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Foreword:

In the aftermath of successive waves of world-wide
warfare, we are now faced with a task of reconstruction
which is, certainly, far more challenging, strategically,
than anything known since the moment of the October
24, 1648 settlement of the Peace of Westphalia among
the Emperor of the Holy Roman Empire, the Queen of
Sweden, and the King of France. Notably, the precedent
for today’s challenge had been nothing less than that
great ecumenical Council of Florence of 1438-1440,
the Council whose great achievement had been be-
trayed by the launching of the 1492-1648 New Dark
Age in Europe.

Similarly, there has been that destruction of Europe
which was brought about by Margaret Thatcher, Fran-
cois Mitterrand, and George H.W. Bush, in the estab-
lishing of what was to become notorious as the “Euro,”
and, the more recent catastrophe of the “bail-out,” the
fraud brought on by the U.S. Presidencies of George W.
Bush, Jr. and Barack Obama. These latter develop-
ments now threaten the permanent end to apparent
hope for economy on Earth for the presently foresee-
able future: unless the present, dismal trends in the of-
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ficial opinion of the trans-Atlantic sector of the world
are reversed, very soon.

So, all living species, or societies, which fail to
progress to higher states of existence, must become ex-
tinct, sooner, or later, unless present peoples resume
the role by means of which the human species had
progressed thus far, despite all else. A mankind which
did not progress to higher levels of energy-flux den-
sity, as through nuclear fission and still higher forms
of power, so far, could not survive in a civilized form,
perhaps even not at all. If the worst happened, blame
a world which allowed the current, British phase of
the Roman Empire to continue this far, that in a fash-
ion in which trends in official opinions have tended,
overall, to go from bad to worse, as since the assassi-
nations of President John F. Kennedy and, then, his
brother Robert.

Now, what are actually those galactic influences ex-
pressed within our Solar system, which have brought
this planet to a new, most profoundly menacing situa-
tion. It is within that situation, that the already mon-
strous economic and related threats to our planet are
now situated. We must recognize the dangers, and the
needed measures, accordingly.
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Preface:

Since the original Roman Empire was crafted on the
Isle of Capri, which was done through the plotting be-
tween the future Caesar Augustus and the priests of the
cult of Mithra, that empire has passed through four dis-
tinct phases, through the sequence of disastrous out-
comes known as: 1.) the original Roman Empire; 2.) the
second such Empire, known as Byzantium; 3.) the third
phase of the Empire under the Aristotelean system of
monetary reign of the old Venice of the Crusaders’
times; and, 4.) the presently collapsing phase of the
British Empire of Paolo Sarpi’s followers, the latter an
empire which had been launched, apparently, under the
succession set into motion by the invasion of England
and Scotland by the reign of the New Venetian Party’s
butcher, William of Orange.

Thus that Phoenix-like empire is now doomed at
long last. The question is: “What next?”

The present aspect of the trans-Atlantic phase of
that Roman Empire, the aspect typified presently by the
so-called “British” empire, has been degenerating lately
at an accelerating pace, as since that British empire’s
recent, openly stated intention to destroy that same
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“All living species, or societies, which fail to progress to higher states of existence, must
become extinct, sooner, or later, unless present peoples resume the role by means of which the
human species had progressed thus far, despite all else.” Shown: ruins in Rome.

Peace of Westphalia which,
since 1648, had afforded civ-
ilization some degree of ra-
tional provisions for security.
The leading role by that cur-
rent British empire, had,
thus, been the cause of the
post-1990  degradation of
most among the relevant na-
tions of western and central
Europe, a degradation into
what has been intended to
become, and that quickly, a
collection of mere European
puppets of their British im-
perial master. Now, since
1989-90, the rate of degen-
eration of that British system
itself, had been accelerated
to the degree that that empire
itself is presently near to the
moment that it, too, 1S
doomed, as if, as it is some-
times said, “hoisted by its
own petard.” There are op-
tional, hopeful choices for
England, Wales and Scotland, themselves, if they were
to choose them; but, there is no present possibility for
the continuation of the present form of a captive,
“Euro”-centered, British world empire over Europe.!

However, I must emphasize that destroying the
United Kingdom would not be, in itself, a solution for
the present world crisis. Whether economically or oth-
erwise, that is not an acceptable choice of attempted
remedy for this crisis-situation of the planet. The
Nietzschean schemes of so-called “creative destruc-
tion,” such as those of Nietzsche followers Werner
Sombart and Joseph Schumpeter, are not a remedy, but
exactly the contrary.

Rather, just as Glass-Steagall serves as a keystone-
remedy for the present plight of our United States, the
notion of separating-out the British banks which could
begin to qualify as commercial banks according to a
U.S. constitutional and Franklin Roosevelt standard,

1. The Paul Volcker-echoing proposal by Britain’s Mervyn King, for
separating banks into two departments, one in the mode of commercial
“departments,” a second of merchant “departments,” is worth consider-
ing, but should be duly considered as a compromise unworthy of actual
use.

Feature 5



would be the keystone-remedy required for assuring
the continuity of the essential physical-economic func-
tions of the United Kingdom itself: whether it be the
U.K. as a sovereign, or, for example, an aggregate of
two sovereign states, England and Scotland, as part-
ners, or, perhaps rivals.

Rather than continuing to shrink the already de-
pleted physical-productive resources of the nations,
what must be done, is to reverse the recent trend, by
maintaining the actually useful physical-economic
functions of the British Isles, a change which requires
the dumping of the monetarists’ systems of the planet,
for replacement by a credit system of the type at the
core of the U.S. Federal Constitution.

The physical meaning of “credit system,” both in
mode and effect, is the crux of the content of this pres-
ent report.

The following report presents the essential features
of not only the British case, but of the sovereign nations
of the planet generally.

I. The End of Monetarism

Presently, the presently new escalation of hyperin-
flation demanded by the U.S. Federal Reserve System’s
Ben Bernanke, is being pushed, yet again, to the point
that accepting that new round, would accelerate the
present, already worsening process of trans-Atlantic
hyperinflation. Such a continuing trend now, would be
sufficient to carry the entire planet into an actual, early
breakdown-crisis, even a virtually “final” one for the
set of present nations of humanity on this planet as a
whole. Under such a policy of destruction as that, the
presently worsening process would go in the direction
of an outcome like that which had been intended for
Weimar Germany in the closing months of 1923—that,
presently, both soon and fast. Whatever the U.S. Fed-
eral Reserve System’s Bernanke does, or does not do, a
continuation of the present world monetarist system
itself, could not escape an escalation of hyperinflation
being driven to an early breaking-point for this planet
generally, even without considering the factor of the
presently menacing trends for the Solar system during
the months and years immediately ahead.

Therefore, our only choice of object must be to re-
place a monetarist system entirely, and suddenly, re-
placing a destroyed monetarist system, by a system
based on the same physical principle of credit on which
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the entire design of the U.S. Federal Constitution was
originally premised in accord with Alexander Hamil-
ton’s solution.

Presently, it appears to us that a world economy, in-
cluding that of the British Isles, could be rescued from
the presently onrushing global disaster, as I have al-
ready said here, but the fact remains, that the destruc-
tion of real economy under the current reign of trans-
Atlantic lunacy since the close of February 1968, has
been so profound in its social, as much as physical-eco-
nomic effects, that only a reform in the same direction
of physical growth, globally, as by extending President
Franklin’s Roosevelt’s “New Deal,” over more than a
generation, could bring the trans-Atlantic section of the
world into a condition which would not be much worse
than that which had existed prior to the monstrous folly
of U.S. backing of both Margaret Thatcher’s Malvinas
War and the U.S. administration’s backing of the Brit-
ish-led crushing of Mexico in the developments of July-
September 1982.

During the entirety of the decade of the 1980s, only
the 1983 adoption of what President Ronald Reagan
had presented to the Soviet Union as support for a Stra-
tegic Defense Initiative (SDI), could have “turned the
corner,” a turn from that continued downslide of the
economy which has been characteristic of the post-
1983 trans-Atlantic economy, toward, instead, actually
physical-economic net growth.

I explain that crucial fact as follows.

That is to say, speaking from the present advantage
of hindsight, that only the 1983 adoption of the Strate-
gic Defense Initiative (SDI) by the Soviet and other
governments, could have saved the United States and
its European partners from the presently undeniable ef-
fects of foolish Soviet leaders Andropov’s and Gorba-
chov’s rejections of the SDI.2 The result of those rejec-

2. The efforts to peddle the apology for Andropov’s folly, that he did not
understand what the SDI implied, does not wash when the history of
Andropov’s career since the time of the Hungarian revolt is taken ade-
quately into account. The British penetration of Soviet affairs, as typified
by the influence of the channels of Bertrand Russell on Soviet affairs,
including the Andropov program of orienting young Russian scientists
into training in British economic Liberalism, should be taken into ac-
count. British intelligence’s penetration of Soviet circles alone, includ-
ing the relevant aspects of Russia’s post-Soviet, Caribbean operations,
paints a rather shocking picture. The case of A.I. Oparin versus Academi-
cian V.I. Vernadsky, illustrates the strong British ideological penetration
of Soviet Communist Party circles, through the relics of a strong Russel-
lite penetration of International Institute of Applied Systems Analysis
(ITASA) and by the closely related case of the Club of Rome still today.
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tions, was the therefore virtually unstoppable collapse
of the region which had composed the Soviet Union
and, also, the consequent, London-directed, chain-reac-
tion wrecking of the economies of all continental
Europe. In retrospect, all of the other hypothetical op-
tions were precluded, in reality, by the rejection of the
SDI. Hence, today, we have the subsequent, post-1989-
1990 unfolding of the destruction of the economies of
trans-Atlantic sector of the world.

The opposition to the SDI came, principally, from
the influence of those monetarist circles who saw the
wrecking of the world’s economy as the desired out-
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come for the intended advantage of the special
interests of the Anglo-American and related fi-
nancier interests centered in London and Wall
Street taken into account.

I have not exaggerated, not in the least
degree, in my stating that case here. The proof
of that point will be made sufficiently clear to
the witting in the course of completing this
present report.

The Effects of Rejecting the SDI

The fundamental error which underlay the
failure to adopt and implement the SDI, was a
reflection and product of the delusion adopted
as monetarist-influenced policy-making for
science during the aftermath of the Napoleonic
Wars and the post-1812, “New Venetian Party”
policies of both the British
empire and the Habsburg inter-
ests during and immediately
following that interval. The
contrasting, previously long-
standing Russian support for
the United States against the
British empire, since the time of
Catherine the Great, is to be
considered relevant as an in-
cluded, leading illustration of
the point.

Beginning with the fraud as-
sociated with the influence of
Rudolf Clausius and his like on
the subjects of thermo- and
electro-dynamics, the fraud rep-
resented by the so-called
“Second Law of Thermody-
namics,” which typified the
leading, pro-British-imperialist ideological trends in
the name of both economics and in physical science
generally, imposed what Philo of Alexandria had ex-
posed as the hoax of the specifically Aristotelean doc-
trine of that opposition to the existence of creativity
from among certain defective, but nonetheless promi-
nent voices within the ranks of mathematicians, still to
the present day’s leading trends in policy-shaping
among nations. This was known, then, as now, as “the
oligarchical principle” of intended “zero growth” in
both population and technology of economy typified by
the doctrine of Britain’s Prince Philip and his radically
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“malthusian,” pro-genocidal World Wildlife Fund still
today.

That is to say, that in the history of European civili-
zation, the root of that cult-doctrine of Clausius et al., is
found in the doctrine of the “oligarchical principle”
which Aeschylus attacked in his Prometheus Bound.
This evil is expressed as the same Aristotelean principle
which was introduced to the practice of modern Europe
as the Nietzschean, essentially pro-genocidal doctrine
of “creative destruction” of such as Werner Sombart,
Joseph Schumpeter, and their followers in planetary
economic policy-shaping today.

This has been the same policy, which was exposed
by Philo of Alexandria as the Aristotelean fraud of “zero
growth.” This is precisely what is otherwise known as
“the oligarchical principle” on which the Roman Empire
has been founded through to the time of its present ex-
pression by the World Wildlife Fund, and, thus, as the
leading edge of the rabidly Malthusian streak in leading
circles of the British empire of such as Britain’s Prince
Philip, today.

The physical-scientific fact of the matter at issue
here, is that the successful continuation of the principle
of life depends upon the more or less constant process
of qualitative increases of the relative energy-flux den-
sity of the processes expressed by successful progress
in the universe, as this is shown most clearly for the ar-
cheological history of the reigning, actually anti-entro-
pic forms of evolutionary trends in the known parts of
the universe today. What I have posed as being an ex-
pression of evil in the record of life on Earth in general,
and mankind most emphatically, is opposition to what
was defined by V.I. Vernadsky, correctly, in contrast to
his opponents, as the distinction of the principle of life,
especially life expressed in the creative powers of the
human mind expressed in the form of progressing
modes of existence by society. The notion presented by
such as Clausius et al. was no better than the attempt to
debase science, fraudulently, to submission to the pre-
sumption that the existence of the universe itself has
been the expression of a crudely mechanistic practice
whose origin as an idea is traced to the avowedly an-
cient oligarchical principle of commitment to some ex-
pression of a policy of eternal slavery, serfdom, or the
like.

That scientific reality is key for understanding both
the true principles of a physical science of economy,
and the role of the creative powers specific to the human
mind’s potential in promoting the continued existence
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of humanity itself. This is, therefore, the truly underly-
ing principle of a successful expression of civilized so-
ciety, as typified by a stubborn impulse for perpetual
qualitative progress of society, hopefully, whenever the
oligarchical principle does not reign.

Thus, the essential principle of evil among the insti-
tutions of mankind, still today, is typified by the fact,
that, since the death of U.S. President Franklin Roos-
evelt, the U.S. Truman Administration, which was a
virtual puppet of both Wall Street and the British
Empire, dumped what had been the U.S.A.’s crucial
post-war intention under President Franklin Roosevelt,
which had been the intention for a peaceful, coopera-
tive reconstruction of a war-wrecked world economy
on an anti-imperialist (e.g., anti-monetarist) basis, and
imposed the virtually treasonous, anti-Roosevelt poli-
cies expressed by Winston Churchill, instead.

The issue separating President Franklin Roosevelt
from both the stooge-President Truman and Britain’s
Winston Churchill on this account, had been President
Roosevelt’s intended combination of both the United
Nations conference and his “Big Four” arrangement for
a special set of relations, including a fixed-exchange-
rate system, among the U.S.A., Russia, China, and
India. The intentions underlying that Roosevelt policy,
included boxing the British Empire in, that in a way
which would ensure the result which President Roos-
evelt had explicitly stated as his post-war intention, a
policy intended to become the “take-down” of not only
the British empire, but those of sundry imperialist sys-
tems such as those of the Netherlands and France as
well.

The feasibility of such a post-imperialist, Franklin
Roosevelt’s intended design, had been embedded in the
post-World War II prospect for a vast build-up of a war-
time U.S. physical-economic potential, using what
would otherwise be the idled war-time portion of the
U.S. physical-productive potential for the urgently
needed capital improvements needed to free the victims
of European imperialism from the slavery of the Euro-
pean colonialist subjugations. President Truman, a dupe
of British imperialist Winston Churchill, took the world
into a largely contrary direction—the direction leading
into a virtual state of Hell with which this planet is now
self-threatened.

Just as it is clear enough in retrospect today, that the
assassination of President Kennedy, and, also, later, his
brother Robert, had destroyed the leading edge of the
hope for a durable recovery of the U.S. economy, a hope
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The assassination of President Kennedy in 1963, followed by that of his
brother Robert in 1968, destroyed any hope for a durable recovery of the
U.S. economy, and committed the U.S. to a long, losing war in Indochina.
Here, Bobby Kennedy campaigns for President in Los Angeles in 1968.

maintained through most of the period of the Indo-
China war.3 So, earlier, the adoption of the 1946 British
policy for launching a “preventive nuclear attack” on
the Soviet Union, did much to wreck the economic re-
covery of the United States from the vast burden of its
World War II war-debt.

British Imperialism’s Strategy

The build-up for what became known as the “Cold
War,” was the result of a proposition which Bertrand
Russell and Churchill had launched openly in 1946, as
a stated intention to stage a “pre-emptive” nuclear war
for destruction of the Soviet Union. This turn must be
recognized still today as having combined other Schum-
peter-like cut-backs in urgently needed forms of eco-
nomic progress of both the U.S.A. and Europe, thus ru-

3. It was the Summer-Autumn 1968 upsurge of the followers of Mark
Rudd at Columbia University, combined with the assassination of
Robert Kennedy, which were typically crucial for the demoralization
associated with the period of the Nixon and Carter Administrations.
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ining those intentions for post-World War II
efforts of post-war reconstruction ranging
from full conversion to the more modest ex-
pression of desire for a peace-time, post-im-
perialist economic recovery of the planet ex-
pressed by President Dwight Eisenhower’s
election.

These mutually contradictory impulses
set the pattern leading into the Wall Street-
London crew’s post-Kennedy destruction of
the U.S.A. through the decade-long U.S. war
in Indo-China. It was when the Soviet Union
had developed effective nuclear weapons
before the Anglo-American nuclear-war fa-
natics were prepared for this, that London, as
represented by Bertrand Russell’s avowed in-
tention to launch “preventive nuclear war”
against the Soviet Union, recognized that
Russell’s 1946 intentions for an early “pre-
ventive nuclear war” were now off the agenda,
and a new policy, to become based on the
Russell-Khrushchov deal, the policy of
“mutual and assured destruction,” was ad-
vanced instead.

Nonetheless, the legacy of President Ken-
nedy’s launching of the U.S. space program,
created precisely the kind of science-driver
factor needed to shift from a posture such as
that of the Bertrand Russell-Khrushchov preparations
for bringing the world into a state of thermonuclear
warfare, a needed shift to collaborative efforts toward
eliminating the plausible temptation for a virtual
“doomsday” scenario.* Honey was sweeter than vine-
gar. The Kennedy option was ultimately ruined through
his assassination, an assassination motivated by the de-
termination of relevant Anglo-American circles to un-
leash the purely destructive folly of an Indo-China war
by eliminating the President (and, later, his brother).

It was against the policy of the Russell-Khrushchov
channel, that I came to be enabled, beginning the second
half of the 1970s, to play what proved to be a crucial
role within what came to be known as a U.S.A. Strate-
gic Defense Initiative (SDI). For just that reason, Brit-
ish imperialism and its U.S.A. and other British imperi-
alist “running-dogs of war” found themselves bent

4. See the agreement reached between Khrushchov’s representatives
and Bertrand Russell’s “World Parliamentarians for World Govern-
ment.”
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upon my intended destruction.>

Thus, back during the middle through late 1980s,
following the repeated Soviet and other rejection of the
SDI option, foolish nations of the world had assumed
that the kind of economic reform which the SDI had
represented during the early 1980s, was to be consid-
ered as a matter to be forgotten, as if permanently; only
recently, when the notion of a Soviet threat is now long
since gone, has the world’s economic crisis reached
such an acute state of crisis that the same objective im-
plicit in the SDI back then, that that choice of a world
order based on “the common aims of mankind shared
among partner-nations,” the choice which the SDI had
represented in 1983, now, again, confronts us with the
need to choose the same objective, “the common aims
of mankind,” with the same, anti-entropic policy-shap-
ing intention, to be presented in a new form of choice
available were mankind to prefer to survive. That is to
say: the replacement of a hopelessly bankrupt monetar-
ist system, by a fixed-exchange-rate credit system
among the sovereign nation-states of the world.

Strategic outlooks contrary to those which I came to
share on that account, must be regarded as nothing better
than childish and implicitly mass-suicidal fantasies, as
the evidence of the entire sweep of the 1983-2011 period
to date shows beyond reasonable objection.

Britain’s “Seven Years War” Policy

I have found it convenient, in earlier locations, as
Chancellor Bismarck had also done in his time, to make
fresh reference to the 1756-1763 “Seven Years War,”
which, pushed through the Anglo-Dutch circles of the
followers of the New Venetian Party’s William of
Orange, had duped the other nations of continental
Europe into playing the fool whose folly in fighting that
war created the imperial power associated with the rise
of the British East India Company. However, the clearer
case is provided by the same party of William of Orange,

5. Theideas which I adopted and promulgated were, in the more crucial
parts, my own; however, as I came to recognize a certain fact, gradually,
as expressed in the support which my initiative came to enjoy in certain
leading circles within my own nation and others, an individual may pro-
pose, and often does, but who disposes, or prevents? The doomsday
scenarios of Bertrand Russell’s off-again-on-again crony, H.G. Wells,
expressed the Fabian promotion of the prospect of some Armageddon-
like holocaust as becoming the purgative event needed to purify man-
kind’s tendency to prefer some kind of evolutionary progress toward
such as a world-wide realization of the intention of the American Revo-
lution. Russell hated the United States, and said so clearly more than
once.
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in orchestrating the prolonged Dutch wars against Louis
XIV’s France, which, as Minister Jean-Baptiste Colbert
had understood, were the means by which the New Ve-
netian Party of William of Orange had wrecked France.
To understand the way in which the British empire has
operated, to the present date, we must put the word
“British” to one side, that we might employ a scientifi-
cally accurate term, “New Venetian Party” of the fol-
lowers of Paolo Sarpi. The British use of “The Seven
Years War,” was essentially an echo of the “Dutch
Wars” dated from the reign of the foolish Louis XIV.

The France of Louis XIV had represented a great
power in Europe during much of Louis’ reign, but, as
Jean-Baptiste Colbert had warned, Louis XIV’s follies
in warfare had ruined that power to a degree from which
France itself has never fully recovered, never to the
present day.

The same ‘“New Venetian Party” of William of
Orange, under the flag of the British monarchy and
empire, had launched, already during the Seventeenth
Century, the patterns of orchestrated warfare-as-a-form-
of-gambling to which the crowned fools and kindred
failures of Europe succumbed repeatedly, as in the found-
ing of the Sarpian model of empire which superseded the
doctrine of Aristotle, as being the new method of organi-
zation for building up yet another Roman Empire.

This Sarpian method deployed as a replacement for
the preceding forms of the Aristotelean system, used
the so-called principle of “pleasure and pain,” under
whose seductions the modern dupe of monetarist impe-
rialism is held captive by his own, usually (for me) dis-
gusting, appetites and desires, such as those of the vir-
tually self-professed sensual perverts Adam Smith and
his followers.

Every truly ruinous spate of warfare, within and
beyond the bounds of modern warfare since that time,
has served as that issue of warfare by which the high-
ranking fools of modern nation-states and their admir-
ers have been lately, and repeatedly controlled.

In principle, even presently, there are potential rem-
edies which could steer our United States, and other na-
tions, into a direction opposite to the presently ongoing,
combined effects of financial and physical collapse of
the world economy. However, the combined mental and
physical destruction of the potential powers for invest-
ment in productive forms of employment, has been so
massive, cumulatively, that only a radical, very high
energy-flux-density driven, form of science-driver pro-
grams, could prevent the rather immediate plunge of the
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entirety of the planet into a chain-
reaction mode of disintegration
into a planet-wide “new dark
age”—whether with, or without
the effects of the present, galaxy-
driven Solar storms being un-
leashed at our planet at the pres-
ent time.

Such is a crucial element of
background for understanding
the case which I present in this
report.

But, Mervyn King Misses
The Target

Like the former head of the
U.S. Federal Reserve System,
Paul Volcker, who offered a prec-
edent which he had recently pro-
posed might be a suitable sort of
partial remedy for the present
crisis in the U.S.A. itself, Brit-
ain’s Mervyn King is no mere
fool; but, nonetheless, his choice
of policy, like Paul Volcker’s, is crucially mistaken.
There is no room on this planet, for the attempted mis-
cegenations which were the combining of a credit
system with a monetarist system; all shades of a mone-
tarist system must go, perhaps to the Hell they deserve,
or, perhaps, the fancied quiescence of a Purgatory.

The typical mistake recently expressed by King, as
by Volcker earlier, is the implicit presumption that a
“credit system” is nothing more than a less un-civilized
rendering of a “monetarist system.” In fact, credit sys-
tems and monetarism have nothing in common systemi-
cally, excepting the fact that they employ countable ut-
terances of what is recognized as currency (whatever
that might prove to be, in fact). Indeed, only the elimina-
tion of the factor of imperialism which is an inherently
controlling feature in any monetarist system, could pres-
ent the world with a current hope for avoiding a pres-
ently onrushing plunge toward a general breakdown-
crisis of the economy of the planet as a whole.

I explain.

My point on that account is of crucial practical im-
portance: as follows. The use of the Massachusetts
“Pine Tree” shilling under the original charter of the
Massachusetts Bay Colony, is exemplary of the mean-
ing of “credit system,” as having no consistency with a
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Creative Commons/Downing Street
Both Britain’s Mervyn King (left) and U.S. economist Paul Volcker have offered crucially
mistaken proposals to remedy the economic crisis. “There is no room on this planet, for
the attempted miscegenations which were the combining of a credit system with a
monetarist system,” LaRouche writes.

monetarist system. This is to be recognized as under
what was the comparable design for the basing of the
U.S. Federal Constitution supplied by U.S. Treasury
Secretary Alexander Hamilton. The presumption is,
that the usefulness of the output of production, as mea-
sured in terms of the consumption which is temporarily
withheld in the name of physically efficient credit, can
be foreseen with a sufficiently good approximation,
that the net result, as measured in terms of physical use-
fulness, is greater than the amount of consumption
which is postponed in the name of “credit.”

The paradigm for this, which was employed by Al-
exander Hamilton’s contribution to defining our Fed-
eral Constitution, is that by “investing” the otherwise
unpayable U.S. Revolutionary war-debt of the separate
states of the republic, as being transformed by the use
of Federal credit, the net output of the investment of
Federal credit in physical improvements, would more
than cover the foreseeable costs of the debt of the Fed-
eral republic to what were then, otherwise, the respec-
tive war-debts of the assorted member-states. That es-
sential feature of the creation of our Federal Constitution
remains the actual, Glass-Steagall-like essence of the
U.S. Federal Constitution to the present day, whatever
the silly Barack Obama, or the U.S.A.’s British strate-
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White House/Joyce N. Boghosian
The massive fraud of the 2008-11 bailout, under Presidents Bush and
Obama, has produced a cancerous growth of intrinsically worthless
monetarist debt. The two Presidents are pictured here, each with his Wall
Street “advisors”: Bush with Bernanke, Paulson, and Cox; Obama with
Summers and Geithner.

gic adversaries might suggest today.

The principal economic effect of this Federalist
mode of uttering public credit, was a policy located
under the heading of public improvements, such as the
public improvements of the states through the benefits
of basic economic infrastructure in the matter of trans-
portation and related physical-capital improvements in
forms of public works inclusive of public education.
The role of military engineering and related forms of
public works, is notable.

To express this quality of needed benefit in physi-
cal-economic terms, I must interpolate the following
considerations as a matter of essential background.
Consider the following.

Two Immiscible Varieties of Money

To make the relevant point clear, it is important to
emphasize that “monetarism” and “money” are not nec-
essarily the same matter. The difference between the use
of money by what is called a “monetarist system,” and
the use of what may appear, superficially, to be the same
notion of money under a credit system, lies in the spe-
cifically ontological distinction of a credit-system from
a monetarist system. The difference is nearly the same
as that between a U.S. dollar in a commercial banking
system under the U.S. Constitution’s provisions, such as
the provisions for a U.S. dollar circulating within a
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credit-system, and a contrary practice expressed by the
morally corrupt mis-use of a U.S. dollar when circulat-
ing through the intrinsically speculative channels of
Wall Street or the London financial markets.

Only the kind of fixed-exchange-rate system pre-
scribed by President Franklin Roosevelt, could solve
the relevant difficulties.

In the one case, the U.S. dollar serving as an integral
feature of a physical economy, the value of the dollar is
attributed to its physical value as a factor of net physical
growth of the physical economy, measured both per
capita and per square kilometer of territory. This means
the increase of both the effective capital-intensity and
per capita output of the national economy.

In the other case, that of the monetarist disorder, the
value of the currency is located in the increase of the
holding of the currency used as a charge against the
actual wealth of the society. The massive fraud of the
2008-2011 “bail out” of the U.S. economy, is to consid-
ered as merely the natural outcome of a monetarist
system which has passed over from a practice of ordi-
nary outright robbery of the nation by monetarist
hoaxes, by using a form of essentially malignantly can-
cerous (e.g., hyper-inflationary) growth of intrinsically
worthless (physically) monetarist debt, as under Presi-
dents George W. Bush, Jr., and Barack Obama since
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that interval to date.

In both of the contrasted types of cases, the role of
the political authority equivalent to that of the equiva-
lent of a sovereign state, or empire, is the crucial point
of functional distinction in fact.

The History of This Problem

In the particular case of the history of trans-Atlantic
economies, and, earlier, the case of the Mediterranean-
centered maritime cultures and their near-Asian neigh-
bors, the notion of monetarism is intrinsically rooted in
a still persisting tradition of imperialism, chiefly British
monetarist imperialism. The function of monetarist
value for these and comparable malefactors, is the use
of monetarism as a method for physical looting of the
economy and population of a nation or a group of na-
tions under the reign of an imperial system, or, the
equivalent of an imperial system represented by the
monetarist functions of the cult of Delphi or the impe-
rial system of oligarchical supremacy such as the subju-
gation of the nations of continental Europe to the “Euro”
controlled by the same Anglo-Dutch interests which
occupied the British Isles under the paw of the invader
representing the Sarpian “New Venetian Party” repre-
sented by William of Orange.

The two most notable, respectively Classical prec-
edents for a modern credit system, rather than a mone-
tarist system, are the Massachusetts Bay Colony prior
to the loss of its original charter, and that reform of the
U.S. Government effected by Alexander Hamilton’s
design of the most crucial foundations of the U.S. Fed-
eral Constitution, as expressed, most notably and sum-
marily, in the Preamble of that Constitution which con-
tains the explicitly stated motive and the germ of the
entirety of any and all legitimate features of that Consti-
tution as a whole.

The argument on which that Constitution is pre-
mised, is elaborated as an economic argument in Ham-
ilton’s famous three doctrines set forth by him in his
authority as U.S. Treasury Secretary under the first ad-
ministration of President George Washington.¢

The common principle of these crucial documents
and their related precedents, is the principle of the use
of the public debt of the political system as a means of
launching an investment in those qualities of physical
improvements which represent an increase of the phys-

6. Report on Public Credit (1790); Report on a National Bank
(1790); and, Report on Manufactures (1791).
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ical wealth per capita and per unit of territory of the
nation. In the contrary case, that of the empire, and of
governments modeled on imperial precedents, it is the
monetarists’ money which consumes the nation and its
people; in the case of the true republican system, the
purpose of the debt is to increase the physical expres-
sion of the capital intensity of wealth of the people and
territory of the nation, per capita, and per square kilo-
meter of territory.

Although money passes into different states of
meaning as it flows from one state (a credit system) to
another (a monetarist system), it is distinguished in
function by the manner in which it passes from one state
(e.g., a credit system), to another (a monetarist
system).

Now, proceed from these exemplary definitions, to
the special characteristics of the “oligarchical sys-
tems.”

“The Oligarchical Principle”

The reference to a kingdom of evil known as “Baby-
lon,” such as a “Whore of Babylon,” was a fair one; one
of the ancient names for that form of evil associated
with such cases as the Achaemenid empire, and the later
series of four Roman empires which we are considering
here, was “the oligarchical principle.” That principle
itself had been defined in the Prometheus Trilogy of
the great Aeschylus, a principle of the distinction be-
tween the “Olympian gods” and those slaves, or serfs
known as “the mere mortals,” a notion which has been
a distinction known to modern literary traditions from
the time of that great folly portrayed by Homer’s con-
trast of the Iliad to the alternative to that in the Odys-
sey, or, simply, to the figure of Athena.

The most widely known of the distinctions associ-
ated with that Classical tradition, as presented in the
Prometheus Trilogy’s Prometheus Bound, is the
denial of the permission to the “mere mortals” to use
“fire,” as in the kindred, attempted, psychologically pa-
thetic (and consequently impassioned) bans on the use
of nuclear fission and thermonuclear fusion today. The
standard argument associated with the distinction of the
Olympian oligarchy and the slave-like category of “the
mere mortals,” is the oligarchical assertion that permit-
ting the “mere mortals” to gain free access to the use of
“fire,” would lead to the toppling of the Olympian tyr-
anny of the so-called “immortals,” over those such as
those sometimes called “slaves” or “serfs.” Essentially,
the modern hysterics demanding the cessation of nu-
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clear fission, are not essentially different from the syco-
phants of the gang of the Olympian Zeus of yore.

The continued tyranny of today’s British empire
over the people of Africa, is today’s most notorious ex-
pression of the evil of that tyrannical denial of the ben-
efits of scientific progress which is associated with the
traditional legacy of the Olympian tyrants known as the
legendary adversary of the apostle of human freedom
known as “Prometheus the fire-bringer.”

In opposition to such oligarchical evils, we have the
case of the denunciation of Aristotle and his legacy by
Philo Judaeus (“of Alexandria’), who is associated with
the Christian Apostle Peter. Philo went to the kernel of
the actually historical conflict between the oligarchical
legacies of the Olympians and Romantics, on the one
side, and the cause of human freedom on the other. Phi-
lo’s famous denunciation of the doctrine of Aristotle,
provides the scientific argument, as by Philo and others,
against the brutish legacy of the Olympian tyranny de-
fended by the notorious enemy of Plato, Aristotle. On
this account, it is Aristotle who is, as Philo emphasized
the fact, notorious as the author of what modern history
identifies as the Nietzschean notion of “God is dead.”

In brief, Philo’s denunciation of Aristotle pointed to
the scientific absurdity of asserting that any actually
creative action within the universe has ceased either
with, or prior to the existence of mankind.

As my associates of the “basement team” have
brought into play the relevant evidence from the bil-
lions of years of the history of the influence of our
galaxy on the role of life on Earth so far, the history of
life on planet Earth has been shaped by the superior role
of the great, reigning cycles known to us from the phys-
ical evidence of the influence of the galaxy’s cyclical
and related history on the evolution of our immediate
Solar system, especially respecting the matter of the
evolution of living processes on our planet. Broadly
speaking, all forms of life on our planet are subject to
the hazard of calamitous kinds of destruction of living
species and types. This is also the case for the known
history among living species on our planet.

In this respect, human life has manifest characteris-
tic tendencies for durability, a quality of defense which
is broadly denied to non-human species. However, this
favorable distinction of the human species’ ability to
survive, is conditional upon benefits provided to hu-
manity by those creative forms of willful powers which
are known to us today as being unique to the human
species itself. The inclusive name for this quality of
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willful powers, is the creative powers of human reason,
a quality of advantage which is specific to modes of in-
crease of the relative energy-flux density of the quality
of power which mankind deploys, as in the use of
“fire.”

These forms of “fiery creativity” on which the con-
tinued existence of the human species depends, are or-
dered in a sequence typified in form and character by
the fact that mankind is the only species which employs
the willful power to make and use fire in defense against
the fiery forces of great destruction otherwise inherent
in our Sun and the fiery life of our galaxy. Humanity’s
existing depends on the burning of fuels, a trait lacking
in other species. The quality of such power must in-
crease, or human existence could not be sustained; we
progress from burning of the simplest fuels, through
charcoal, coal, combustible gas, and so forth, into the
presently indispensable domains of controlled forms of
nuclear fission, thermonuclear fusion, and, the prospect
of controllable matter-antimatter reactions. Any gen-
eral failure of mankind to proceed along such a course
of our own species’ fiery development, would threaten
the continued existence of the human species itself, as
the pattern of Solar-directed thermonuclear fusion’s ef-
fects are expressed in the current pattern from Christ-
church to Japan, into the generality of the Pacific “Rim
of Fire” of volcanic and related forces which are pres-
ently centered in, but not limited to the Pacific region
today.

The forces expressed in the most recent outbreaks of
Solar-directed volcanic and related outbursts now
scheduled for the several years ahead, are vast orders of
magnitude beyond anything which we know as ex-
pressed by Solar systemic and comparable forces today,
forces which reside far beyond the bounds of the forces
known to exist within Earth itself. The recent assaults
on Japan have partaken of the side-effects of precisely
such Solar-systemic forces beyond the domain defined
as within Earth itself. This does not imply that our situ-
ation is hopeless. It points to the urgency of accelerat-
ing the rate of mankind’s scientific practice within the
nearby aspect of our Solar system, as the NASA pro-
gram was intended to do, until it was recently shut down
in crucial aspects of its assigned functions by the cur-
rently incumbent U.S. Presidency.

This challenge, and its likenesses, must be consid-
ered as warning us against further toleration of the ef-
fects of what I have indicated, above thus far, as the ef-
fects of the oligarchical principle which I have chosen
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to trace here, thus far, to the role of
the oligarchical principle in cases
such as that of the Homeric sagas of
the Iliad and Odyssey. The contin-
ued existence of the human species
depends absolutely on a policy of an
explicitly Promethean quality of
anti-oligarchical progress, as Philo
of Alexandria emphasized the con-
tinuing policy of practice of the
Creator, that as in opposition to such
frankly pro-Satanic forces of diony-
sian oligarchism, whose role is
merely typified by the case of Fried-
rich Nietzsche and such followers
of the doctrine of “creative destruc-
tion” of Nietzsche as Werner Som-
bart and Joseph Schumpeter in mat-
ters of economic practices today.

II. The Challenge of
Physical Economy

The typical incompetence which
had been usually shown heretofore,
in the ordinary course of presenting
a subject called “economics,” arises
from the attempt to locate economy,
on the one hand, in individual ac-
tions of what are considered as lo-
cally isolable ““acts of production,” or services to, or
administration of the process of such particular modes
of production. On the other hand, there is what is often
misnamed as “infrastructure.”

To free society of the incompetence of such prac-
tices as that which had been heretofore often conducted
in the name of the “economics” of “infrastructure,” 1
have introduced the concept of “platforms,” a concept
introduced to the domain of essential technical terms of
economy, a concept which I have introduced as an im-
proved practice of crucial importance, a practice which
I have prescribed as a reform whose effects are typified
by the precedent of the great reform in European na-
tional economy associated with the revolution in eco-
nomic practices introduced by and under Char-
lemagne.

I have illustrated the argument represented by the
effects of such an urgently needed reform, by contrast-
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DigitalGlobe
LaRouche has introduced the concept of “platforms,” in place of “infrastructure” per
se, to convey the idea of an upshift in the state of the biosphere, produced by investment
in transformative projects such as NAWAPA. Shown, the Three Gorges Dam in China,
such a project.

ing the earlier dictatorship of maritime culture over
Europe, to the economic revolution by Charlemagne
which depended, in a central way, on the development
of a system of inland waterways created through link-
ing the riparian systems of inland Europe through a
system of canals. That reform, which was an integral
aspect of Charlemagne’s unique originality in founding
the root-concepts of a notion of national economy, is a
reform which must be emphasized as having occurred
as a crucial feature of the revolution in economy by
Charlemagne, but which is also to be recognized in the
history of the economic development within North
America, as the layered revolution in economic prog-
ress of the earlier North American colonies, represented
in the succession of integrated riparian systems of rivers
and canals after Charlemagne’s model, by the addition
to the riparian systems of railways which tended, ini-
tially, during their earlier phases, to be constructed
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along routes associated with the riparian passage-ways,
later as regional railways, and, still later, transcontinen-
tal railway systems. Otherwise, the foundations of the
economy of North America were those supplied under
the original charter of the Massachusetts Bay Colony, a
model which was introduced even to England at the
later prompting of Benjamin Franklin.

The continuation of this direction in reforms of
economy, became that founding of the rudiments of
modern economy which had actually first occurred
under the administration of Charlemagne. That reform
was then set back, temporarily, for a significant passage
of time after his death, as under the third phase of the
four phases of the Roman Empire associated with the
so-called “feudal system,” a “third phase” of the system
of the four successive phases of the Roman Empire, a
phase which had been established under the controlling
influence of Venice, as the successor to the decadent,
and ultimately Crusader-doomed, Byzantine economy.

The most crucial factor in that span of the globally
extended history of European civilization, had been
that civilization’s roots in a post-glacial maritime
system developed, initially, within the Mediterranean
region, and, later, extended to become a European mar-
itime system, to the Atlantic Ocean and beyond. Thus,
it was in this context, that the fourth stage of the Roman
Empire mobilized itself on behalf of the intention to
maintain the imperial form of the European maritime
tyranny against the mortal economic threat to the Brit-
ish empire represented by the U.S. initiation of the ex-
istence of transcontinental railway systems.

The Entry of British Geopolitics

As a consequence of that history, all the principal
warfare conducted throughout the world since the Brit-
ish royal family’s ouster of Chancellor Bismarck from
the government of Germany, has been motivated by the
desperation of that British maritime system of world
empire which considered its existence as having been
menaced by the Nineteenth-century development of
transcontinental and related forms of land-based conti-
nental systems which were, and remain vastly more ef-
ficient than economies under the reign of global mari-
time powers.

It was, for example, for that reason, that the British
Empire, which had just been rescued by U.S.A. assis-
tance to the British cause against a Nazi-ruled Germany,
acted once more, as it had since the early 1920s, when
it had promoted a British naval alliance with Japan
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which was intended, since the early 1920s, to feature
systemically extensive destruction of the U.S. naval
forces, including the base at Pearl Harbor.”

It was that British imperial policy of geopolitical
warfare, as launched by the 1890 ouster of Bismarck
and by the Prince of Wales’ 1890s launching of the im-
perial warfare leading into that British orchestration of
the Balkan wars which was used to divide Russia
against Germany, and then virtually, thus, destroyed
Germany and Russia as an immediate outcome then,
and established the British imperial “geopolitical prin-
ciple” of what British agent Alexander Helphand, once
a protégé of the ageing British Fabian Society asset
Frederick Engels, was to christen as a policy of “perma-
nent warfare, permanent revolution,” which has been
continued as British imperial policy of practice to the
present day.

Hence, we have experienced the not-so secret Brit-
ish imperial campaign for the destruction of the trans-
continental railway systems of Eurasia and the Ameri-
cas since 1890, or, similarly, how General Motors and
comparable American enterprises ruined themselves by
concentrating on the manufactures over-emphasizing
the relatively inefficient overemphasis on highways
and short-haul air and highway traffic.8

Once the foregoing considerations are taken into ac-
count, it should become obvious that, in a post-geopo-
litical Solar system, the follies induced within the
United States by the influence of what is called, most

7. Ironically, when the defeat of the British empire by the Wehrmacht’s
overrunning France, impelled an astonished British empire to run
screaming for help for itself from President Franklin Roosevelt’s United
States, the British, temporarily, abandoned the alliance which Britain
had built up against the United States since the early 1890s. However,
the Naval power in the Pacific and Indian Oceans which Japan’s forces
showed from the time of the attack on Pearl Harbor, left no reasonable
doubt of what had been the intended British-Japan destruction of the
maritime power of our United States.

8. I do not denounce what has become known as the Eisenhower Na-
tional Defense Highway system. Under the conditions which Churchill
and Truman launched on the basis of the conditions created by the
schemes of Churchill and Truman, the U.S.A. was pushed to create such
an alternative for a transcontinental railway network. Nonetheless, 1
deeply regret the causes for that essentially wasteful necessity, and for
the related economic and cultural follies of the cult of suburbanism.
Happily, creating suburban planetoids in intra-Solar space is not a likely
threat in sight for the foreseeable present time. The actual net decline of
the U.S. railway system began during the mid-1920s, and accelerated
with disastrous consequences for the U.S. economy since the tragic, late
1950s negotiations between the New York Central and Pennsylvania
railway systems. The looting of the capital which had been associated
with the railway systems is fairly described as “catastrophic.”
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ironically, “our British ally,”
will, happily, no longer be pro- ol | LE

moted. However, in the mean- | ’l \\(\i
while, the trend in U.S.A., and | ; s
also European policy, since
the 1960s assassinations of
U.S. President John F. Ken-
nedy, and his brother Robert,
have marked a pattern of cata-
strophic decline which has
been imposed, from the top,
down, on the U.S.A.’s econ-
omy, and its morals. b

This decline has not been a Rt
mere coincidence in any sense
of such terminology. The
cause of the accelerating rate
of decline of the physical pro-
ductivity and intellectual de-
velopment of the populations of the trans-Atlantic re-
gions of the planet, has been a fully witting policy of
destruction of the mind, morals, and general conditions,
as of both mind and body, of our populations generally.
This has not been accidental, or merely coincidental in
any respect; the motive for this has been intentionally
malicious, even “intentionally inhuman.” That evil in-
tention has a name; the name is, technically, “creative
destruction.” That intention is, essentially, an echo of
the British imperial design for the destruction of both
our United States and Britain’s European neighbors, as
the case of the patterns set by Thatcher, Mitterrand, and
Bush under the “Euro” system, illustrate that fact with
a most viciously increasing savagery.

“Creative destruction,” or what is fairly identified as
the implicitly “pro-Nazi” policies of Friedrich Nietzsche
and his acolytes, has been the official policy of the
trans-Atlantic forces of the British Empire since the
1890s beginnings of the British empire’s “geopolitical”
commitment of about a century-and-a-quarter; it has
also been the policy of the British empire since Brit-
ain’s Lord Shelburne founded the British Foreign Office
and placed his wretched lackey Jeremy Bentham in the
position of “chief of intelligence” for that institution. It
is what is properly recognized as the contemporary fas-
cism shared among many of those often self-described,
euphemistically, as my “critics.” Sometime British
Prime Minister Harold Wilson is notable for his role in
the Schumpeterian “creative destruction” which under-
lies, still today, as much as remained of the tattered
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Joint European Torus

Today'’s economy requires the advance from a nuclear-fission technology to a thermonuclear-
fusion “platform.” Shown: a split image of the Joint European Torus (JET), the world’s
largest nuclear-fusion research facility, located in the U.K.

economy of the United Kingdom itself, since the most
lamentable intervals of his tenure at “Number 10.”

Since that time, as since the assassinations of U.S.
President John F. Kennedy and his brother Robert
during a period overlapping the Wilson ministries, what
was termed officially as a policy of actual pro-fascist
“creative destruction,” has been the doctrine of political
practice of an increasing ration of trans-Atlantic econo-
mists and our own U.S. government’s budgetary of-
fices, as the precedent for this was made notable by the
cases of the Nazi period’s Werner Sombart and the more
widely influential Joseph Schumpeter. Britain’s Prime
Minister Harold Wilson is fairly classed as partly a re-
flection of that influence of Joseph Schumpeter which
is associated otherwise with a relevant influence at Har-
vard University, and of kindred notorieties. Ayn Rand-
sponsored Alan Greenspan has been, in fact, a particu-
larly rabid case of this same British, as much as simply
brutish temperament.

Platforms on Which Society Depends

The determining, underlying foundation of any eco-
nomic culture, is located in the implications of a certain
“level” of development of what can be translated into
the notion of a certain level of development of the modal
“energy-flux density” of the entire national, or regional
territory within which the equivalent of a national econ-
omy is situated. So, presently, the advance from a pre-
nuclear-fission technology to a fission-level “platform,”
to a thermonuclear-fusion “platform,” and so on, typi-

Feature 17



fies the conception of an underlying basis for a national,
or more broadly defined regional economy on which
the quality of both production and standard level of cul-
ture depends in any particular case.

Production, like municipal and household existence,
is to be measured as a function of what corresponds to a
general level of the correlatives of “energy-flux den-
sity” of the power in place for the determination of the
most essential distinction of quality of change required
for the continued existence of any national, or suprana-
tional system of political-economy.

This rough estimate, based on energy-flux density
provided to the economy’s functions, finds correlatives
in the degree of general, ongoing development of lan-
guage culture in use, and in the quality of such forms of
Classical artistic culture which are the essential “plat-
form” on which the intellectual potential of the popula-
tion of a certain culture, or sub-culture depends. Simi-
larly, it is the effect of the changes within a set of
platforms so defined, which actually determines the
quality of economic development of which a national
culture is currently capable. The United States, for ex-
ample, is fairly described today as worse than half-de-
stroyed by the cultural decadence which has taken us
over, increasingly, since the close of war in 1945.

The most stubbornly vicious expression of that Brit-
ish (and also brutish) hostility to our system, which I
have just indicated here, is a correlative of the rotten-
ness expressed by the policies of the Congress for Cul-
tural Freedom (CCF). This is to be correlated with the
general loss of any efficient connection to the artistic
and related elements of culture prevalent, increasingly,
among the younger generations today; but, some of the
most stubborn moral failures and related intellectual in-
eptitude are met among the so-called “Baby Boomer”
generation, the existentialist element of the influence of
the “rock-drug-sex” sub-culture most emphatically.

For example, in economy as such we have the fol-
lowing to consider.

The Evil Which Is Liberalism

Although the effects of the practice of economic lib-
eralism are of a quality corresponding to criminal acts
in their effects, most of the unfortunate perpetrators of
the spread of what is termed either Nietzschean “cre-
ative destruction” or, in other words, simply the essen-
tial evil underlying liberalism, are not fairly identified
as also witting of the true consequences of their terrible
ideological affliction. Partly, they are shielded from
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knowledge of that affliction by the mechanisms of illu-
sion. The effect of what appears, to the true scientist, to
be “criminality,” in effect, is chiefly a reflection of an
induced mental flaw, called “Liberalism,” which is a
syndrome typical of the victims of the dogma of the evil
Paolo Sarpi, as passed down to the foolishly credulous
as the ideology of Adam Smith.

The kernel of the subject-matter in this present chap-
ter of the report, is identified by what shall be identified
here as the influence of the work of the physicist Bern-
hard Riemann in defining the setting of those needed
principles of physical principles which not only prog-
ress in the physical conditions of human life requires,
but even mere resistance to harmful attrition requires
for society, especially since the course of the Nineteenth
Century. I shall now proceed toward direct reference to
this aspect of Riemann’s singular and systemic accom-
plishments in science, with certain sets of preceding,
interpolated remarks which I employ here to help in set-
ting the stage for that subject of Riemannian physics
itself.

Recall what some consider the injustice to “them”
caused by what “they,” the latter some identifiable as a
class of “other people,” who, in fact, “produced the
conditions” which we, duly considering the matter in
retrospect, “should never have been allowed to have
been adopted.” Similarly, for example, take the case of
the person who never considered the intrinsically unjust
consequences to society of the behavior of those, like
herself, or himself, who contributed to the margin of
votes which brought what has since proven to have
been the awfully bad choice of Barack Obama into the
Presidency, or of some persons’ insistence on bringing
on, still today, the disaster of the class in which the in-
nocent had suffered as a consequence caused by those
some persons’ hysterical devotion to the manifest evil
consequence of adapting, as President Obama has done,
to creating a high-technology-free economy: what is al-
ready proven to have been a truly woeful, and reason-
ably foreseeable disaster to society!

The freedom to vote, is not an actual right to do
wrong to the general welfare, even by casual reckless-
ness in the legendary voting booth. You might not be
considered punishable for such a decision as that
chosen recklessly there, but you are, nonetheless, to be
ashamed, that according to the adducible damage your
adopted opinion has caused to society in general, or
kindred sort of injustice by your errant behavior.

For the individual, it is often his or her failure to rec-
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ognize and support action which, provably, should have
been taken, especially for the failure to develop what I
shall define in this chapter as needed “platforms.” This
applies to a choice which would bring upon him, or her,
the disaster for which each, sometimes, heartily blames
the Creator, instead of, properly, blaming what either of
those should have considered the class of mission which
we must have reasonably judged as needed for the
public benefit.

However, such choices of causes for complaint as
those, can be fairly stated only under the condition that
we take into account the fact, that all of what may be
called “nature,” is to be defined by the standard of that
which is inherently creative and beneficial in effect,
that as a matter of universal principle; this includes
even processes which are not living processes.

The kind of what are specifically wrongful errors, as
of the type perpetrated within the presumed sanctity of
the voting booth, errors toward which I have pointed in
these paragraphs, are, today, typical of the mental aber-
rations inherent in the current expressions of the so-
called Liberal dogma of “pleasure and pain,” as that
was introduced to modern European society by such as
the notorious Paolo Sarpi and his attributable Scottish
mimic, the Adam Smith who licked the spittle of his
master, Lord Shelburne. Smith asserted, systemically
and viciously, that the human individual was incapable
of discovery of truth, but, rather, was limited to selec-
tions of choices which the dupe of the Sarpi-Smith doc-
trine regarded as the available options of selection of
pleasure or pain.

One of the more typical cases of the followers of the
Sarpi-Smith hoax, has been the notable hoaxster of
modern European pseudo-science, the Charles Darwin
of “unnatural selection” notoriety, or, the kindred cases
of such followers of Darwin as the notorious tribe of
Thomas Huxley which has supplied what is properly to
be considered as a notably curiously noxious ambiguity
to the notion of “the descent of man.” What has been
actually descending, the Huxleys, or their opponents?

Mankind is the unique pinnacle of very large arrays
of the behavior and descent of forms of what appear to
the simple-minded as equally animal-like life. We, as
Academician V.I. Vernadsky has clarified this matter,
are distinguished from other forms of life, by the power
to create experimentally validatable choices of behav-
ior through what may be fairly described as a quality of
creative reason typified as unique to the human discov-
ery of a valid universal physical principle, or the like.

April 1,2011 EIR

We, as mankind, are not at the pinnacle of the tribes of
living creatures, but are an order of life absolutely apart
from and above the animals, in that role; it is our spe-
cies’ willful choices of categories of influence, which
determine the destiny, even the fate, of the array of
lower forms of life, all the way down to the relatively
most obscure one-celled creatures. Whether we, as in-
dividuals, or nations, know that connection, or not, the
functional relationship is a reigning one.

The relevant point to be emphasized in the immedi-
ate setting of the discussion at this juncture, is that the
idea of a Sarpian “pleasure-pain principle” degrades
mankind’s form of behavioral aptitudes to a simulation
of the behavior of the animal herd. As Smith insists
in his principal thesis, which indicts him as an enemy of
humanity, his 1759 Theory of Moral Sentiments:
“. .. Nature has directed us in the greater part . . . by
original and immediate instincts. Hunger, thirst, the
passion which unites the two sexes, the love of plea-
sure, and the dread of pain, prompt us to apply these
means for their own sakes, and without any consider-
ation of those beneficent ends which the great Director
of nature intended to produce by them.” The result is
“Animal Farm.”

Against Smith and what he represents still today, the
pertinent evidence is, that the universe itself is inher-
ently anti-entropic, that not merely as an effect, but as a
universal cause embedded in the knowledgeable stan-
dard of that universe as known to mankind thus far. In
other words, the implication is, that the universe itself is
inherently creative, as Philo of Alexandria denounced
Aristotle as a wicked sort of heathen on this account,
and that, systematically, truly so. The subject of “plat-
forms,” as I shall clarify that conception at an appropri-
ate place below, confronts us, typically, as those changes
in the environment of production, which, in turn, define
the relative potential benefit associated with any mode
of production as such.

Such are the conclusions which might be best ad-
duced by aid of reference to the accomplishments of
Russia’s and Ukraine’s Academician, the V.I. Vernadsky
whose work, in discovery of the Lithosphere, Bio-
sphere, and Nodsphere, is attributable in a large degree
to the use of the precedents provided by Bernhard Rie-
mann, precedents to which I shall refer, repeatedly, ex-
plicitly or otherwise, in the course of the remaining sec-
tions of this present report.

The essential point to be emphasized, is the impor-
tance of the cultivation of those creative powers associ-
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ated with both progress in physical science and Classi-
cal artistic expressions of culture of the population,
especially the leaders of the population, but also the
population more broadly. No nation’s leadership is
more deserving of being thrown out of power than one
which is complicit in promoting popularized forms of
stupidity among the population at large.

Life in Our Galaxy

Turn attention, for the moment, to the evidence
which my associates of the “basement team” have held
in view as part of the studies of the effects which our
galaxy has induced respecting the history of life on our
planet. It is not the individual species, except for the
case of mankind, which creates the settings to which
the evolving array of the set of species must adapt. Sim-
ilarly, the fate of society is generally determined by that
which some individuals do, who, because of their power
in society, or their expressed creativity, or, in the alter-
native, the utmost lack of such a sense of responsibility,
have the greatest relative effect on the destiny of entire
nations, or even our planet at large. Often, thus, indi-
viduals, or groups of people, blame some other person,
or class of persons, for the wicked effects of what they,
themselves, have done, or failed to do: as in the case of
three recent, U.S. elections of such wretched choices of
Presidents as George W. Bush, Jr., and Barack Obama.
Clearly, in those cases, the majority electorate had acted
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The LaRouche
Basement Team is
currently studying the
effects which our
galaxy has had on the
history of life on Planet
Earth. This image,
taken by NASA’s
Spitzer Space
Telescope, shows an
infrared view of the
center of the Milky Way
Galaxy, complied from
many snapshots, and
colorized. The center is
some 26,000 light-
years away from Earth.

NASA/JPL-Caltech/S. Stolovy

as if insane, either by the votes counted, or those which
were not cast.

Mankind is an aggregation of the interactions of
what are, sometimes, somewhat sovereign human indi-
viduals; however, it is the action of the individual on
what is defined by a process expressed by a culture, or,
often, merely the authoritative voices in society in gen-
eral, those voices which exert the relatively greatest in-
fluence, as a form of willful influence, upon some out-
come of the efforts and expressed opinion of the many.
It is those same processes of decision-making, so de-
fined, which shape society, as if top down, as by the
Wall Street-controlled mass media, against which the
individual victim may profess to have been caused to
have erred.

It should be made evident, therefore, that the justi-
fied instances of causes for complaint within the popu-
lation and institutions of a misguided society, are usu-
ally a product of what a relative authority has decided,
or failed to consider. Similarly, the individual citizen
who considers himself, or herself a victim of either
willful injustices, or those wrought as negligence in
manufacture of injustices, has often brought his misery
upon himself, by failing to accept his, or her own indi-
vidual responsibility for shaping the processes which
shape the destiny of nations, and of the planet in gen-
eral, while they wail as if suffering the miseries of Job,
for the condition to which they have contributed by
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their own negligent disregard for the need to care for
the shaping of the society as a whole, as if from the top
down.

It is our implied responsibility, as individuals, or
groups of individuals, to seek out, select, and apply
those changes to established practice on which the con-
tinued survival of mankind ultimately depends. Being
in a minority is not an excuse for negligence in such
matters.

For example, the failure to invest in nuclear-fission
power, by clinging to sources of significantly lower
energy-flux density of deployed power, may have di-
sastrous effects on the relative outcome of a particular
mode of production, and, thus, even for the morals-in-
practice of the population in general. Anti-nuclear poli-
cies are not a morally acceptable premise for the failure
to secure a future of mankind which depends absolutely
only on qualitative increases in the level of deployed
higher forms of energy-flux density. Sodom and Go-
morrah had no natural right to have existed.

All competent practice of a science of political-
economy today now depends, and that absolutely, on
the aforesaid, broadly defined presumptions and pre-
conditions for practice of successive advances in the
forms of higher energy-flux density as the general mode
on which the continuation of civilized forms of human
existence depend absolutely. The uniquely repeated
successes in my work as an economic forecaster, have
been premised entirely on the aforesaid, broadly de-
scribed kinds of platform-like preconditions. There-
fore, for that reason, I, in my role as a forecaster, have
chiefly succeeded, usually in defiance of my so-called
“rivals,” and did so because I considered the economic
process from the issue of what I have come to define as
“the platforms” which envelop the preconditions of
production, rather than proceeding as the poor statisti-
cians do, from the scientifically incompetent notions of
local technology and prejudices, on down.

I shall return to that subject-matter at greater length,
a bit later here.

Examine Your Own Mind!

The reader must be forewarned, at this point in the
presentation, that the commonplace obstacle to recog-
nition of the principle which I have just so summarized
in opening this chapter, is the widespread, virtually “re-
ligious” devotion to the common belief formed in pro-
fessed devotion to what is recognized as the practical
meaning of “sense-certainty,” a notion which is a re-
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flection of the same crude mechanisms of “pleasure and
pain” expressed in Adam Smith’s wretched doctrine.
The persistence of that reliance on sense-certainty, even
among those with the advantages provided by modern
European science, is expressed chiefly, symptomati-
cally, by the delusion associated with the influence of
Paolo Sarpi, the delusion which is more familiar today
as the dogma of “pleasure-pain” associated with the
widespread credulity shown by the dupes of the Adam
Smith legacy.

The particular practical significance of the mental
disorder identified by the name of “Adam Smith,” is,
that by degrading the human mind to a self-inflicted
belief in mere “sense-certainty,” the dupe of such in-
duced beliefs, the dupe of such as what is termed “em-
piricism,” is conditioned against recognizing the actu-
ally efficient existence of those higher powers of human
experience which ought to be properly identified as the
creative powers of the typical human mind.

The Role of Bernhard Riemann

Now, having stated that much, to introduce the basis
of reference needed for the overall presentation of the
case which I have just outlined in the preceding para-
graphs of this present chapter; I shall quote from the
three opening paragraphs of Bernhard Riemann’s revo-
lutionary 1854 habilitation dissertation, On The Hy-
potheses which Lie at the Foundations of Geometry,
the work by Riemann on which all competent scientific
practice, subsequently, including that typified by the
work of V.I. Vernadsky and Albert Einstein, is premised
today. For this purpose, pending a German edition of
this present report, I shall now cite from a widely recog-
nized English translation of Riemann’s dissertation, the
opening sectional sub-title and three opening para-
graphs presented by Professor Henry S. White within
David E. Smith’s 1929 Source Book in Mathemat-
ics.?

I shall now present that excerpt from Riemann’s ha-
bilitation dissertation, and return to focus on certain of
the crucial features selected for this report at a later
point. The importance of this citation is that those who
have not assimilated it, or its equivalent, are, to a large
degree, illiterate in terms of a valid strain of modern
science.

9. In a German edition of this paper, the Riemann original text should,
of course, be used. I have added some needed punctuation to that Eng-
lish translation as adopted here.
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Plan of the Investigation

“It is well known that geometry
presupposes not only the concept of
space, but also the first fundamental
notions for constructions in space as
given in advance. It [i.e., better:
“These”] give[s] only nominal defi-
nitions for them, while the essential
means of determining them appear
in the form of axioms. The relation
of these presuppositions is left in the
dark; one sees neither whether, and
in how far their connection is neces- -
sary, nor, a priori, whether it is pos- <
sible. =

“From Euclid to Legendre, to
name the most renowned of modern
writers on geometry, this darkness has not been lifted,
neither by the mathematicians, nor by the philosophers
who have labored upon it. The reason of this lay, per-
haps, in the fact, that the general concept of multiply
extended magnitudes, in which spatial magnitudes are
comprehended, has not been elaborated at all. Accord-
ingly, I have proposed to myself, at first, the problem of
constructing the concept of a multiply extended magni-
tude out of general notions of quantity. From this, it will
result that a multiply extended magnitude is susceptible
of various metric relations, and that space, accordingly,
constitutes only a particular case of a triply extended
magnitude. A necessary sequel of this is, that the propo-
sitions of geometry are not derivable from general con-
cepts of quantity, but, that those properties by which
space is distinguished from other conceivable triply ex-
tended magnitudes can be gathered only from experi-
ence. There arises from this, the problem of searching
out the simplest facts by which the metric relations of
space can be determined, a problem which, in the nature
of things, is not quite definite; for, several reasons of
simple facts can be stated, which would suffice for de-
termining the metric relations of space; the most impor-
tant, for present purposes, is that laid down for the foun-
dations by Euclid. These facts are, like all facts, not
necessary, but of a merely empirical certainty; they are
hypotheses; one may, therefore, inquire into their prob-
ability, which is truly very great within the bounds of
observation, and, therefore, decide concerning the ad-
missibility of protracting them outside the limits of ob-
servation, [that] not only toward the immeasurably
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large, but, also, toward the immea-
surably small.”

Thus, then, now skip to the clos-
ing sentence of Riemann’s disserta-
tion [in my own translation]:

“This leads us into a different sci-
ence, into the domain of physics,
which the nature of the present occa-
sion [in the department of mathemat-
ics] forbids us to enter.”

That much which I have thus
quoted from, chiefly, the three open-
ing paragraphs of Riemann’s disser-
tation, the consequent, substantive
issue posed by the illusory tempta-
tions of a mere mathematics as
such,10 is that which is only typified
by a notion of a primacy of five senses. I now contrast
the standpoint presented in the preceding three para-
graphs from Riemann’s dissertation to the British ideo-
logical standpoint of Adam Smith et al. We shall return
to the deep implications of Riemann’s work as such,
here later.

Adam Smith’s celebrated Sarpian doctrine has left
the company of mankind for a certain adopted kinship
to the swine who come by his adopted character quite
naturally, as in George Orwell’s Animal Farm. No
actual “principle of nature” is explicitly represented
within the bounds of the a-priori, reductionist presump-
tions inherent in the work of Aristotle, Paolo Sarpi, or
Smith. Indeed, insofar as the teaching and practice of
physical science is premised upon adaptations to the
implications of the Aristotelian or empiricist presump-
tions, the existence of a competent practice of science
were not possible, inasmuch as we attribute the author-
ity of science to such fraudulent a-priorist presump-
tions.

This issue, which I have just summarized, thus, with
these words, assumes a crucially distinct form of ex-
pression in any address to the subject of human nature,
as that nature is properly considered as qualitatively
distinct from the behavioral aptitudes of the relatively
lower forms of life. This fact confronts us most clearly
and simply, by reference to such modern cases of cre-
ative scientific personalities as Nicholas of Cusa, Leon-

10. Iintend to say a “anti-deductive physical mathematics,” rather than
“a deductive mathematical physics.” I mean a science of metaphor.
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ardo da Vinci, Johannes Kepler, Gottfried Leibniz, Carl
F. Gauss, Alexander von Humboldt, Lejeune Dirichlet,
and Bernhard Riemann, or prominently relevant earlier
cases such as Archytas, Plato, and Eratosthenes. What
Riemann poses in, notably, his habilitation dissertation,
is the issue of the discovery of those underlying, uni-
versal, physically efficient principles which lie outside
the bounds of a mere mathematics, just as what I have
already referenced, above, as the concluding sentence
of Riemann’s habilitation dissertation, has emphasized
this fact.!! This is the crucial issue posed by the unique-
ness of the human individual powers of creativity which
lie only within the domains of truly Classical artistic
composition, as typified only by Classical modes in
musical composition and performance, in great paint-
ing and architecture, and in a physical science ranking
outside and above mere mathematics as a form of
human behavior.

To sum up what have I just stated thus far: the core
of a competent modern science is, specifically, the Ri-
emannian approach to the universe expressed to best
present effect by that inherently Riemannian approach
expressed by Academician V.I. Vernadsky.

So far, as my principal “basement” associates have
emphasized by their own original work in this matter,
as those competent figures who have preceded them
have done: mankind is distinguished from, and above
all other actually known forms of living beings thus far,
such that the essence of truth in science is expressed in
the discoveries of universal physical principle which
are demonstrably situated outside, and above the
domain of mere sense-perceptual practice, as Riemann
emphasizes precisely that issue in the concluding, third
section of his habilitation dissertation.

Perhaps the best choice of example employed to il-
lustrate that just stated case, is, perhaps, the case of Jo-
hannes Kepler’s unique discovery of the principle of
universal gravitation, as presented when we have in-
cluded the role of the “vicarious hypothesis” in his The
New Astronomy, and, most emphatically, the echo of
the lesson from The New Astronomy which provides
the starting-point of practical reference for Kepler’s
unique discovery of the principle of universal gravita-
tion. The point to be emphasized on this account, is that
two contrasted senses, the notion of sight and the notion

11. The entirety of Section 3 of Riemann’s habilitation dissertation
presents the essential case, which the concluding sentence of that piece
presents as the argument of Section 3 considered as a unified entirety.
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of harmonics, are employed in conjunction, with that
done to define a principle which is not specific to either
of those two categories of phenomena, but which is ex-
pressed only as what is proven to have been a unique
singularity of their conjunction.

A deeper understanding of these indicated implica-
tions of Kepler’s discovery of universal gravitation, is
assisted by re-enacting the celebrated duplication of the
cube by Archytas, and the related sort of known method
of Plato generally. However, to locate the origins of the
revolutionary, modern scientific method actually em-
ployed by Kepler, we must look back to a preceding
page of modern science, to not only Nicholas of Cusa’s
De Docta Ignorantia, but to the crucially congruent
implications of certain discoveries by Filippo Brunelles-
chi’s recognition of the true nature of the funicular
curve, the catenary, as expressed in the form of a physi-
cal principle of construction which Brunelleschi em-
ployed for the construction of the Florence cathedral of
Santa Maria del Fiore.!2 These and comparable dis-
coveries of principle, as opposed to mere a-priorist de-
duction-induction, are to be examined as expressions of
the discovery of what are truly universal physical prin-
ciples, or the like, principles which lie outside the
domain of mere sense-perception, but which, nonethe-
less, are efficiently expressions of the principles which
govern the shadow-like effects which true physical
principles cast, cast as like foot-prints, where and when
the mere spoor of mankind’s passing is to be found.

Albert Einstein’s treatment of the uniqueness of Jo-
hannes Kepler’s original discovery of universal gravi-
tation, as being a demonstration of a universe which is
always finite, but never bounded, underlies the same
notion of the qualifications which are required to define
an actually universal physical principle, the notion of a
universe which is essentially creative (e.g., anti-entro-
pic) throughout, contrary to the essentially arbitrary,
absurd, and, indeed, utterly fraudulent “Second Law of
Thermodynamics.”

The same notions are crucial for any competent in-
sight into the true nature of human creativity, such as
the creativity on which the essential, functional distinc-
tion of man from beast actually depends. Hence, we

12. Notably, Cusa follower Leonardo da Vinci amplified the concept of
the catenary to demonstrate the unique principle of the catenary as ex-
pressed by the interdependence of the catenary and tractrix. The achieve-
ments of Gottfried Leibniz in mathematical physics, in concert with
Jean Bernouilli, during the early 1690s, are to be included in this his-
tory.
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have the following matters to be considered now. We
must proceed to re-examine the function of scientific
creativity from the indispensable vantage-point of a
view of the human mind from the standpoint of the
Classical artistic creativity of such as A Defence of Po-
etry’s Percy Bysshe Shelley.

Science, Poetry, Music & Politics

It has been my experience, that scientific creativity,
as in its only implicit, attempted representation in Wil-
liam Empson’s Seven Types of Ambiguity, depends
more emphatically on coherence with a strictly Classi-
cal Bach tradition of modern musical compositions and
related expressions of poetry, than mathematics as such.
The case of Albert Einstein and his violin, is one which
I have been impelled to respond to, for this reason, on
this account, during the course of quite a number of de-
cades. Classical poetry, when keyed to the Classical
musical imagination, as in Percy Bysshe Shelley’s A
Defence of Poetry, is particularly notable on this ac-
count. As a related matter, the increasingly widespread
destruction of creativity (the Nietzschean monstrosity
sometimes called “creative destruction”) in the popula-
tion born during the immediate post-World War II de-
cades, can be correlated with the monstrous degree of
destruction of the creative imagination to be found,
most notably, among what often appears to be the cer-
tain quality of tendency for showings of virtual brain-
deadness specific to the larger ration of the “68’ers,” as
shown in the relative “political deadness” encountered,
as a virtual generational flaw, among the present major-
ity of the U.S. Congress, relative to political leaders of
the immediately younger generation.

Unfortunately, among a still younger generation
which has been affected by those so-called “elevated
pitches” which violate the essential musical principle
of naturally defined register shifts, the effects are often
more pronounced, in a degree beyond what must be dis-
counted for the substitution of horrid percussion and
strange vocal perversions for actual music. The rock-
drug-sex, existentialist counter-culture, which is corre-
lated, implicitly, with the European adoption of the
1950 Congress for Cultural Freedom, is typical.

The consequent loss of the connection to the Classi-
cal domain of the creative imagination, even the sig-
nificant damage of the person’s access to that domain,
has done a form of damage to a population, or merely a
large portion of the population which is affected by
such factors. This source of damage to the mind’s abil-
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Scientific creativity corresponds to the creativity in Classical
music and poetry, as the case of Albert Einstein’s devotion to
his violin suggests. Einstein, pictured here, in January 1931.

ity to understand, and deal rationally with ordinary
sense-perception, is among the notable leading sources
of loss of effective human intelligence in the records of
history and contemporary considerations. Such relevant
English poets as Shelley and Keats, present us with the
intimations of powers of the human mind as such which
lie beyond what are those mere caricatures of moving
ideas which are known as sense-certainties.!3

Such damage as that to which I have just referred
here, typified by the relatively extreme case of the 1950
launching of the Congress for Cultural Freedom within
Europe, in particular, when combined with the carry-
over of the influence of such elements of moral deprav-
ity as that associated paradigmatically with the ugly
legacy of Bertolt Brecht, typifies the crippling of the
cognitive sense which became characteristic of what
had been the relatively privileged stratum of the wild-
eyed human creatures who erupted on the leading uni-
versity campuses during and following the Vietnam
War-triggered outbreaks of 1968.

“The Freaks Must Gather!”

However, the Vietnam draft-dodger, or would-be
draft-dodger syndrome, on those relatively more privi-
leged campuses of the late 1960s, was more the expres-
sion of the eruption of an already existing potential for

13. There are valid and interesting comments to be made, on other oc-
casions, respecting the best work of William Wordsworth from a time
when the best minds in Britain were still influenced by the best features
of the American Revolution.
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such an outcome, than might be implied by the neatly
definable blaming of the Vietnam draft itself. The truth
of this matter is to be found rooted in the case of Presi-
dent Harry S Truman’s administration, as, for example,
as follows.

The moral depravity of the so-called “right wing”
turn so forcibly presented by the Harry S Truman 1948
election-campaign, has been a depravity which was al-
ready detectable as a Wall Street-driven turn during that
U.S. primary-election period of Summer-Autumn 1944
which had foisted traditionally Wall-Street-linked Sen-
ator Harry S Truman on the Democratic Party’s Vice-
Presidential nomination for the 1944 November elec-
tion-campaign. The Truman election had put a political
bomb into place under the chair of President Franklin
Roosevelt; it was deemed likely, “it is over” as by the
head of the O.S.S. at the time shortly preceding the
death of President Franklin Roosevelt in office, that
Roosevelt’s death would mean a British-run, “right
wing” takeover of the United States, as by the Wall
Street factor typified by Brown Brothers Harriman, for
a rather long time to come. For the greater part, it did.

The result of the late 1940s developments under
Vice-Presidential candidate, and later President, Harry
S Truman, was a deep de-moralization (in the most lit-
eral and deepest sense of demoralization) of what
became the leading stratum of the population, as mea-
sured in terms of influence at that time. Thereafter, the
relative margin of wealth and honors donated to the
section of the population enjoying the advantages of a
“security clearance,” tended to promote a deep-going
weakening of the general moral and related characteris-
tics of that portion of the population.

The resulting lack of a genuinely moral outlook in
that relatively privileged sector from among the gener-
ation of returning veterans of military service, produced
the social effect which came to be notorious as the more
notorious, relatively privileged strata of that genera-
tion’s children, “The Baby Boomer Generation.” It was
this loss of morality which came rudely to the surface in
the relatively more privileged aspect of those children,
such as the “rock-drug-sex freaks,” who were to be met
among the university student-population to which I re-
ferred here above. Those of the latter social stratum
who were not directly corrupted by these conditions,
were affected by the knowledge that the neo-fascist ele-
ments typified by the “Weatherman” cult, were appar-
ently the rabidly existentialist wave of the future to
which the saner stratum, as if of a lower social status,
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must now genuflect.

The loss of a cultural level truly equivalent to what
should have been expected as a show of “common
sense” among many of that generation, was shown by a
widespread collapse in the level of actual creativity met
among those who had been university types of that
sort.

On this account, the relatively happier side of that
history, is that the generation which has succeeded the
Baby Boomers, meaning those presently found from
among those between 25 and 45 years of age, has re-
cently shown a relatively superior moral quality of re-
sponse to the presently onrushing virtual breakdown-
crisis, where the Boomer generation, as typified by
many among the “go-along-to-get-along” varieties in
the U.S. Congress, are far less responsive, or, perhaps,
only much slower to react to the deadly reality of the
presently onrushing, existential crisis facing the U.S.A.
presently. The appropriate term for that phenomenon is
probably “inured.” Perhaps this is the case, at least in
part, because the still younger generation, between the
ages of 15 and 25, has come to be seen as containing
some of the elements of a living nightmare, like that
recently reported from Tucson, to be brought under
control now, as like the terrorist campus killers of a
slightly earlier time, while that correction might still be
accessible.

That much said on that subject, the most essential
fact remains, that while we depend “naturally” on the
role performed by the human sense-organs, that knowl-
edge does not come up to the level of truly scientific
knowledge; Kepler’s uniquely original discovery of
universal gravitation, presents the evidence needed for
recognizing sense-perception as being a necessary, but
delimited contribution to mankind’s ability to deal with
the universe which surrounds that individual. The case
of the concluding paragraph of Percy Bysshe Shelley’s
A Defence of Poetry, points toward the evidence for a
qualitatively higher standard of scientific truth typified
by Kepler’s discovery of universal gravitation.

These considerations return our attention to the sub-
jects of the role and characteristics of human creativity
in the productive process.

The Human Mind’s Mass Effects

Return attention briefly to the case of Percy Bysshe
Shelley’s abruptly interrupted 1815 draft of his A De-
fence of Poetry.

The plea for optimism which we meet in the most
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From the essay by Percy Bysshe
Shelley (1792-1822):

The most unfailing herald, com-
panion, and follower of the awak-
ening of a great people to work a
beneficial change in opinion or in-
stitution, is poetry. At such periods,
there is an accumulation of the
power of communicating and re-
ceiving profound and impassioned
conceptions respecting man and
nature. The persons in whom this
power resides, may often, as far as
regards many portions of their
nature, have little apparent corre-

world.

Shelley: ‘A Defence of Poetry

spondence with that spirit of good of which they are the min-
isters. ... Poets are the hierophants of an unapprehended in-
spiration; the mirrors of the gigantic shadows which futurity
casts upon the present; the words which express what they The
understand not; the trumpets which sing to battle, and feel not
what they inspire; the influence which is moved not, but
moves. Poets are the unacknowledged legislators of the

born French economist Jacques Necker, the
infamous Madame de Stael.

Later, two world wars, most notably, and
the like have since ensued, that in a pattern
which had been continued as a trend to the
present day, and will continue to its end, as
long as the British Empire, which is actu-
ally “The Fourth Roman Empire,” remains
as it does, however precariously, still
today.

Despite those past facts, the principle
which Shelley sets forth in that most re-
markable single, concluding paragraph of
the uncompleted piece, remains to the pres-
ent time, as among the most important of
the statements respecting the principled
nature of humanity known to us thus far.
Unfinished? Yes! But, what was good and
essential in that writing of his, has not been
lost to our potential understanding today;
that is the gist of my subject at this point in the
present chapter’s emphasis on the roles of
such as Riemann and Vernadsky.
commonplace, disgusting error
among those usually deemed “the learned,”
still today, has been consistent with the frauds
and related follies of Charles Darwin, frauds
which are premised on what has been pre-
sented as an axiomatic presumption in the do-

crucial, concluding section of that uncompleted draft,
obliges us to focus our attention on the subject of the
descent of a “Curtain of Darkness” on Europe which
had descended under the influence of Metternich and
Castlereagh during the early Nineteenth Century. Shel-
ley had interrupted his writing of his A Defense of
Poetry abruptly in 1815, and, to the best of my judg-
ment, had not returned to that uncompleted composi-
tion, for precisely that reason, again. The poem lodged
within there, remained uncompleted; the song rang still,
unfinished, but, nonetheless, has remained crucial.!4
Shelley was not demoralized; but, he did know,
beyond doubt, what his constituency had been up to
that time, as Heinrich Heine came to suffer a similar
experience vis-a-vis the infamous daughter of Swiss-

14. It were probably sufficient to locate Shelley’s abandoning the piece
when he did, in the situation of European history’s prospects at the time
of the triumph of Metternich and Castlereagh.
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mains of biology and politics. The remedy for
the contemptible hoaxes by the reductionist hoaxster
Darwin and his ilk, is to be found in a “top, down,” view
of the existence of physical economies, rather than the
Darwinians’ “bottomed-out,” depraved view of both
mankind and living processes generally. The universe,
including the forms of life, is not a collection of objects,
but represents the subsumed expressions of a coher-
ently unified, universally cosmic process of an unfold-
ing principle of creation.

History’s Ironic Moments

That fact which I have just stated, is to be located as
also being a central feature of my heretofore unrivaled
success in my specific role as an economic forecaster. I
refer, thus, to what I have introduced as the substitution
of the concept which I have labeled “platforms,” which
must now supplant the tired, and misleading term, “in-
frastructure.” A “cosmic” quality of top-down view of
the universe, and mankind, must displace the bottom-
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up, mechanistically kinetic view illustrated by that
dismal practice typified by “financial accounting.”
When the nation’s economy collapses, many formerly
grand industries collapse, as if in mockery of the inso-
lence of the individual enterprise’s formerly reported
financial-accounting successes. Wall Street’s triumphs
have turned out, eventually, as having been humanity’s
catastrophes, as under the outcome of rabid monetarist
Alan Greenspan’s twisted reign at both J.P. Morgan and
the Federal Reserve System.

It is appropriate to note a certain coincidence be-
tween Greenspan’s open launching of his continuing
campaign, as a J.P. Morgan hack, to destroy the Glass-
Steagall Act, within the 1982-1983 setting of the Brit-
ish orchestration of the Soviet rejection of U.S. Presi-
dent Ronald Reagan’s televised proffer of what I had
crafted as the initiative for what Reagan titled A Strate-
gic Defense Initiative (SDI).

It had been largely forgotten today, as much desired
to be forgotten, that during the years following U.S.
President Ronald Reagan’s 1983 televised address on
the subject of a “Strategic Defense Initiative (SDI),” 1
had been the initial spokesman, over the interval 1977-
1983 and beyond, for what President Reagan had come
to adopt as the name for the “SDI.” Leading circles
from around the world, including relevant Soviet fig-
ures, had been engaged in discussions of the prospect of
installation of this program—until the time the recently
installed, British-linked, Soviet leader Yuri Andropov
reacted, suddenly, and with a particular personal vio-
lence, against President Ronald Reagan’s public, tele-
vised proffer.

As it turned out as a clearly lawful irony, the rejec-
tion of the SDI, first by Andropov, and then by those
circles of Michael Gorbachov which uttered murderous
threats against me personally over this issue, was the
crucial factor in history which assured the doom of the
Soviet system as such. It was that rejection of SDI
which played a crucial role, as if as a dynastical sort of
suicidal impulse, in bringing down the Soviet system.

The Soviet rejection of the SDI was not merely a
mistake, but a truly tragic piece of historic folly which
has continued to curse much of our planet, Russia most
notably, to the present moment.

The crucial part of the irony of that situation, is that
the issue of the post-World War II decades, was never
really the Soviet Union as such. The issue was then, as
still today, the importance, sought on behalf of the still
very much real, if battered and tattered British empire,
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of the still-in-progress, intended, British-orchestrated
elimination of any semblance of the global cultural and
strategically physical-economic factor of Russia from
the global strategic equation.!5

The principal target of the British role in this affair,
was the intent of Britain’s traditional puppets, the Wall
Street gang, to play the situation between the U.S.A.
and the U.S.S.R. as Winston Churchill and Bertrand
Russell had done during the closing months of World

The universe, including the forms of life,
is not a collection of objects, but
represents the subsumed expressions
of a coherently unified, universally
cosmic process of an unfolding principle
of creation.

War II and beyond. Russell’s role, in, first, declaring a
preventive nuclear war against the Soviet Union, in
September 1946, and, thereafter playing a not exactly
secret British intelligence penetration of the Soviet
leading circles as through the Austria-based IIASA
(the Club of Rome and Bertrand Russell-linked Inter-
national Institute for Applied Systems Analysis), had,
earlier, orchestrated peripheral conflicts such as the
U.S. Indo-China war and the British Saudi channel’s
role in the Soviet entrapment in Afghanistan, as a
persisting back-and-forth game, which, by sinking
the Soviet system, eliminated much of the impor-
tance of the United States in the British great impe-
rial game.

I was already in the British intelligence “cross hairs”
on this account, during this and later times, targetted on
account of the continuing effects of the SDI, during the
1980s, until, by 1985, when the British interests and
their U.S. assets simply tired of playing the game, and
opted to have me summarily jugged.

The deeper implications of all this, run as follows.

The consideration ran, as it does still today; there

15. There were sane and influencial figures in the British system who
did support the SDI. Such circles tended to fit into a certain European
view typified by the Gaullists and the circles which had been associated
with Konrad Adenauer, who shared Fifth Republic President Charles de
Gaulle’s expression of a Europe “from the Atlantic to the Urals,” as [
did. The ruin of a post-Soviet Russia was accomplished chiefly within
the embrace of Russia’s assets by the British empire.
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should be no doubt of that fact
among those leading world circles
which are presently under the con-
ditions of imminent general break-
down of the so-called “Euro
system.” The continued existence
of that British Empire, still today,
depends upon the ability of London
to destroy all potential obstacles to
consolidating the present Roman
Empire’s (the British empire’s)
momentarily, still incontestible,
but presently most uncertain con-
trol over the planet as a whole.

For as long as the United States
and Russia remained a pair of pon-
derable, still somewhat indepen-
dent strategic factors in the com-
position of the government of the
planet as a whole, the British
empire was not secured. Without
such a degree of qualified inde-
pendence of Russia, China and
India, the world would also be
greatly vulnerable to being con-
trolled by the global embrace of
the empire on the planet at large.
The destruction of both the U.S.A. and Russia, have
been the leading objectives of “the Fourth Roman
Empire,” that which must be identified, most emphati-
cally, as nothing but the British empire. The special
passion of that Empire on that account has been impli-
cations of the combination of the U.S. establishment of
its trans-continental railway system as combined with
the adoption of the same economic policy by Bismarck’s
Germany and Russia.

When the British Empire Took Over

To understand the British imperialist role since the
close of the Nineteenth Century, turn attention to the
Bismarck case.

The result of British policy since then, featured the
succession of events represented by the British Royal
Family’s ouster of Germany’s Chancellor Bismarck, as
followed by the alliance of Britain and Japan for war-
fare intended to destroy China, Korea, and Russia, and,
since the early 1920s, the U.S.A. through aid of the
Prince of Wales’ influence on Japan which prompted
the joint intention for the attack on the U.S.A. naval
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National Archives/U.S. Navy
From the British royal family’s ouster of Bismarck in 1890, through the British-
orchestrated Japanese attack on Pearl Harbor on Dec. 7, 1941 (shown here), the British
Empire has continued to be the “New Venetian Party” of William of Orange and his
SUCCESSOTS.

base at Pearl Harbor. The British Empire of today has
continued to be, in summation, the British “New Vene-
tian Party” of William of Orange and his successors,
and the bearer of the planetary, imperial strategic doc-
trine of the Twentieth and now the Twenty-First Cen-
tury.

That imperial strategic intention is not inherent bio-
logically in the United Kingdom itself, butin that legacy
which the New Venetian Party’s William of Orange car-
ried, as Jean-Baptiste Colbert understood, and Chan-
cellor Bismarck did later, as this was to remain of con-
cern through the so-called Dutch Wars, into the intended
destruction of a France under a foolish Louis XIV, and,
thence, into the capture of the British Isles, by William
of Orange, for the role of a maritime base for the global
establishment of the Fourth stage of the Roman Empire,
the so-called world-wide British Empire.

The evil instinct of that British Empire, is not an ex-
pression of the people of that virtual imperial bath-tub
toy known as the United Kingdom itself; it is the ex-
pression of the lust inherent in the New-Venetian mode
of imperial monetarist, maritime system which pres-
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ently dominates the world through, chiefly, that em-
pire’s control over the crucial factor of “Wall Street”
and, incidentally, a virtually drooling (intellectually)
British puppet, and plausibly mentally incompetent
(under Section 4 of the 25th Amendment to the Consti-
tution) and childish basketball fanatic, known other-
wise, for the moment, as U.S. President Barack
Obama.

Actually, the root of the British Empire must be
traced by historians to a time no later than the succes-
sion of those ancient follies of Mediterranean maritime
culture known as the Trojan and Peloponnesian wars.
The key to the mystery surrounding those wars was, as
the great Aeschylus, and, later, Plato, made sufficiently
clear to the actually sentient, the ancient monetarist
maritime cult of Delphi.

What is most essential to be understood about all
this, especially from the standpoint of current history, is
that the principle of monetarism is, in and of itself, the
principle of imperialism. As the history of four succes-
sive, principal phases of the Roman Empire shows, as it
is now culminating in the British expression of the New
Venetian Party’s flag carried into the British Isles by
William of Orange, is that the essential principle of
empire is not colonies as such, but a monetarist system
to which nations and peoples remain captives of mon-
etarism as such. Britain does not control the empire; the
British monarchy itself, since the folly of Henry VIII,
has remained the captive of what has lately become the
current neo-Venetian incarnation of a presently reign-
ing, world-wide, monetarist system per se.

The Option: Cusa’s Revolution

All that which I have said on the subject of the suc-
cessive phases of the existence of the Roman empire,
requires us to pause at this point to take into account a
crucial phase-change in the succession of forms of that
empire which emerged around the Fourteenth-century
process leading into the A.D. 1438-40 “great ecumeni-
cal Council of Florence,” and into the role of the Cardi-
nal Nicholas of Cusa who was a leading founder of all
competent forms of modern science and the prompter
of the policy of trans-oceanic settlements expressed by
the Cusa-inspired, A.D. 1480-1492 commitment of
Christopher Columbus to cross the Atlantic to the land
he knew he would find, as he did in a timely fashion, on
the other side.

Briefly, Cusa’s expressed intention in proposing
such a strategic action, was based upon his judgment
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that what had been the excellent intention of the Floren-
tine Renaissance, was now imperilled by the fact of that
Venetian maritime power then scrambling to re-estab-
lish that former imperial maritime authority which the
Venetian monetarists had earlier gained over the Byz-
antine Empire since about the same time leading into
the Norman conquest of England. Cusa’s instruction to
his heirs, was to cross the great oceans to establish a
base from which to take Europe back from the fangs of
the reviving Venetian monetarist system. As subsequent
history to date has shown, Cusa’s motive is still the
proper intention of a sane state of Europe today.16

Unfortunately, such matters as the follies of France’s
Louis XIV in the matter of the same Dutch trap associ-
ated with the figure of Rene Descartes, and the role of
William of Orange’s conquest of the British Isles on
behalf of the New Venetian Party, had led into the
Anglo-Habsburg alliance for that destruction of France,
a New Venetian Party which consolidated its New-
Venetian, monetarist form of imperial power through-
out most of Europe up through a crucial point about
A.D. 1815 and beyond.

Over the interval since that Vienna Congress which
was dominated by the arrangement of Britain’s Cas-
tlereagh and Prince Metternich, until the defeat of that
British Empire-controlled slavery and drug trafficking,
as by way of the Queen of Spain, through the setback to
the British Foreign Office’s puppet the Confederacy,
Russia was usually the principal friend of the United
States. This U.S.A. victory over the British puppet
known as the Confederacy, had led into the emergence
of a Germany led by the genius of Chancellor Bismarck
as the architect of a Germany whose economy was

16. It must be emphasized as a relevant historical fact, that with the
decline of the first Roman Empire based in Rome itself, the wealthy and
powerful families of the empire moved for the protection of their re-
maining ill-gotten wealth into the swamp-like regions of the Northern
Adriatic, where, at a later time, they secured a certain independence
from the European imperial system of that time, to emerge, in the course
of the approach to the Norman Conquest of England, as the center of the
monetarist interest controlling the Crusades and related matters, up
through the Fourteenth-century New Dark Age. The Venetian interests
taking control over Henry VIII, unleashed the “hot phase” of the 1492-
1648 rampage of religious warfare which continued until the Treaty of
Westphalia. The capture of the British monarchy by the Venetian circles
associated with Francesco Zorzi’s control over the mind and marriages
of Henry VIII, set into motion the ugliest phases of the religious warfare
of the 1492-1648 interval, leading into the seizure of the total Venetian
monetarist control over the British system by the New Venetian Party’s
role in both the Dutch wars against France’s Louis XIV and the takeover
of the English monarchy by William of Orange.
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greatly enhanced by Bismarck’s explicit adoption of
the American System of political-economy.

The consequent convergence of Germany and
Russia on adoption of “the American model,” from
about the time of 1876 Philadelphia Centennial, until
the 1890 ouster of Bismarck by the British monarchy,
was the greatest threat to the world power of the British
empire until the later accession of U.S. President Frank-
lin D. Roosevelt. The intended destruction of both Ger-
many and Russia, and corruption, and ultimate destruc-
tion of the United States, was the specific intention of
the British monarchy and its empire, a British monar-
chy to be defined as descended from Caesar Augustus
through the Roman, Byzantine empires, and the Cru-
sades, into the modern British empire defined by the
methods and intentions of William of Orange and
beyond the reign of Prince Albert (Edward VII), as con-
tinued up to the present date.

The scientifically precise definition of that four-
phased saga of the empire, from Rome through Byzan-
tium, through the old Venetian system, and, presently,
the New Venetian Party’s Anglo-Dutch system known
as the British Empire, is that of “an imperial monetarist
system,” as opposed to the customary, foolishly naive
references to a “British empire” of colonies as such. It
is empire in its body incorporating the subjects of the
monetarist system as being merely subordinated parts
of the imperial form of monetarist power over interna-
tional finance and trade, nominally centered in the
person of the British monarch, just as Queen Elizabeth
IT has emphasized that point in references to a “British
Commonwealth,” and as the present “Euro” system
avows such a specific imperial power over the nations
of Europe today.

Thus, the present British imperial intention is to es-
tablish the existence of an economic pact respecting a
present world monetarist system in its presently ad-
vanced state, as directly absorbing the United States
itself into a virtual mere “Wall Street-centered” satrapy
of areigning imperial British power. That is, essentially,
where matters stand presently.

On the Subject of “Energy-Flux Density”

The presently urgent task before our United States,
is defined by the indispensable mission-orientation of
launching a general economic recovery of a largely
wrecked and ruined United States. Such a recovery can
occur only through a great leap upward, toward the
general application of the means of nothing less than
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progressively increased levels of what is considered,
generically, as qualities of “nuclear” and “thermonu-
clear” power ordered according to the relevant, required
qualitative increases in employed energy-flux density.
This means “power” as defined in terms of reference to
“power” measured in terms of accelerating rises in what
is termed “energy-flux density”: this means “power”
measured roughly in terms of concentration of power
per square centimeter cross-section of flow into its ap-
plication.

To restate the point, that means that today’s standard
for civilization is the domination of economies by in-
creasing reliance on the movement of standard primary
sources of power associated with the transition from
nuclear-fission, through thermonuclear fusion, and
beyond.

The point is illustrated, most dramatically, and also
most appropriately, by comparing the pitiable concen-
trations of power represented by nuclear-fission with
the bursts of Solar radiation which were responsible for
the most recent crisis in the Pacific basin. The security
of mankind itself demands nothing less than such an
active intention as an objective of mankind’s policy, be-
ginning now. Does this mean that we must be dedicated
to wielding such power according to our human will?
Precisely so; it will require a bit of time to reach such a
goal, but we must be already in the process of reaching
it. If we are truly sane, we are not dedicated to anything
less.

III. The System of Physical
Economy

The attempt to place the emphasis of science on the
worship of mathematics when addressing the principles
of economy, or any other branch of modern science,
presents us with a matter which is comparable to the
case of the post-hole digger who begins and closes his
daily routine with a period of religious worship of the
image of his spade. It were sufficient for today, to dem-
onstrate that that aphorism which I have used to begin
this chapter, has been said by me here on behalf of the
intent to defend the fruits of the actually beneficial use
of mathematics, but condemn the silliness of a blind
worship of that subject. That proof of that distinction
can be shown with sufficient relevance by pointing to
the most essential interdependence of the truthfulness
shared among the principal discoveries of Bernhard
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EIRNS/Fletcher James
The concepts presented by Riemann in his 1854
habilitation dissertation were not new for modern
science, in and of themselves. Brunelleschi
(above) had demonstrated this in his treatment of
the catenary as a physical principle of his
construction of the cupola of Santa Maria del
Fiore (right).

Riemann and V.I. Vernadsky. Those considerations are
typical of the essential foundations of any actual sci-
ence of physical economy.

Take the case of Carl F. Gauss’s evasion of any en-
dorsement of the claims to invention of a non-Euclid-
ean geometry by his old friend’s son Janos Bolyai, or
Gauss’ related avoidance of similar claims by N. Lo-
batchevski. Then, turn to the opening paragraphs of
Bernhard Riemann’s 1854 habilitation dissertation,
where Gauss’ rejection of the so-called “non-Euclid-
ean” geometries of his time, was made clear: the error
of a formal mathematics without substance, which is
made clear in Riemann’s 1854 dissertation.

For example, from the department of wit:

Question: “Why is it difficult to organize the funeral
of a mathematician?”

Answer: “It is difficult to find the actual body.”

Such quips would be another way of stating the truth
which I have identified above as the argument which
Bernhard Riemann presented in the opening three para-
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graphs of his 1854 habilitation dissertation. The notion
of a mathematics which precedes physics, is an intrinsic
folly, precisely as Riemann states in the opening, and
restates with great force in the third section of that dis-
sertation.

Those notions presented by Riemann were not ac-
tually new for modern science in and of themselves.
Brunelleschi had demonstrated this in his treatment of
the catenary as a physical principle of his construc-
tion of the cupola of Santa Maria del Fiore. Cusa had
shown this fact with great force in his De Docta Igno-
rantia, as had Cusa’s avowed followers such as Leon-
ardo da Vinci and Johannes Kepler. The same was
presented with great force by Leibniz in collaboration
with Jean Bernouilli. The age of Napoleon and what
immediately followed the 1815 proceedings of Vienna
under the direction of such as Prince Metternich and
his British accomplices, had been a dark age in the
history of science and other greatly important mat-
ters, despite the witty expression of genius by the
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young British Cambridge scholars, Charles Babbage,
John Herschel, and George Peacock.!”

Consider the following realities.

European culture today is chiefly crippled in qual-
ity, by its practiced ignorance of the nature of the proof
of the point which I have just made, thus, in opening
this present chapter of this report. The most appropriate
“whipping boys” to be used for this occasion, are the
reprobates Aristotle and Paolo Sarpi.

As I have quoted, above, in the preceding chapter,
from among the three opening paragraphs of Riemann’s
habilitation dissertation:

“From Euclid to Legendre ... this darkness has
not been lifted, neither by the mathematicians,
nor by the philosophers who have labored upon
it. The reasons for this lay, perhaps, in the fact,
that the general concept multiply extended mag-
nitudes, in which spatial magnitudes are com-
prehended, has not been elaborated at all ...” by
them.18

This same difficulty of those who were still merely
mathematicians today, did not, of course, exist for such
exemplars as Plato, nor for those modern physical sci-
entists in the footsteps of Nicholas of Cusa, including
those among the category inclusive of such followers of
Cusa in physical science as Leonardo da Vinci, Jo-
hannes Kepler, and Gottfried Leibniz.

There is a reason, if not an actually good one, for the
persistence of what Riemann references, above, as
“darkness,” still today.

That much said, I devote the present chapter of this
report to the subject of that difference. That subject
should be presented, under the title of the ontological
distinction of ideas subsumed by a literal reading of
sense-perception as such, as they must be examined

17. Cf. David Brewster, on Charles Babbage’s Reflections on the De-
cline of Science in England, and on Some of Its Causes, 1830. Bab-
bage, among his other acclaim asa a leading figure in European science
among the circles of Alexander von Humboldt during their life-times,
was the inventor of the principle of mechanical design for the model of
the “Difference Engine” which provided the design for first Twentieth
Century development of the modern digital computer later. The design
was fine; the machine-tool technologies of the period were unable to
live up to the machine-tool requirements needed by the formal design.

18. By “spatial magnitudes,” I include what some would fail to recog-
nize as being within the domain of universal cosmic radiation. See this
shortly below. The quotation here is, again, from the referenced English
translation.
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with respect to the distinctly contrasting standpoints of
physical principles and mere sense-perceptions. I em-
phasize reliance on the knowledge associated with
those underlying functions of the actually creative
powers of the human mind which have been, and remain
common to both great artistic compositions in the Clas-
sical modes, and to the actually underlying subject-
matter of the imagination which is the location of a true
physical science. I include some needed attention to
certain mental disorders which are notable for their
damaging effects on the mental processes, as the spe-
cifically relevant subjects of Adam Smith and Karl
Marx serve as examples of that problem.

That is the point of the difference between mere
“sense perception,” on the one side, and, on the other,
those powers of the actual human mind whose expres-
sion can not be reduced to the bare functions of mere
sense-perception as such. Between those two opposing
opinions, there is the matter of locating a defining dif-
ference which is representative, in fact, of everything
worth knowing.

To place the standpoint of reference for the imme-
diately preceding, introductory remarks within this
present chapter of my report, I point to the recent em-
phasis which my collaborators in these matters have
placed on denying the existence of an actually open
space, that we might acknowledge that, in effect, no
known form of “empty space” actually exists. We must
insist that, rather, what naive sense-perception would
wish to tease us into believing is “space” as such, is
actually filled up as being, actually, richly dense with
what, are more or less, extremely efficient forms of
cosmic radiation.

For those among us engaged in this present discus-
sion, therefore, the actually errant ideas of the existence
of “empty space,” are products of an inherently defec-
tive, but, unfortunately prevalent set of the notions of
functional limitations of the domain of ideas, erroneous
limitations which are typified by the errant, a-priorist
notion of sense-perceptual experience. Thus, an alert
scientific worker must be brought to the conclusion that
sense-perception is merely sense-perception, and,
therefore, at best, a somewhat informative hypothesis,
and often undeniably useful shadow of reality, but,
nonetheless, very much a mere shadow, one which is to
be recognized by us as virtually a mere shadow which
the real universe (so to speak) casts upon our powers of
sense-perception as such.

Ths consideration signifies, that any more or less
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successful attempt to find comparisons for reality in the
shadow-world of sense-perception, presents us with an
entirely different notion of the ordering of causality
than does a real universe whose image is degraded by
mere opinion into something which had been cast in the
form of a shadow-world experience of sense-percep-
tion.

That, however, is not the limit of the differences.

Look to the subject-matter of the first section of Rie-
mann’s 1854 habilitation dissertation, where the sub-
ject of the issues of the contrast between mere sense-
perception and physically efficient reality, is located.
Suddenly, later, in the closing pages of Riemann’s dis-
sertation, in the third section, the naive notion of a
sense-perceptual universe, which Riemann had implic-
itly deplored in the opening of his dissertation, disinte-
grates. In that dissertation’s third section, the case is
presented, that the introduction of instruments which
are crafted to show patterns of principled forms of be-
havior within the extremely large or extremely small,
are transformed into parts of a larger framework than
our power of sense-perception provides, a framework
which includes the likeness of entirely different physi-
cally-efficient universes than do the five senses of a
mere Aristotle. The general fact of such a difference,
has already been settled in experimental fact, through
the work of experimental physical science, especially
that of such work since the time of Riemann and Dirich-
let, which includes both what is, variously, rightly, or
mistakenly, treated as a view sponsored by the sundry
notions of the proper actually physical meaning of
“Abelian functions.”

Numerous among the relevant modern scientists,
have made essential contributions to a general concep-
tion of physical functions on this, or kindred account, as
opposed to the relatively crude ontological misconcep-
tions of a merely mathematical domain such as those of
Aristotle, or of the modern empiricists. The relevant
best efforts of modern science on this account, have
been in the direction taken since the crucial contribu-
tions by Nicholas of Cusa and his followers, and,
beyond that, the continuation of that which has led from
Leibniz into Riemann, as follows.

While the general idea of an actually physical
domain was developed by such as Riemann and his im-
mediate followers in the domain of physics as such, the
fact is, as the case of Riemann illustrates this point,
that there is an additional, ontological challenge posed
most forcefully in the concluding, third section of Rie-
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mann’s habilitation dissertation, a challenge which
was obliged to wait for the work of Academician V.I.
Vernadsky’s later works in the field of the discovery of
the respectively Riemannian functions of the domains
of the Lithosphere, Biosphere, and Nodsphere. It is
there, at the latter point of developments in the prog-
ress of science, that the most crucial aspects of a true
physical science of economy have become a system-
atical form of prospective general replacement for the
formerly leading practice of systemic incompetencies
in what is classed as the subject of “economics” so far
today.19

Once we have taken into account the systemic errors
generated by belief in the primacy of the presumed ac-
tuality of sense-perception as such, our notion of the
existing universe is transformed, and uplifted ontologi-
cally. That urgently needed transformation occurs
through aid of the proofs implicit in the recognition that
the authority of sense-perceptual experiences is limited
to the domain of mere shadows cast by reality, that of
sense-perception, rather than reality itself.

At this point, it is more or less urgent, in today’s
world, that no competent practice of science can be de-
fined in use by merely collating sense-perceptual expe-
riences, or the like. Principles do not exist in the form of
sense-perceptions as such, but in the adduced principles
which are not, ontologically, sense-perceptions them-
selves, but express the existence of that proverbial in-
visible “foot” which had left its prints behind in the
course of its passing.

That issue had become my life’s work in chief, and
has served as the foundation of my own original discov-
eries of principles in the domain of a science of physical
economy. I did not begin that journey with such an in-
tention, but, as it was a notion which nagged me from
the proverbial beginning of my attention to the idea of
economy and production as such, since many decades
ago, and, is now the result for today. As is sometimes
said, it worked out that way.

It is only to the degree that we put these topical
issues which I have, thus, just referenced, into appropri-
ate perspective, as a science of physical economy, that
we touch upon the deep, prospective implications of the
universal domain of Riemann-Vernadsky.

First, we must put the matter of customary practices
of contemporary economic dogma to one side.

19. It is to be emphasized, that the best among our economists are far
better than what is to be attributed to most of their profession.
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Adam Smith Was an Evil Man

In entering into the domain of sundry views respect-
ing the appropriate definition of the term “economy,”
we are confronted, widely, around the world today, by
what is in fact the delusion of the range of doctrines
which trace the notion of “economy” to a fancied root-
misconception attributable to the names of Aristotle,
Sarpi/Adam Smith, and the like. Among the more no-
table features of the history of that “fourth Roman
Empire” established in Great Britain under such as Lord
Shelburne, we have, still today, that lingering after-
effect of the legacy of the wretched Adam Smith which
is to be seen by Smith’s most impassioned admirer re-
specting the field of political-economy, Karl Marx.

There is, as you will read in some of the immedi-
ately following pages here, a required consideration of
the special kind of strategic role assigned to Karl Marx
by the British Empire which, in fact, owned him. With-
out those considerations which are now summarized as
much as it is convenient to do so in the several immedi-
ately following pages, the strongest influences which
have shaped the world’s economy from the time of ac-
cession of William of Orange to the present, could not
be competently appreciated.

Officially, in the territory of the former Soviet Union,
for which the legacy of Marx’s dogma was once the
domain for a putatively reigning authority of intellectual
life, Marx today has descended to the sorry status of
being, largely, an embarrassing relic of times past. The
footprints which his name has left behind today, remain
as a poorly disguised imprint of that which remains as a
kind of nuisance for sundry varieties of contemporary
leading opinion throughout much of the world.

For many among us who have meddled seriously
with what has been called “Marxism,” as I had done, the
contentions among nominally pro-Marxian and anti-
Marxian professions, were often relevant, even when er-
roneous; that was the case over the duration of some-
thing which was, debatably, more than about a century.
This held up for a time, to the degree that these sundry
varieties of professions, nominally “pro,” or nominally
“con,” were real-life, virtually life-death issues in those
times, issues whose reality as such, as issues, can not be
mocked even at the distance of yesterdays. The fact that
a certain belief persists in persuading a sizable current of
opinion, let the foundation of that belief be discovered to
have been ever so foolish in fact, the belief can never be
competently overlooked entirely for as long it exerts a
grip on the minds, and the past shaping of the present
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Adam Smith
asserted that the
human individual
was incapable of
discovery of truth,
but, rather, was
limited to the
choice between
pleasure or pain.
From his 1759
Theory of the
Moral Sentiments:

“...the love of pleasure and the dread of
pain, prompt us to apply those means for
their own sakes, and without any
consideration of their tendency to those
beneficent ends which the great Director of
nature intended to produce by them....”

behavior of influential bodies of believers. After all, the
opponents of Marx have remained more or less fanatical
followers of the self-same Adam Smith, too.

The Marxian world-outlook itself was a false view
of scientific realities, but it was a highly efficient politi-
cal and social influence in, most emphatically, Twenti-
eth Century political history. It remained, chiefly for
reason of the promotion of its use by the British empire,
a very real factor in the history from early in the 1890s
until the fall of the Soviet Union, a point of distinction
which both modern Marxists and the most impassioned
anti-Marxists never really understood. If you did not
understand it, and were not able to identity its argu-
ment, you were not competent in the leading world
wide issues associated with political-economy during
the span of more than a century. The fights, for, or
against the nominal Marxist causes, and among them,
were, in a very large degree, a matter of a choice of flag
adopted by, or merely attributed to global forces which
had practical influence among variously associated
states of belief within society during that time.20

20. Karl Marx was recruited by British intelligence into the British in-
telligence services under the supervision of the vast bureaucracy under
the Lord Palmerston who was the chosen successor to Jeremy Bentham
in that British Foreign Office which had been founded in 1782 under the
direction of Lord Shelburne. Marx’s entry into the British Foreign Of-
fice’s intelligence operations, was launched under the supervision of
David Urquhart, a senior British foreign intelligence operative then
acting in the capacity of coordinator for correspondence for the Foreign
Office’s Mazzini operations. During that time, Urquhart headed up the
British Museum for the direction of the “correspondence” of British
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It seems to be only a dimly remembered yesterday,
when that issue of “Marx” once flourished in most of
the world at large, especially in the trans-Atlantic world.
Yet, even at a grammarian’s funeral for “Marxism,” the
way in which the “fourth Roman Empire,” remains
today as the British empire launched under the flag of
“The New Venetian Party” of William of Orange, had
permitted a crucial role for Marxism used by the hands
of the masters of the British empire itself. There, in that
past history, the presently shadowy remains of the re-
membrance of Marx, together with the mere myth of
Marx’s alleged hostility to the cause of British imperi-
alism, and to Russia above all others, remain as a very
much active influence in the way in which even the
presently collapsing British empire exerts, still now, a
very large ideological and practical political influence
over the fate of humanity as a whole.

Marx was, in fact, a creation of the intelligence ser-
vices of that British empire which had been spawned by
the New Venetian Party of William of Orange, the latter
a person who is ultimately a figure in the likeness, like
many others in English history, of that infamous Vene-
tian agent in Henry VIII’s retinue, Thomas Cromwell.

Actually, Marx himself was always, as Marx in-
sisted on this point in his own fashion, devoted to the
notion of “class struggle,” a notion which, despite its
plausibility on sundry accounts, served the British im-

intelligence’s agent Giuseppe Mazzini, a Mazzini who, in turn, contin-
ued to control Marx as his agent for all relevant times during the adult
political career of Karl Marx himself, until the fiasco of the Paris Com-
mune. Palmerston agent Mazzini was then the designated head for Brit-
ish intelligence of the “Young Europe” operation, and, also, of the
“Young America” operation which served as the British keystone orga-
nization for organizing the treasonous operation known as the Confed-
erate States of America. However, despite all that, the credulously im-
passioned Marx had rejected the forewarnings to him from Heinrich
Heine; thus, Marx became a devotee of the work of that Adam Smith to
whose work Marx later avowed himself to be totally devoted. Marx,
nonetheless, convinced himself that he was the avowed enemy of his
actual master of that time, the same Lord Palmerston who commanded
British intelligence operations in that time, and the actual owner of what
was to become the slave-holders’ Confederacy, and who actually owned
Marx for all of Marx’s career up to the matter of the Paris Commune,
after which British agent, and former Marx controller Frederick Engels
dumped Marx (virtually), but later assumed the role of official heir of
Marx on behalf of the British Foreign Office’s rash of schemes leading
into the post-1890 run up to World War I. Meanwhile, Marx himself was
appointed the chief, for British intelligence, of what would become later
known as “The First International” which Marx had been designated to
head during a public meeting in London, then and there under the per-
sonal patronage, on the scene, of Giuseppe Mazzini. Such are the habits
of empires.
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perial interest as a customary mask for the foolish ideas
of Lord Shelburne’s very dirty and feral little spy, Adam
Smith. As the Venetians and the more witting represen-
tatives of the British monarchy have understood, to
hold a kingdom, or establish and maintain an empire, it
is essential to divide one’s own forces, chiefly, among
no less than two, ostensibly chronically warring parties,
thus to catch, and probably crush the unwitting dupes,
between the fissures of the arguments. How could an
ambitious tyrant create an empire, except by inducing
his dupes to make war among themselves?

The so-called “Marxist movement,” as it actually
existed as a movement after Marx’s own decline into
obscurity and interment, was concocted by the British
agent Frederick Engels, who had devoted the latter de-
cades of his life to creating a putatively living, post-
humous Karl Marx out of an already dead one. Engels
emerged in the latter years of his own life as an em-
blematic figure of the British Fabian Society, as in his
actual, personal role in launching the career in the Brit-
ish intelligence services of the British weapons-traf-
ficker Alexander Helphand, who is otherwise known as
“Parvus.” The occasion for these “geopolitical” devel-
opments which were merely being brought to the sur-
face already during the early 1890s, was symptomatic
of the earlier British intentions for launching what
became, among others, more or less notable horrors,
such as the two so-called “World Wars” of the Twenti-
eth Century.

It is true, of course, that the troubles which the Brit-
ish empire stirred up to its own intended advantage, and
still does today, seldom worked out as originally de-
signed; but, do not allow yourself to overlook the fact,
that the British willingness to experience a chaotic chal-
lenge to its own schemes, usually won the cause for the
Empire itself. Make the best of a bad defeat or two, as
Winston Churchill did during and following World War
II, and turn it into the worst outcome for the credulous
intended victims. Nietzsche’s followers call this tactic
“creative destruction.” Two so-called “World Wars” of
the Twentieth Century, are prime examples of this pat-
tern in the imperialist tradition.

Such tricks often worked on some selected victim of
the application of a certain British imperial style, in a
fashion akin to that of the celebrated case of the Malay-
sian monkey.

Put a tempting nut within a jar, such that the monkey
could not simultaneously retrieve the nut with his paw,
and also free his thus-burdened hand from the mouth of
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the jar. Take the case of the British
use of the occasion of the success-
ful assassination of U.S. President
John F. Kennedy, to lure the United
States into the Indo-China warfare
which Kennedy, like General
Douglas MacArthur, had been res-
olutely determined to avoid. The
assassination of President Ken-
nedy solved the problem; Kennedy
was assassinated, with the result
that the British succeeded in luring
the U.S.A. into seizing the foolish
nut, and the U.S. government, like
the virtual Malaysian monkey it
turned out to be, would not give up
the nut; the British farmer’s family
ate monkey that night. Then, there
were wars which the British and
their American stooges fought in
Iraq, and, presently, in the British
opium-farm called Afghanistan, all under the specific
protection of the opium business there by Britain’s
puppet, U.S. President Barack Obama.

The case of Karl Marx and what had been British
sundry captive, or specially created Marxists, as in the
case of the Bertrand Russell-linked setting of [ITASA’s
aping of Russell’s Cambridge systems-analysis hoax,
still today, is another case of the model of the Malay-
sian monkey-trap into which many former Marxists,
with or without former Soviet credentials, were cap-
tive, and some still are.

The Strategic Significance of Marx

Since the role of the New Venetian Party’s William
of Orange, and the latter’s role in the orchestration of
both the so-called Dutch Wars against France under
Louis XIV, and the crushing of the charter of what had
been the Massachusetts Bay Colony, the future United
States had already been among the foremost targets for
destruction by what William of Orange set into motion
to establish London, although, actually, long after his
own death, by February 1763, as the world capital of
the maritime power of a new, actually the fourth, Roman
Empire. For that empire, the greatest test of its ability to
continue to rule and reign over an increasing number of
the nations and peoples of the world, came in the 1763-
1781 period leading into the victory of the U.S.A. and
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Although at several points in his later career, Karl Marx (right) showed some
appreciation for the cause of President Abraham Lincoln, and Henry C. Carey’s
American System economics, Marx’s controller, Friedrich Engels, always succeeded in
edging Marx away from such tendencies.

its allies, chiefly France, in the Battle of Yorktown.

It was the same Lord Shelburne who had created
Adam Smith out of some unworthy substance, circa
1763, whose unique role in the creation of the British
Foreign Office, set into motion the process intended to
bring about the destruction of not only the newborn
United States, but all of the U.S.A.’s allies and those
otherwise deemed accomplices in the U.S. victory over
Lord Cornwallis’s forces. The 1782 founding of the
British Foreign Office, and the typification of the not-
so-secret agents of that institution as by the successive
roles of Jeremy Bentham and Lord Palmerston in run-
ning the intelligence and related operations of that
Office, became the springboard for the still presently
continued British imperial efforts for destroying each
and every nation which had resisted Britain’s role as a
new, Fourth Roman Empire projected according to the
avowed intention of Lord Shelburne’s adoption of
Edward Gibbon’s recipe given in his The Decline and
Fall of the Roman Empire.

To understand the phenomenon of the British
Empire, an empire which still functions as a dominant
world empire today, we must proceed from insight into
the principle on which the origins and continuation of
that model of empire, including its maritime prece-
dents, have dominated what has become known as Eu-
ropean civilization since before Rome itself, and still
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today. The principle involved should be readily under-
stood; unfortunately, what people tend to hide the most
from even themselves, is a deep, systemic sort of flaw
in the character of themselves and their adopted cul-
ture. In short, people tend, in such a fashion, to protect
that which imprisons them, but, usually, only if they
are induced to believe, as did a large ration among the
slaves held by the Confederacy system, that the cul-
tural flaw which leads them to submission is a quality
of an expression of their own innate nature which
they must defend at all costs. It is not the shackles
which hold them in bondage, but the shekels or kin-
dred pleasures which exert a kindred effect, as if they
were to say: “These are my shackles, and you are not
going to deprive me—shekels, or shackles—of my
tradition!”

This is also true, to a large degree, here in our United
States; otherwise, neither George W. Bush, Jr., nor
Obama could ever have been elected President by the
margin of a befuddled majority.

Consider the crucial evidence to kindred effect,
which is embedded in the case of Friedrich List (1789-
1846), a leader in bringing the principles of the Ameri-
can System of political-economy of Benjamin Frank-
lin, Alexander Hamilton, and Mathew and Henry Carey,
into Europe. Karl Marx had been introduced to Germa-
ny’s political-economic life as a contender, under the
Neue Rheinische Zeitung for the position earlier oc-
cupied by (Georg) Friedrich List at the original Rhein-
ische Zeitung. Under the influence of the British agent,
Frederick Engels, who controlled Karl Marx at that
time and virtually all later times, the policies of List
were not merely abandoned, but expunged, as done
with the aid of the curious circumstances of List’s
death.

The significance of that particular set of facts, is
found in those bearing on the struggle for the establish-
ment, in Germany (and also France and elsewhere) of
the economic features of the system of a republic
launched in the United States. At several points in his
later career, Karl Marx showed a few occasional, but
short-lived indications of liking for the cause of U.S.
President Abraham Lincoln and Henry C. Carey’s pre-
sentation of the American System, but Engels, Marx’s
controller, always succeeded in edging Marx away from
such tendencies. Facts toward a similar effect corre-
spond to a pattern of British efforts to create republican
movements within Europe which might be considered,
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appropriately, or not, to bring the processes in leading
parts of Europe into convergence against the policies
associated with the American Revolution’s victory over
the British, the latter expressed at Yorktown, and, then,
later times.

It was this and related developments echoing the
impact of the American System within the political
movements within Europe, which must be taken into
account to recognize why and how the British Empire
spent so much effort in creating a Marxist current as an
intended bulwark against the spread of the influence of
the U.S.A.’s system within Europe itself, especially
continental Europe, as in the case of List. The high
points of the actual such influence were to be noted in
Russia’s leading circles, and those trends within Ger-
many associated with the reforms of Chancellor Bis-
marck.

Without the British empire’s leading concern for the
threat to it from even the continued existence of the
United States, Karl Marx would never have had much
notability in modern world history. Marxism was in in-
tended effect, largely the British empire’s chosen anti-
dote to Americanism, as shown in the case of List;
Marxism became, especially since whatis called “World
War 1,” thus, the dividing-line of conflict between the
two leading intellectual powers in the world in a certain
time, the American system and the Soviet system.

Anyone who actually possessed a competent view
of the leading issues of diplomacy since the American
Revolution, should have recognized this aspect of his-
tory. How many actually did, is another matter.

Marxism died with the Soviet Union, where it lay
destroyed by help of such as Nikita Khrushchov, An-
dropov, Gorbachov, and the British cult known as the
partnership of the Anglo-Dutch Club of Rome and the
Bertrand Russell-linked child of Bertrand Russell’s cir-
cles in the school of Cambridge Systems Analysis, the
International Institute for Applied Systems Analysis.
Once we have taken into account the fashion in which
such as Andropov and Gorbachov destroyed the Soviet
Union by their decisions at crucial points, we may now
put away the matter of any current role of Marxism; we
may now return to the essential issues, now freed from
the obligation to consider the dead past issues of Marx-
ism, and also kindred forms of diversions to be, hope-
fully, left behind as a strategic distraction now con-
signed to a lost past, albeit with relevant tombstone
markings.
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The End of Monetarism
Monetarism was never a matter of science, apart
from the domain of the science of psycho-pathology; it
was always, as a political movement, a disease akin to
the cult of Flagellants from medieval Europe’s Four-
teenth-century “New Dark Age.” That disease, called
monetarism, is presently carrying the world, via the ve-
hicle of the trans-Atlantic breakdown-crisis, to the
threatened destruction of civilization as a whole.

Lately, my young professional associates have made
crucially significant contributions, especially scientific
contributions which threaten to change the world for
mankind for the better. We have now entered a period
of a fundamental change in the very meaning of the
term “economy.” Henceforth, from some point in time
in the relatively very near future, either the very idea of
monetarism, or civilization will vanish from this planet,
at least for a very long time to come.

What must take the place of “monetarism,” if civili-
zation is to continue, will have the outward form of a
credit system, as Alexander Hamilton crafted that fea-
ture of our Federal Constitution, rather than a monetar-
ist system. On the surface, it might appear that such a
transformation would be a slight change, a mere reform
of the sort which former U.S. head of the Federal Re-
serve System, Paul Volcker would probably understand.
On the surface of things, that might be the appearance
of things. The change will not appear to be, for those
among us who are still able to re-
member President Franklin Roos-
evelt, more than a return to the
policies of the 1932-1945 period,
when that President was still alive;
but, for certain types of slight such
changes, as was the case with the
way in which the revolutionary
U.S. Federal Constitution under
its brilliantly conceived Preamble
came into being originally, what
will be a slight change in standard
procedures, will become a great
revolution for all mankind for long
times to come. No actual change
from the original intention of our
Federal Constitution will be in-
volved, but the effects will be
wonderful.

I do not exaggerate in the
slightest degree in making the
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statements just presented here. If we succeed, the result
for humanity will be wonderful for not only the United
States we shall have rescued from the long wave of de-
cline since the assassination of President John F. Ken-
nedy, but a sweet time ahead for humanity within the
Solar System at large.

I explain as follows.

IV. What Happened to Those
Dinosaurs?

The view of society recently fostered by the major
news media of our planet, is fairly described as a view
of the principles of traffic in real-estate under the reign
of such as the objectionable British characters presented
to prose by the pen of the otherwise amiable English
author Charles Dickens. The time has come, to put also
such childish recipes aside.

Not only our world, nor even only our Solar system,
but our galaxy is now gripped by a great existential
crisis, a crisis which is the great challenge to which a
sane humanity has no available sane choice but to re-
spond. The point of reference to be emphasized is out-
lined as the awesomely immediate options set before
our species, as presently centered on one particular sta-
tistic: an approximately 62 millions years, characteris-
tic cycle of our galaxy which presents to all living spe-

THE HISTORY OF

LPAC-TV

During the history presently known to us, many species have actually, or virtually “died
out,” at the same time that mankind has relatively prospered. Without understanding and
learning to control the cosmic forces at work on our planet, it is likely that mankind
itself, will go the way of the dodo bird. This image is from the LPAC video, “Our
Extraterrestrial Imperiative, Episode 2—Cosmic Rays.”
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cies on Earth the great, recurring existential challenge
built into the characteristics of the galaxy within which
our Solar system is situated as a kind of suburb.

As a matter of scientific fact, we do know, or have
available to us to know, a certain amount of crucial in-
formation respecting the biochemistry of the evolution-
ary process of the history of living forms of existence
within the span of known evidences of life within the
range of planet Earth. Even during recent periods during
which mankind is known to have inhabited our planet,
there have been great extinctions of living species
whose exterminations were a product of those species’
lack of the specific kind of creative capability for sys-
temic innovations of their behavior, which is unique, to
the best of our present knowledge, to our own human
species. So, during the history presently known to us,
many species have actually, or virtually “died out,” at
the same time that mankind has relatively prospered, in
even mere numbers, but, more notably, in non-linear
rates of expansion of the potential life-span of the
human individual, and in the quantity of the population
of our species.

The proverbial sum-upness of mankind’s present
situation on Earth, is provided by my young associates
as follows:

Among the most important facts of which we have
knowledge, bearing on that background-information, is
the knowledge we have accumulated, as scientific
knowledge of the known evolutionary history of life on
our planet, from the simplest sorts of one-celled plants
and creatures prior to “the oxygen revolutions,” to
higher forms of many-multicelled, and more capable
species of vegetable life and living animal forms of
creatures.

This knowledge clashes fundamentally with the
silly and fraudulent doctrines associated with such as
Charles Darwin and his Brutish successors, that being
the case in not only the British imperial tradition, nor is
it restricted to the currents of social evolution leading
into the original Roman empire or its Asian predeces-
sors. The known existence of forms of human society is
dominated, most regrettably, by the recurring expres-
sion of what are termed oligarchical forms of human
societies, which merely include the case for such as the
four Roman empires known to present date, and their
cousin-like, rival forms of Asian and other oligarchical
society. The Asian forms have often been more brutish
than the British, if less efficient forms of political soci-
ety in other planetary respects.

April 1,2011 EIR

These considerations present us with the image of a
great clash between the principle of life and those rules
of society which coincide with the clinically insane and
systemically malicious, and implicitly genocidal notion
of what is called currently “environmentalism.”

The known history of life on our planet, thus clashes
with the historically destructive patterns associated
with oligarchical societies such as the British empire
today.

The crucial fact about such oligarchical societies, is
that they are not only inherently opposite to the princi-
ple of life in general, but are hostile to the inherently
creative impulse, otherwise known as the anti-entropic
principle shown by the known features of our galaxy,
and of the universe generally. In other words, the plainly,
inherently unlovable British empire is, like the earlier
phases of the same Roman Empire, and like the fabled
Whore of Babylon, clearly out of step with God.

It should be, therefore, clear that the leading politi-
cal challenge which present global circumstances, and
also certain galactic ones as well, present to us, is to
understand and remove that social-political factor in
the present world system which is not only contrary to
our Federal Constitution’s notion of mankind, but also,
more significantly, to the Creator of the Universe Him-
self. Might He, as Biblical scholars would choose to put
the point, perhaps be provoked into becoming angry
with us for what must be obviously, our presently very
poor choices of national leaders, as in the cases of a pair
of recent choices of U.S. President?

Such questions would wander without meaningful
consequence, if we failed to adduce some genuine prin-
ciple out of reflection on those considerations which we
have just set before us here. What is the true principle at
issue for decision-making in respect to the consider-
ations which we set before us within this present chap-
ter, thus far?

Let Satan Be Heard!

There is no need to ask Satan to speak; the greatest
part of the leading world press is already busily in his
service. Rather, let him be placed on trial, where we can
squeeze some pertinent truths out of him. Where, per-
haps, can we find a relevant Stephen Vincent Benet?
Perhaps an actual Daniel Webster in a likeness of what
Stephen Benet might have intended.

The great crime against humanity for which we
should wish to hold Old Satan (or, his feminine side, the
Whore of Babylon) to account, is what is to be pre-
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sented at trial as the crime of the
oligarchical principle. The accused
Old Satan, is to be charged with
offending the Creator through the
crime represented by the oligar-
chical principle of zero growth,
both growth in population, and in
increase in the productive powers
of human ingenuity in labor. In
other words, that Devil is to be
hanged, whoever he-she is, on the
charge of having imposed the zero
technological growth used to cause
the misery and depravity of man-
kind and of certain cases of its
system of governance.

Consider the nature of the evi-
dence to be presented.

When we examine the record
of creation which has occurred on
Earth during the course of the
known, successive ages of forms
of life on this planet, we are com-
pelled to trace a succession of pro-
gressively higher forms of organi-
zation and capacity of species of both plant and animal
expressions of life. The pattern so presented by the evi-
dence at hand, is that the principle by which the Creator
has ordered the development of our planet within this
galaxy is systemically anti-entropic. So, the Creator has
ordered it so, and whoever opposes that must be placing
himself or herself, or perhaps he-she, in serious jeop-
ardy for crimes against the manifest will of the Cre-
ator.

This fact, just stated, pertains not only to the order-
ing of the continually increased power of living pro-
cesses, especially willful actions of mankind, but to the
effect of that human creativity which is expressed in
the consistent evidence of an increase of the energy-
flux density of all successful expressions of human
economy. That is to emphasize, that the Creator has
built into the system, a coincidence between the Cre-
ator’s intention for the development of the region of
our galaxy, and the increase of the quality of selection
of all living processes as expressable in terms of in-
creased energy-flux-density of the means of growth
employed.

The succession of layers of living species which are
known to us in the material evidence of the evolution of

40 Feature

Mankind’s mission “is written clearly in the history of the succession of development of
species on Earth itself, as if by a fiery finger on the wall.” Shown: “Belshazzar’s Feast,”
Rembrandt van Rijn (ca. 1635).

those successive layers of systems of living processes,
and of the conditions on the planet which those pro-
cesses inhabit or otherwise affect, is a warning sign,
that the Creator dislikes those misanthropes known as
the “zero growthers” of today. Either we correct the be-
havior of those misanthropes, or the Creator will deal
with the matter as the presently known evidence bear-
ing on the history of this galaxy suggests. In that case,
there will be Hell for what ever it is that serves as the
symbol of Satan.

These morally and otherwise obligatory means in-
clude the challenge to the species, mankind, whose
willful mission is coherent with the nature which the
Creator manifestly assigns to us, as to His own works
otherwise. The right to life is assigned to those develop-
ments which serve the anti-entropic intention which is
manifest with the known work of the Creator.

Mankind must become, and go to where the Creator
thus implicitly assigns man his or her mission. That
mission is essentially the expression of the power of
anti-entropic development in action. The message is
written clearly in the history of the succession of devel-
opment of species on Earth itself, as if by a fiery finger
on the wall.
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Appendix

LaRouche’s Concept
Of the SDI

The following two articles expand on LaRouche’s as-
sertion that the Strategic Defense Initiative, had it been
adopted according to its original design, would have
provided the basis for moving the world into a new anti-
imperial system, free of the fourth Roman Empire (Great
Britain) and much more capable of dealing with the ga-
lactic threats mankind faces today.

The first is a chapter from a March 1982 Memoran-
dum by LaRouche, entitled “Only Beam-Weapons
Could Bring to an End the Kissingerian Age of Mutual
Thermonuclear Terror: A Proposed Modern Military
Policy of the United States,” in which he details his
proposal from a economic-scientific, as well as strate-
gic standpoint. The memorandum was published by the
National Democratic Policy Committee (NDPC), the
political action committee LaRouche headed at the
time.

The second is a speech given by EIR Counterintel-
ligence editor Jeffrey Steinberg in March 1993, on what
happened to LaRouche’s proposal, which led to its
adoption by President Reagan, and its killing by the
British-controlled Soviet leadership.

An extensive collection of LaRouche’s and EIR’s
further writings about the SDI, both scientific and poli-
tic, can be found at www.larouchepub.com

2. A Short History of
Beam-Weapons Technology

Public discussion of anti-missile beam-weapons
technology began during mid-1977, as an outgrowth of
discussions between physics-trained Major-General
George Keegan and nuclear physicist Dr. Steven
Bardwell of the Fusion Energy Foundation.

In his earlier duties as chief of Air Force Intelli-
gence, General Keegan had detected what he believed
to be Soviet development of a new kind of weapons ca-
pability. During preceding years, especially since the
founding of the Fusion Energy Foundation in 1974,

April 1,2011 EIR

those of us associated with the FEF had performed a
public role in promoting Riemannian relativistic phys-
ics, and had publicized informed estimates of Soviet
breakthroughs in relevant aspects of relativistic plasma-
physics. General Keegan discussed his problem of as-
sessment of Soviet capabilities with Dr. Bardwell on
this basis.

Afterwards, also during 1977, present NDPC Advi-
sory Committee Chairman LaRouche ordered a public
campaign for U.S. development of relativistic plasma-
beam anti-missile weapon systems. During the same
period, General Keegan made a parallel effort indepen-
dently of the FEF and NSIPS [New Solidarity Interna-
tional Press Service] campaigns.

Although General Keegan’s views on this subject
are largely shared by Britain’s Vice Air Marshal Stew-
art Menaul, the London International Institute for Stra-
tegic Studies (IISS) immediately launched an interna-
tional campaign of vilification against General Keegan,
FEF and LaRouche on this issue. Some West German
military circles reported themselves dazed by the feroc-
ity of the attempted “brainwashing” to which they were
subjected by IISS on this account.

There were two principal reasons for continued
strong opposition to beam-weapons development from
IISS and other quarters since 1977.

Primarily, IISS represents circles committed politi-
cally to a global “post-industrial society” perspective
and a zero-technological-growth perspective. Whatever
IISS might have estimated to be the objective military
merits of beam-weapons, beam-weapons implied both
an escalation of NASA programs and also a NASA-like
crash-program in areas subsuming fusion-energy re-
search and development. To adopt a policy of develop-
ing beam-weapons would mean an automatic end to the
drift of the West toward the utopian goals of a “techne-
tronic” variety of “post-industrial society.”

Secondly, the variety of theoretical physics appli-
cable to beam-weapons development is Riemannian
physics, as opposed to the Newton-Maxwell varieties
and their offshoots. Even most professional scientists
of today are admittedly ignorant of the continuing, em-
bittered conflict between the two schools of science up
through and immediately following World War II. Most
British, American, and, other contemporary genera-
tions of physics professionals, and most emphatically,
contemporary mathematicians, are simply indoctri-
nated in the Newton-Maxwell empiricist school.

The mere existence of relativistic plasma-beams has
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Lyndon LaRouche addresses an April 13, 1983 conference in

Washington, presenting his concept of a Strategic Defense Initiative to

an audience of some 600 people.

devastating implications for the authority of the empiri-
cist faction’s school as a whole.

The lawful phenomena manifest in the generation of
“shock™ effects by such plasma-beams are a confirma-
tion of a law of physics proven by a crucial experiment
designed by Bernhard Riemann in 1859. This experi-
ment, which focused on the operation of such universal
laws in the case of generation of acoustical shock-
waves, was the theoretical basis for an entire school of
fluid dynamics, including aerodynamics, which arose
in Germany and Italy under the direct influence of Rie-
mann’s work.

As recently as the 1890s, Rayleigh staked the cred-
ibility of the entire British school of physics on the as-

42  Feature

sertion that Riemannian shock-waves are not
generated in acoustical media. During the 1890s
through the 1920s, Bertrand Russell’s career
within science and philosophy was premised on
his Cambridge University assignment to attempt
to eradicate the influence of the work of Bern-
hard Riemann and Georg Cantor. Out of this
effort, formerly led by Russell, developed the
“unification of the sciences” project, now spon-
sored by the Reverend Moon’s Unification
Church, and the influential History of the Ap-
plied Sciences project, based presently at Har-
vard and Johns Hopkins universities.

Whether or not the professional mathemati-
cian or physicist is aware of these issues, the
hairs rise on the nape of his neck of most today
whenever he is challenged to subordinate his ac-
tivities of research and development to purely
Riemannian methods. President Reagan’s cur-
rent science adviser, Dr. George Keyworth, is a
professed fanatic on these issues.

Despite the 1977 IISS campaign of personal
vilification against such as Keegan, Bardwell,
and LaRouche, the practical issue of beam-
weapons could not be suppressed so easily.
Above all, there were increasing indications of
Soviet progress toward developing precisely
such capabilities. The energy with which the So-
viets have continued their space programs and
certain other indicators have been most relevant

on this point.

Ironically, the physics of beam-weapons de-
velopment was already in practice with the first
successful production of a deployable thermo-
nuclear weapon. Dr. Friedwardt Winterberg has
published a book, The Physical Principles of Thermo-
nuclear Explosive Devices (1981), in which the basic
physics of the H-bomb are outlined. Dr. Steven Bardwell
is compiling for early publication a guide to beam-
weapons systems meeting the technical needs of both
intelligent laymen and professionals. We limit our re-
marks here to the most general principles involved.

The possibility of a thermonuclear detonation may
be fairly described as depending upon reaching certain
minimum critical values of temperature and compres-
sion. The problem is that compression-heating of the
charge tends to cause the charge’s material to expand in
such a fashion as to defeat the required degree of com-
pression. Consequently, working within the limits of a
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fission trigger, the problem of
thermonuclear detonation is
that known as the problem of
effecting isentroic compres-
sion; this may be fairly de-
scribed as preventing com-
pression frombeing converted
to heat in such a manner as to
defeat the continuing process
of compression.

The solution to this prob-
lem of isentropic compres-
sion is defined in principle by
Riemann’s cited 1859 paper
outlining the generation of an
acoustical shock-wave in an
“infinite cylinder.”

That 1859 paper was
“classified” by Western gov-
ernments as part of the secu-
rity-wraps around the H-
bomb’s secrets—although the
significance of the long-pub-
lished 1859 paper is openly
treated in published Soviet lit-
erature! A similarly ludicrous
exercise in the name of “na-
tional security” occurred under the direction of James
R. Schlesinger, who classified Soviet secrets revealed
to a California scientific audience by a prominent Soviet
relativistic-beam specialist! Schlesinger’s infantile
action, we later learned, was taken at the insistence of
the British government!

The translation of these principles of H-bomb deto-
nation into weapons-systems which can kill H-bombs
began to be possible with the development of the laser.
As we continue the development of beam-systems
beyond the ordinary sort of laser into the range of
higher-order energy-densities, such as x-ray lasers and
so forth, we develop the capability of producing con-
trolled beams whose physical behavior is analogous to
the 1859 experimental design of Riemann.

This line of development leads into three categories
of military beam-weapons capabilities, of which the
first two are presently practicable projects of relatively
short-term research and development.

1. Laser anti-missile systems. These are sta-
tioned inside an orbiting space-platform or pow-
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HOW BEAM WEAPON
TECHNOLOGIES
CAN REVERSE

THE DEPRESSION

The LaRouche movement’s organizing for beam-weapon
defense included millions of pamphlets, magazines,
newspapers, and several national TV shows during
sequential Presidential campaigns.

ered space-vehicle. (Pow-
ered space vehicles are
part of the spectrum of
space-based systems de-
signed to cope with anti-
satellite weapons-attack.)
The platform selects its
target, typically a nuclear-
armed missile entering
the stratosphere. The laser
beam dwells on the target,
tracking and following
the moving missile as the
beam burns (“ablates”) its
way through protective
layers, and then performs
its destructive function on
the apparatus within the
shielding.

2. The Relativistic-
Beam System. The beam
in this case destroys the
target upon impact. Unlike
the laser, which must burn
its way through, a relativ-
istic beam, from suitable
forms of x-ray lasers on up, transmits a destruc-
tive shock upon contact, and then moves on
quickly to the next assigned target.

3. Future Systems. As Bardwell elaborated
the work of a special task-force in 1977, it is fea-
sible, on principle, to develop a ground-based
anti-missile beam-weapons system. One of the
beams of this system bores a channel through the
atmosphere. The killer-beam progresses along
this channel to its target. Space-based killer-
beams against earth-targets are, on principle, a
feasible system for the future.

NDPC

It is proposed that the United States immediately
launch a “crash program” for earliest-possible deploy-
ment of anti-missile beam-weapons systems of the
second category, and undertake longer-term research
and development respecting systems of category three.

Budgetary Requirements of the Program
We do not specify dollar-amounts for such develop-
ment here. Rather, we indicate now the considerations
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upon which budgetary-requirement estimations must
be premised.

For reasons which ought to be obvious from study
of previous instances of “science-driver” categories of
military programs, including the Nazi Peenemiinde ex-
ample, effective high-technology military programs
depend upon a relatively much broader base in civilian
science and in the productive technology of the civilian
economy. Herein lies the principal reason for some-
times almost treasonous opposition to beam-weapon
development from among advocates of a “technetronic
post-industrial society.”

The principal support for the military development
must come from three broad-based research and devel-
opment efforts in the civilian sector of governmental
and private expenditures: 1) expansion of NASA; 2)
expanding the rate of expenditures on fusion-energy re-
search slightly beyond those specified in the McCor-
mack Fusion Energy Engineering Act of 1980, and a
new project-area of basic research; and 3) development
in the domain of applications of relativistic beams in
general.

The work of NASA defines not only our national
capabilities for deploying a range of varieties of space
platforms and vehicles. As the case of Voyager observa-
tions of Jupiter and Saturn illustrate the point, we effi-
ciently overcome some among the most destructive
features of the Newton-Maxwell program by empirical
discoveries which confront us in space-vehicle-based
exploratory observations. NASA should develop those
capabilities which have subsumed military applications
under the auspices of a mandate to achieve such targets
as place a habitable human observatory on Mars by
such an approximate date as 2010 A.D. All that we re-
quire for military purposes respecting equipment and
logistical systems in nearby space will be mastered
more or less automatically as a by-product of such a
mandate.

The most-crucial major area of fusion-energy re-
search respecting application of relativistic-beam tech-
nologies is whatis termed “inertial confinement fusion,”
the isentropic compression of a small pellet containing
a thermonuclear charge to effect a thermonuclear mi-
croexplosion. This specific point of military interest in
promoting civilian research and development is merely
a facet of related knowledge and engineering capabili-
ties to be acquired through sharing of knowledge by
professionals engaged in all facets of fusion and related
research.
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Relativistic beams represent in and of themselves
one of the most fruitful areas of imminent breakthrough
in civilian technology. Laser and more advanced modes
of isotope separation can effect reductions in cost by up
to an order of magnitude in the final phase of refinement
of nuclear fuel, and have related applications for iso-
tope-separation modes of refinement of similarly most-
valuable elements. As these methods are perfected, civ-
ilization’s practice in metallurgy and other affected
fields will be revolutionized, breaking through whole
categories of what might otherwise appear to be limited
resources.

Mastery of beam-technologies is also the key to im-
proved breeding of nuclear fuels. Related methods
permit us to generate controlled neutron-fluxes of the
variety which can destroy the radioactivity of unwanted
by-products of fission combustion. In related ways, as
we have already just emphasized, this is the doorway
which leads us to new, vastly superior forms of basic
industrial technologies beyond the imagination of most
citizens today.

Out of the repertoire of methods and hardware pro-
duced by such civilian research, our Air Force (for ex-
ample) can assemble the off-the-shelf capabilities
needed for the indicated range of military systems.

Ironically, these indicated expenditures will not cost
the American taxpayer a net penny. The NASA research
and development effort is best estimated to have paid
back to the U.S. civilian economy more than 10 dollars
for each dollar spent. The breakthroughs in technology
effected directly or indirectly through NASA research
and development gave the United States its highest rate
of annual increase of productivity during the post-war
period. Even after NAS A began to be taken down during
1966-1967, the chief source for the diminishing rate of
growth of productivity during the years thereafter was
technology produced by NASA research and develop-
ment.

Indeed, in our military technology today, what is
presented as a new system is usually something chiefly
left over from the drawing-boards of aerospace research
and development from the pre-1967 period. We have
fallen behind by about 15 years in our nation’s techno-
logical capability, especially in respect to technologies
of military relevance.

Even were such pay-back not assured, how much
would any sane citizen pay to free his or her family
from the continued and presently increasing threat of
thermonuclear holocaust?
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The Power of Ideas: LaRouche’s
SDI Changed the World

by Jeffrey Steinberg

This speech was given to a
conference of the Interna-
tional Caucus of Labor Com-
mittees and Schiller Institute
onMarch 21, 1993.

Ten years ago this week,
President Ronald Reagan
changed the world by deliv-
ering the following brief
message at the close of his
nationwide televised ad-
dress: “In recent months,...”
the President said, “my advi-
sors ... have underscored the
necessity to break out of a
future that relies solely on
offensive retaliation for our
security. Over the course of
these discussions I have
become more and more
deeply convinced that the
human spirit must be capable
of rising above dealing with
other nations and human
beings by threatening their
existence.... Wouldn’t it be better to save lives than to
avenge them? Are we not capable of demonstrating our
peaceful intentions by applying all our abilities and our
ingenuity to achieving a truly lasting stability? I think
we are—indeed we must!

“After careful consultation with my advisors, in-
cluding the Joint Chiefs of Staff, I believe there is a
way. Let me share with you a vision of the future which
offers hope. It is that we embark on a program to coun-
ter the awesome Soviet missile threat with measures
that are defensive. Let us turn to the very strengths in
technology that spawned our great industrial base....
What if free people could live secure in the knowledge
that their security did not rest upon the threat of instant
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FEF/Christopher Sloan
This artist’s conception of beam-weapon defense became an emblem of the Fusion Energy
Foundation’s campaign for the SDI.

U.S. retaliation to deter a Soviet attack, that we could
intercept and destroy strategic ballistic missiles before
they reach our own soil or that of our allies?... Isn’t it
worth every investment necessary to free the world
from the threat of nuclear war? We know it is!

“I clearly recognize that defensive systems have
limitations and raise certain problems and ambiguities.
If paired with offensive systems, they can be viewed as
fostering an aggressive policy and no one wants that.
But with these considerations firmly in mind, I call
upon the scientific community in our country, those
who gave us nuclear weapons, to turn their great talents
now to the cause of mankind and world peace; to give
us the means of rendering these nuclear weapons impo-
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tent and obsolete. ... We seek neither military superior-
ity nor political advantage. Our only purpose—one all
people share—is to search for ways to reduce the danger
of nuclear war.

“My fellow Americans, tonight we are launching an
effort that holds the promise of changing the course of
human history. There will be risks, and results take
time, but I believe we can do it. As we cross this thresh-
old, I ask for your prayers and your support.”

The following day, March 24, 1983, in a public
statement issued from Wiesbaden, West Germany,
Lyndon LaRouche offered his personal congratulations
and support to the President with the following words:

“No longer must Democrats go to bed each night
fearing that they must live out their lives under the
threat of thermonuclear ballistic terror. The coming
several years will be probably the most difficult of the
entire post-war period, but, for the first time since the
end of the 1962 Cuban Missile Crisis, there is at last
hope that the thermonuclear nightmare will be ended
during the remainder of this decade. ... Only high-level
officials of government, or a private citizen as inti-
mately knowledgeable of details of the international
political and strategic situation as I am privileged to be,
can even begin to foresee the earth-shaking impact the
President’s television address last night will have
throughout the world. No one can foresee what the
exact consequences of the President’s actions will be;
we can not foresee how ferocious and stubborn resis-
tance to the President’s policy will be, both from
Moscow and from the nuclear freeze advocates in
Europe and the United States itself. Whatever those re-
actions and their influence, the words the President
spoke last night can never be put back into the bottle.
Most of the world will soon know, and will never forget
that policy announcement. With those words, the Presi-
dent has changed the course of modern history.

“Today I am prouder to be an American than I have
been since the first manned landing on the Moon. For
the first time in 20 years, a President of the United States
has contributed a public action of great leadership, to
give a new basis for hope to humanity’s future to an
agonized and demoralized world. True greatness in an
American President touched President Ronald Reagan
last night; it is a moment of greatness never to be for-
gotten.”

LaRouche’s prophetic comments on President Rea-
gan’s March 23 address were based on his own intimate
involvement in the process leading up to the President’s
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adoption of what he labeled the Strategic Defense Ini-
tiative. From Moscow to London to Washington, among
the small circle of the world’s most powerful political
figures, friends, and enemies alike, there was absolutely
no doubt that President Reagan had adopted Lyndon
LaRouche’s strategic doctrine. Against all odds, the
power of an idea, devised and promulgated by La-
Rouche, had “touched” the President of the United
States and a small handful of his most loyal advisors,
and history was made.

Behind the Scenes

For some leading figures in Moscow, one of the crit-
ical questions left unanswered by the TV address of
March 23 was whether President Reagan’s adoption of
the ballistic-missile-defense/Mutually Assured Sur-
vival doctrine also meant that he had consciously ad-
opted Lyndon LaRouche’s Operation Judrez proposal
for a new world economic order. But on the question of
ballistic-missile defense, there was no doubt.

Earlier in the afternoon of March 23, at a National
Security Council background briefing for the White
House press corps, details of the President’s 8 p.m. tele-
vision address had been filled out. At that briefing, it
was made clear that President Reagan would propose
that the United States and the Soviet Union work to-
gether to make the doctrine of Mutually Assured Sur-
vival a reality. Shortly after the President’s speech, De-
fense Secretary Caspar Weinberger more formally
conveyed the offer to Moscow for the two superpowers
to work together to develop and deploy a strategic bal-
listic-missile-defense system.

Not only was LaRouche the intellectual author of
the policy concept behind Reagan’s SDI. Between De-
cember 1981 and the date of the President’s speech, La-
Rouche, acting on behalf of and at the behest of the
Reagan White House and other U.S. government agen-
cies, personally conducted back-channel negotiations
with high-level representatives of the Soviet govern-
ment. As the result of those negotiations, Moscow was
fully informed well over a year in advance of the Presi-
dent’s March 23 speech of the details of the policy offer.
And because of LaRouche’s personal role in those dis-
cussions, Moscow had no justifiable reason to doubt the
sincerity of President Reagan’s offer.

Had Moscow decided to take up President Reagan’s
generous offer, rather than adopt the suicidal alterna-
tive, LaRouche would have undoubtedly been called
upon to continue in his role as broker and guarantor of
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a new era of world peace and prosperity based on a
thorough transformation of East-West and North-South
relations. Tragically, LaRouche was right when he
warned on March 24 about the reactions that would
come spilling out of the crevices in Moscow, London,
New York, and Washington. But he was also right when
he said that the actions taken by President Reagan could
“never be put back in the bottle.”

A Fifteen-Year Fight

President Reagan’s March 23 address came as the
result of years of effort.

Lyndon LaRouche and his associates had been talk-
ing about ballistic-missile defense, employing new
physical principles, since 1977.

During the perilous years of the Carter Presidency,
Mr. LaRouche had served as an unofficial channel of
communication between elements inside the official
U.S. intelligence establishment and Soviet intelligence
counterparts. This was part of a “failsafe system” built
up by sane individuals on both sides of the East-West
divide, to minimize the danger of a misunderstanding
triggering a strategic confrontation. LaRouche was so-
licited for this effort in part in response to his Election
Eve 1976 nationwide TV address in which he warned of
the dangers of thermonuclear war should Jimmy Carter
and the Trilateral Commission come into office.

Inearly March 1981, asenior Soviet diplomat posted
at the Permanent Mission to the United Nations, Mr.
Kudashev, approached the Asian Affairs Editor of Ex-
ecutive Intelligence Review, Dan Sneider, soliciting
LaRouche’s views on the new Reagan Administration.
On instructions from the same U.S. intelligence chan-
nels through which the earlier Soviet discussions had
been conducted, word of that approach and a detailed
summary of the discussion, was forwarded to White
House counselor Edwin Meese.

By the early Autumn of that year, LaRouche had
spelled out his proposals for a joint or parallel U.S.-
Soviet strategic ballistic-missile-defense program.
During this same period, representatives of EIR held
preliminary discussions with a senior diplomat at the
Soviet embassy in Washington, D.C., named [ Yevgeny]
Shershnev.

As the result of these developments, in December
1981, LaRouche was again approached by senior U.S.
intelligence officials and formally asked to initiate
“back-channel” discussions with appropriate Soviet
representatives on the possible adoption of a modifica-
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tion of existing strategic doctrine—i.e., LaRouche’s
own Mutually Assured Survival concept. LaRouche
was informed that the back-channel discussions were
classified as a compartmentalized secret operation
known to a select number of senior officials under a
code-name.

By this time, Lyndon and Helga LaRouche had met
with CIA Deputy Director Bobby Ray Inman at the
agency’s facility adjacent to the Old Executive Office
Building and the White House.

In support of his back-channel efforts on behalf of
the ballistic missile defense policy, on Feb. 18-19, 1982,
LaRouche participated in a two-day EIR seminar on the
subject and related topics in Washington, D.C. Of the
300 or so attendees, a number were Soviet and Warsaw
Pact diplomats. At an EIR reception for participants in
the conference, LaRouche was introduced to Mr. Sher-
shnev and they had the first of a number of discussions
about strategic policy issues affecting the United States
and the U.S.S.R.

At their first private discussion, which took place in
a suite at the Hay Adams Hotel in Washington shortly
after the February 1982 event, LaRouche informed
Shershnev that he had been designated by the Reagan
Administration to conduct exploratory discussions, and
that he would distinguish clearly when he was convey-
ing official messages from U.S. government agencies
and when he was providing his own personal evalua-
tions.

In the early Spring of 1982, Admiral Inman an-
nounced his resignation as deputy director of the CIA,
effective several months later. The channels under
whose auspices LaRouche had been carrying out the
negotiations with Moscow representatives informed
him at that point that the operation was for the time
being aborted. Sensitive to the highly restricted “need
to know” security surrounding the back-channel nego-
tiations, LaRouche prepared a memo to Edwin Meese
seeking some guidance on how to proceed. That memo
was hand-delivered by a representative of the National
Security Council. With the appointment of Judge Wil-
liam Clark as Special Advisor to the President for Na-
tional Security Affairs in January 1982, LaRouche rep-
resentatives had established ongoing discussions with a
number of NSC officers.

After Meese failed to provide any clear response to
the LaRouche memo, Richard Morris, the executive as-
sistant to NSC advisor Clark, informed LaRouche that
the Council would take charge of the operation and that
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the sanctioned back-channel negotiations should con-
tinue uninterrupted.

By the Autumn of 1982, momentum had built up
inside sections of the U.S. military and intelligence es-
tablishment in support of LaRouche’s ballistic-missile-
defense proposals. Gen. Volney Warner, a retired head
of the U.S. Army’s FORCECOM, told LaRouche asso-
ciates in October 1982 that the policy was winning
strong support among some of the President’s key advi-
sors. Also in October, Dr. Edward Teller, a close per-
sonal friend and science advisor to President Reagan,
threw his support behind ballistic-missile defense,
citing recent breakthroughs at Lawrence Livermore
Labs on some of the very “new physical principle” ap-
proaches advocated by LaRouche. Significantly, Teller
also advocated sharing these scientific and technologi-
cal breakthroughs with Moscow.

LaRouche publicly alluded to his role in the back-
channel process in a Dec. 12, 1982 EIR Memorandum
titled “The Cultural Determinants of an Anti-Missile
Beam-Weapons Policy.”

“During the months since I first announced the pro-
posed beam-weapons policy, since February of this past
year, I have had a number of occasions to discuss this
policy with Soviet and other East Bloc representatives,
both in person and through relayed communications,”
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The LaRouche
movement rallies in
Washington in support
of the SDI, as a
science-driver program
to restore the economy
as well as a defense
concept.

EIRNS/Philip Ulanowsky

LaRouche wrote. “In such discussions one must ac-
knowledge that the Soviet representative in question is
speaking as a representative of his government to me as
a person whom that representative views as connected
to policy-influencing agencies of the United States.
Therefore, the kinds of discussions which occur have
two functional aspects. In one aspect, each of us is
speaking for the record. I am careful to indicate what I
believe to be my government’s policy, as well as I know
that policy, as for the record. My Soviet discussion part-
ner in each case will do the same. Then, apart from such
statements of policy for the record, we are able to enter
into a more or less frank discussion of possible other,
additional policy options.”

LaRouche again addressed all of these issues in his
Dec. 31, 1982 speech to the International Caucus of
Labor Committees conference in New York City. Ref-
erencing his beam defense program, LaRouche ob-
served: “If we succeed, if President Reagan does this
thing, in the coming weeks, then we shall have admin-
istered to that ancient foe of our people and of the human
race—the Harrimans, et al., the Malthusians—not a
killer blow, but a very deadly defeat: a sharp reduction
of the Malthusian power internationally. We shall have
cleared the decks, weakened the enemies of humanity,
to the point that those who are not the enemies of hu-
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manity are given a greater latitude for making decisions
without having to submit to the Harrimans and that
crowd in the period ahead.

“It is in that sense, in that act, which, I believe—in
this great tragedy through which we are now living—
that choice, is the punctum saliens of our age. Either we
can grab it, or I know not what we can do.”

Soviets Reject SDI

In the early weeks of February 1983, back in Wash-
ington, Lyndon LaRouche again conferred with Mr.
Shershnev—this time in a suite at the Sheraton Carlton
Hotel. In that discussion, Shershnev delivered a three-
part message to LaRouche and, through LaRouche, to
the Reagan White House, straight from Moscow:

1. The Soviet government would reject SDI.

2. Soviet studies of LaRouche’s ballistic-missile-
defense (BMD) proposal had proven that they were
sound and viable. However, under conditions of “crash
development,” the Soviet economy would be incapable
of keeping pace with a revived U.S. economy. There-
fore, it was principally on economic grounds that
Moscow would reject the package.

3. Through other channels of discussion with the
highest levels of the Democratic Party, Moscow had
been informed that LaRouche’s BMD proposal would
never reach the desk of President Reagan, and that,
therefore, there was no danger of the Reagan Adminis-
tration ever actually adopting the plan. Under those cir-
cumstances, since Moscow found the back-channel
talks with LaRouche useful, they would be continued.

March 23, 1983 hit Moscow like a ton of bricks. Closer
to home, the combat had already begun in earnest.

In his autobiography, President Reagan gave a hint
of the battle: “March 22—Another day that shouldn’t
happen. On my desk was a draft of the speech on de-
fense to be delivered tomorrow night on TV. This was
one hassled over by NSC, State and Defense. Finally I
had a crack atit....

“March 23—The big thing today was the 8 p.m. TV
speech on all networks about national security. We’ve
been working on the speech for about 72 hours and right
down to the deadline. ... I did the bulk of the speech on
why our arms buildup was necessary and then finished
with a call to the science community to join me in re-
search starting now to develop defensive weapons that
would render nuclear missiles obsolete. I made no opti-
mistic forecasts—said it might take 20 years or more
but we had to do it. I felt good.”
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Years after that historic date, this author received a
firsthand account from one of the key figures at the Na-
tional Security Council of what actually happened on
March 23.

James Baker III, as the White House Chief of Staff,
was officially the last person assigned to review the
President’s speeches before the final version was passed
on to Reagan for approval. The SDI portion of the
speech had been written under the auspices of Judge
Clark by a White House speech writer, Aram Bakshian,
who had been in contact with EIR for some time, ini-
tially courtesy of Richard Morris. When Baker saw the
ballistic-missile-defense section of the speech, he per-
sonally “went ballistic.” He removed the entire final
section, eliminating any mention of the SDI.

Fortunately, Judge Clark was alerted to Baker’s per-
fidy, and in a total violation of protocol, bypassed Baker,
slipped into President Reagan’s office and alerted him
that the portion of the speech had been deleted. Reagan
reinserted the SDI announcement. James Baker didn’t
find out about this until about 8:20 that night, when the
President read those fateful words to the American
people.

Ironically, from Wiesbaden, West Germany, La-
Rouche had such a pulse-beat sense of the fight sur-
rounding his strategic defense policy that, even after
being informed of the late afternoon White House back-
ground briefing in which the SDI announcement was
prominently featured, he warned us back in New York
to watch the 8 o’clock telecast to be sure that nothing
had been done at the last moment to sabotage the Pres-
ident’s public announcement.

I can assure you that there are leading figures from
the Reagan Administration, who stood with us in the
SDI fight, who will probably never forgive James Baker
for what he tried to do that day.

In one of those fortunate quirks of scheduling, EIR
and the Fusion Energy Foundation had arranged a con-
ference on the strategic defense plan for mid-April in
Washington, D.C. at the Vista Hotel. The event had
been scheduled prior to the President’s March 23
speech. It was a standing-room-only crowd of 500 or
600 people. Mr. Shershnev sat in the front row. After-
wards, in a meeting with EIR’s Washington bureau
chief, Shershnev conceded that his and Moscow’s hard-
line attitude toward LaRouche’s strategic defense pro-
posals had been a mistake. He added that with the Pres-
ident’s March 23 announcement, the situation was now
too big for him to handle. He reported that he had rec-
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ommended a face-to-face meeting between LaRouche
and Georgi Arbatov, the head of the U.S.A.-Canada In-
stitute. This recommendation was at that very moment
being reviewed at the highest levels back in Moscow.

Moscow Closes Back Channel

Two weeks later, the back channel was abruptly shut
down on orders from Moscow. Shershnev was shortly
thereafter summoned back home.

Even after the Soviet government’s rejection of the
SDI policy, LaRouche never abandoned the idea that
this was the last, best hope for mankind. On Sept. 2,
1983—the day after the KAL 007 downing [the Korean
airliner downed by the Soviet Union]—LaRouche
wrote to Georgi Arbatov:

“There is no possible route to war-avoidance,” La-
Rouche said, “except the general strategic doctrine |
have proposed.... Since we must either end up agree-
ing to what the President has offered on March 23,
1983, or destroy one another, the only worthwhile dis-
cussion is a discussion of means to reach such war-
avoidance agreement. ...

“I am not in the least insensitive to the deep implica-
tions of the leading point I propose to discuss. I know
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there are aspects of this matter which are most painful
by their nature to the Russian world-outlook, the issue
of the 1439 Council of Florence, the issue of Plato
versus Aristotle. Yet, experience shows that, unless
Soviet thinkers in responsible positions can fight
through precisely these issues with me, avoidance of
war may be impossible, since the philosophical basis
for conducting such negotiations may be impossible.
How much psychological discomfort of this sort would
your associates be willing to endure for so unimportant
a matter as perhaps saving the Soviet Union from ther-
monuclear holocaust?”

These blunt but hopeful words, so typical of the
vision that LaRouche brought into all of his dealings
with Moscow, spoke of axiomatics that are as valid
today as they were a decade ago.

Now more than ever, the world needs Lyndon La-
Rouche—in the flesh and blood,! free to shake things
up and pull together the kind of international combina-
tion of people of good will that passed the world—albeit
imperfectly—through the punctum saliens of 1983.

1. LaRouche was in Federal prison at the time, serving a sentence on
trumped-up charges. He was released on parole in January 1994.
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“The greatest project that mankind has ever under-
taken on this planet, as an economic project, now
stands before us, as the opportunity which can be set
into motion by the United States now launching the
NAWAPA project, with the preliminary step of reor-
ganizing the banking system through Glass-Steagall,
and then moving on from there.”

“Put Glass-Steagall through now, and I know how to
deliver a victory to you.”
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