British monarchy to eradicate the institution ofcattle.
Consequently, in an oligarchical society, such as that the sovereign nation-state, in favor of an imperial form of

world government under a rule of law coherent with the naturewhich the legacy of Nixon’s Southern Strategy has installed
in the U.S. Supreme Court majority today, there neither is, of the British monarchy itself. All globally significant or re-

lated warfare has been either directly authored on behalf ofnor could be any lasting form of peace outside the cemetery.
In any oligarchical society, mortal conflict of the sort most the monarchy, or has been a consequence of the methods used

in its efforts to impose and sustain its hegemony.suitably expressed as endlessly recurring warfare is the inevi-
tably endemic, or even epidemic state of affairs. Under the Until the 1901 assassination of U.S. President William

McKinley, the U.S.’s American System of political-economybloody brutishness of the state of perpetual homicide known
as Pax Romana, or the Babylonian and Achaemenid tyrannies was actively the world’s leading adversary to the British sys-

tem. The predominant strategic feature of the Nineteenth Cen-earlier, like the British Empire of Queen Elizabeth II today,
there is no durable peace. For oligarchical society, a perpetual tury, had been conflict between even the merely continued

existence of the U.S. Federal republic and the British mon-state of either active warfare or preparations for warfare, is
the state of affairs inhering in the oligarchical principle itself. archy.

With the assassination of McKinley, and the PresidenciesAlthough many good things were done by the U.S. during
the 1945-1965 interval, and a diminishing few even later, we of Theodore Roosevelt, Woodrow Wilson, and Calvin Coo-

lidge, the U.S. adopted the status of virtually an associateas a nation have never yet recovered morally or otherwise
from the self-inflicted wounds struck in the immediate months member of what was to emerge as the new form of the British

Empire, variously known as an “English-speaking union,”and years following the most untimely death of President
Franklin Roosevelt. or British Commonwealth. Only under Presidents Franklin

Roosevelt, John F. Kennedy, and Bill Clinton, was there aIn summary, the natural strategic perspective of the
U.S.A. as the constitutional republic it was founded to be- significant tendency to reassert the U.S.A. traditional position

as philosophical adversary of the so-called “British liberalcome, is an orientation toward bringing into being a hege-
monic combination of perfectly sovereign nation-states, each system.”

Within the U.S. itself, this implied U.S. membership inand all committed to fostering the benefits of the principle of
the general welfare for each and all. an Anglo-American world empire, has been rooted in a so-

called “Establishment,” a concert of Wall Street-centered fi-Insofar as a war must be fought, or anticipated, any strate-
gic objective of the U.S. must be in the same spirit as General nancier interests and associated lawfirms, sometimes referred

to as the “BAC,” that, as the Nixon, Carter, and Bush adminis-
trations typify this arrangement, in perennial political alliance

10. Thus, the inherent depravity of that hostility to a notion of truthfulness with the tradition of the Ku Klux Klan and former Confed-
expressed by existentialists such as Theodor Adorno and Hannah Arendt. eracy.
That existentialist denunciation of the Socratic principle of truthfulness, as

Since the agreements among British Prime Minister Mar-to be abhorred as an “authoritarian personality” type, is one of the principal
garet Thatcher, France’s President François Mitterrand, andinfluences contributing to widespread moral degeneracy in the U.S. educa-

tional systems and public practice today. U.S. President George Bush, during 1989-1990, the collapse
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of Soviet power has been taken as the opportunity to establish
a virtual imperial world rule under five nations, four of which
are subjects of the British monarch as their head of state (the
U.K., Canada, Australia, and New Zealand), and a “BAC”-
dominated U.S.A.

Since that collapse of the Anglo-American powers’ prin-
cipal, Soviet rival, the trend in world affairs has been toward
the consolidation of what is in fact the form of “world govern-
ment” sought by such influential utopians as H.G. Wells and
his confederate Bertrand Russell,11 using the threat of nuclear
warfare as the political force employed to compel nations to
surrender their sovereignty to a supranational power.

2. EMP Effects

As former Secretary of State Henry A. Kissinger stated at
the recent Wehrkunde meeting, his audience should not be
taken in by the new Bush administration’s dubious chatter
about threats from so-called “rogue states.” What the Bush
administration actually intends, according to Kissinger, is a
strategic conflict with Russia and China.12 For once, Kissinger
spoke truthfully; the Bush chatter about “rogue states,” is
nothing but the usual lying to be expected from Orwell’s “Big Already in the 1980s the U.S. rocket-interceptor tests were

achieving similar results to those they exhibit now—here, a recentBrother,” intended for the foolish ears of credulous dupes.
U.S. Army test of an experimental interceptor. These technologies,Thus, in that case, the issue of ballistic missile defense is
long off-the-shelf, do not offer what is needed, as the Patriotcentered on the U.S. and Russia.
missiles’ poor performance in Desert Storm demonstrated.

In that case, the essential reality of Bush administration
double-talk about ballistic missile defense, boils down to the

role of submarine deployment in support of delivery of elec-11. H.G. Wells, The Open Conspiracy: Blueprints for a World Revolution
tro-magnetic-pulse (EMP) effects. In that light, the case of(London: Victor Gollancz, 1928). Wells was the original promoter of the

development of nuclear-fission weapons (1913) for the stated purpose of the sinking of Russia’s Kursk submarine is a matter of nota-
bringing world government into being. Russell publicly associated himself ble consequence.
with the program of Wells’ The Open Conspiracy at the time it was first “EMP effects,” are not the only topic to be considered,
published; the two of them devoted their lives thereafter, to bringing about

but all of the issues of global strategic ballistic defense areworld government through the terror of nuclear weapons. Wells’ six-point
typified by the “EMP” model.program is notable for its specifying what have become the widespread open

practices of “globalization” today. “1. The complete assertion, practical as By its nature, a global sort of EMP effect involves stealth.
well as theoretical, of the provisional nature of existing governments and of Long-range ballistic missile delivery, or “space-based” deliv-
our acquiescence to them. 2. The resolve to minimize by all available means ery, are not indicated ruses. For both the U.S.A. and Russia
the conflicts of these governments, their militant use of individuals and prop-

as targets, short-range deployment of EMP warheads over theerty and their interferences within the establishment of a world economic
targetted territory, is indicated. In effect, this boils down tosystem. 3. The determination to replace private local or national ownership

of at least credit, transport, and staple production by a responsible world the use of submarines, in conjunction with the deployment of
directorate serving the common ends of the race. 4. The practical recognition covertly situated “launch pods” in relevant submerged loca-
of the necessity for world biological controls, for example, of population and tions at the borders of the targetted nation.
disease. 5. The support of a minimum standard of individual freedom and

In actual strategic operations of such a type, the podswelfare in the world. 6. The supreme duty of subordinating the personal life
represent an “over the horizon” deployment controlled by,to the creation of a world directorate capable of these tasks and to the general

advancement of human knowledge, capacity, and power.” The life’s work typically, nuclear missile submarines of strategic types.
of utopianfigures such as George Orwell, Aldous Huxley, and Julian Huxley, Such a strategic EMP attack, has the following type of ap-
seen in the light of their association with the “Open Conspiracy” policies of plication.
Wells, Russell, and Aleister Crowley, from that time on, is to be seen in the

EMP attacks of the strategic type implied are, relativelylight of the Wells manifesto.
speaking, non-lethal, at least when their effects are contrasted12. See EIR, Feb. 16, 2001, p. 48, for a report on Kissinger’s Wehrkunde
with those of mass-lethal nuclear explosions, for example.Conference claims about Bush administration intentions for national missile

defense programs. Also to be considered, is the fact, that principal powers’ mili-
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