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he year a.p. 2000 is less than two U.S. Presidential
terms away, about the same distance as from
the 1981 inauguration of Ronald Reagan to the
sudden, 1989 collapse of the Soviet military alliance.
Today, on the hind side of the Soviet collapse, the pace
of global change is more rapid than during the Reagan

years; the crisis is deepening, the pace is accelerating.

If present trends are considered, we must ask whether the 1989-1991
collapse of the Soviet system might not be echoed by a late 1990's
collapse of our United States?

The blow which struck Moscow during 1989-1991, is not the kind
of blow which can be successfully avoided at the last moment. That
Moscow collapse was already building up as early as the 1983-1985
interval, as this writer then reported repeatedly to the U.S. govern-
ment officials and others with whom he was collaborating closely at
that time.' The last opportunity to prevent a catastrophe of the sort
which brought down Mikhail Gorbachov’s regime is lost perhaps a
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decade or so before the decisive crisis breaks into the
open. So, the 1904 establishment of the Franco-British
Entente Cordiale made inevitable the 1914 outbreak of
World War [}

That is the approximate situation of our United States
today. Either we reverse, now, those presently accepted
habits of policy-shaping which public opinion has
adopted during the recent quarter-century, or, during
the ten-year period ahead, the U.S.A. as we know it
will proceed to disintegrate in a way which parallels the
1989-1991 collapse of the Soviet system.

Such a death of our republic is no longer some mere
possibility; if currently accepted policy-shaping trends
are not reversed radically, sucha catastrophc is probable.

“economic rccovery, and corrclatcd tendencies toward
political stability, could dominate our planet’s affairs by
near the close of this century. Putting those alternatives
into a common focus: The danger 1s, that at this present
moment of writing, the adoption of such needed, radical
changes in policy do not appear likely.

The tradewinds of policy-shaping have been blowing
in the wrong direction too long. They are blowing
stronger than at any time since the eve of the last great
war in Europe. Could such stubborn trends be changed
so late in the voyage? That is the reason to fear; that
is the source of our danger.

What are the means for bringing about such an early
and rapid reversal of decades-old trends in public opin-
ion? That question, posed in these terms, should point
us to a subject-matter best described as the science of
history. Pagan Rome rotted into moral self-extinction
when the fans of the sports arena became the political
parties of government, just as the sterile fanaticism of
televised mass-spectator sports rots out the political mo-
rality of U.S. public opinion today. Such specific, cultur-
ally determining factors are among the leading topics
of today’s urgently needed, applied science of history.

Unfortunately, the study of a recognizable subject
called “history,” is virtually outlawed by the “politically
correct” classroom of today. Yet, even had history not
been expelled so, the history textbooks supplied during
the 1920’s through the 1960’s were tendentiously mis-
leading concoctions, typified by Charles Beard, Arnold
Toynbee, or Carroll Quigley’s Tragedy and Hope.’ From
such sources, or such lower extremes as Francis Fukuya-
ma’s banal exercise in Lockean utopianism, his End of
History," very little of use is to be learned for dealing
with today’s real history. The onrushing catastrophe of
the 1990's requires that we define quickly, and accurately
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the most essential principles of a useable alternative, an
applicable science of history.

What Is History?

In those carlier decades, the 1960’s and ecarlier, when
the business of respectable schools and universities still
was education, the subject of Aistory was introduced by
calling the students’ attention to the point, that we must
understand the distinction between a mere chronicle of
events and the taught subject which we named “history.”
In those past decades, in European civilization's Classical
educational programs, we would be readily understood
if we had said that the practicing of writing Aéstory, as
distinct from mere story-telling, or chronicles, begins
with the application of the conceptions of composition
of Classical Greek tragedy to the study of causes for
induced survival or collapse of entire governments,
states, or even entire cultures.

In such professionals’ circles of earlier times, it would
have been regarded as admissible to draw up a short
list of selected great tragedians, such as the following
one: Aeschylus,” Marlowe,” Cervantes, Shakcspcarc," "
and Friedrich Schiller.” None of them would contest
the outstanding relevance of Schiller for such a list. First,
as to tragedy itself, Schiller was the only composer to
render intelligible thc prmc1ples employed by all great
Classical tragedians.” Second, in his capamty as Jena
University Professor of Universal History," and other-
wise, he was the first to render intelligible the unique
connection between the methods of historiography and
of composition of Classical tragedy.” In the present loca-
tion, Schiller’s notion of universal history is adopted
implicitly.

Otherwise, the additional features of a science of his-
tory presented explicitly, and applied here, are chiefly
the outgrowth of original discoveries which this author -
effected first over the period 1948-1952. Those discover-
ies, directly and centrally reflected in the author’s contri-
butions to economic science,” are also the same principles
featured in several recently published papers." The term
“science” is employed here, in part because it is appro-
priate to stress the need for the quality of methodological
rigor which that term connotes. The term is employed
also to stress the author’s relevant great debt to the most
underappreciated scientific genius of the late nineteenth
century, Georg Cantor, and to the most revolutionary
discovery for physics and philosophy in general, Cantor’s
1897 Beitrdge zur Begriinden der transfiniten Mengenie-
hre.” The historical process leading up to Cantor’s dis-
covery of his Aleph-principle for physics' serves here, in
a fresh way, as a conceptual yardstick for historiography
in general.



The SDI:
An Example
Of History

uring the evening of March 23, 1983, [J.S, Presi-

dent Ronald Reagan delivered a nationally tele-

vised address which changed radically the
course of history. This crucial event happencd during
" the concluding five minutes of that short address; these
concluding few, world-shaking minutes were devoted
to announcing a Strategic Defense Initiative—otherwise
referred to as “the SDI.”' As a predicted consequence
of Moscow’s refusal to accept President Reagan’s offer
of cooperation around SDI, a six-year process of chain
reaction, of economic disintegration was set into motion
within the Warsaw Pact system. Chiefly as a direct result
of Moscow's refusal to accept the SDI offer, beginning
October-November 1989, the Berlin Wall crumbled into
the past, and the Soviet system itself soon collapsed,
during the summer of 1991.

This most memorable page from current history
serves us now as the principal case-study of those princi-
ples underlying the proper treatment of history as a
science. To that purpose, the relevant features and impli-
cations of the SDI are summarized now, before continu-
ing with the main body of this paper.

The SDI In Brief

This writer played a key initiating role in these historic
developments, For more than twelve months, from Feb-
ruary 1982 into February 1983, this writer conducted
exploratory discussions on behalf of U.S. government
agencies with Soviet representatives, on the subject of
what President Reagan was later to announce as the
SDI on March 23. When Soviet General Secretary Yuri
Andropov violently, publicly rejected the SDI offer, on
the following day, March 24, it was this writer who was
then and thereafter repeatedly blamed for the SDI in
the pages of the leading Soviet press.

During the period August through October 1986,
leading Soviet periodicals demanded that the U.S. gov-
ernment commit itself to imprisoning this writer, as

a show of good faith for Reagan-Gorbachov “summit
discussions.” Following those Soviet demands for this
writer’s imprisonment, the U.S. government staged its
October 6, 1986, 400-man-plus armed raid, against pub-
lishing organizations and persons associated with the
present writer, just days before Reagan and Gorbachov
were meeting for the Reykjavik “summit” of October
10, 1986.

At the end of that “summit,” Secretary of State George
Shultz announced to the assembled, astonished interna-
tional press corps, that the negotiation had broken down
over President Reagan’s refusal to abandon the SDL

The collapse of the Soviet system, the cutcome of
Moscow's refusal to accept the SDI offer, came as no
surprise to those whio were at least somewhat famihiar
with this writer’s role in shaping the initiation of the
SDI policy. During an early 1983 meeting, more than
a month prior to the March 23 official announcement,
this writer outlined to his Soviet opposite number the
reason why acceptance of the SDI was the only alterna-
tive to an approximately 1988, chain-reaction collapse
of the Warsaw Pact system. “About five years” was the
estimate offered then. “Approximately 1988” was the
date used later, in preparing EIR's July 1985 Giobal
Showdown report.”

Today, those persons who mouth the oxymoronic
“Srar Wars” (instead of SDI), or who, like “High Fron-
tier” ideologue, Lt.-Gen. (ret) Daniel Graham, insist
upon strategically ineffective methods of “kinetic energy
weapons,” instead of “new physical principles,” lack any
basis for comprehension of how or why Soviet rejectien
of the SDI offer led to the economic collapse of the
Warsaw Pact system.’ Chiefly unreported by the leading
U.S. news media, the proposal which this writer deliv-
ered to the Soviets, during the February 1982 through
February 1983 interval, had three interdependent compo-
nents. This package was what was offered by President
Reagan. It is the package as a whole which is key to
the 1989 collapse of the Warsaw Pact system.
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