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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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The three elements of the package were:

1. Global, anti-ballistic missile defensive weapons-sys-
tems based upon what the relevant diplomatic lexicon
classes as “new physical principles.” This conception
the Moscow channel accepted as valid.

2. That the economic spill-over effects of “new physical
principles” technologies, from the military R&D sec-
tor, into the civilian economy, would foster increases
in physical productivities of labor which would more
than offset the costs of such a strategic defense system.
To this conception, the Soviet channel also agreed.

3. That the nations should share these technologies for
the benefit of all. This third feature of that 1983
policy-package is key to the 1983 Soviet refusal of
the SDI, and is also key to understanding the 1989
chain-reaction collapse of the Warsaw Pact system.

The following element of the February 1983 inter-
change between this writer and Moscow’s representative
focusses attention on the nub of the matter.

In February 1983, the Soviet objection to the third,
technology-sharing feature of what was soon to become
the annocunced SDI policy-package, was the perception
by Moscow that the Soviets could not match the U.S.A.
in a “technology-driver crash economic program.” They
insisted that, on their own, “we will beat you” (the
U.S.A)) “in developing and deploying an anti-ballistic
missile strategic defense system.”

Moscow was not delivering an empty boast. As re-
cently published studies of Warsaw Pact posture during
pre-November 1989 East Germany show, up to the pro-
verbial last minute, before the Berlin Wall was breached
by the anti-communist freedom movement, the Soviet
forces were committed to the ready capability for a
full-scale Blitzérieg launched against NATO without
warning.

As [ pointed out in my exploratory back-channel
discussions, the Warsaw Pact economies, especially the
superlooted economy of East Germany, were not pre-
pared to take the strain of as much as approximately
five years of a Soviet military build-up of the type implied
by the back-channel message I received from Moscow
in February of 1983. Soviet chiefs Andropov and later
Gorbachov drove the already creaking economic ma-
chinery of the Warsaw Pact to the breaking-point, as |
had forewarned in February 1983,

So, from this wniter’s view, and from the standpoint
of the Reagan administration, the SDI proposal could
not lose, either way. If Moscow had accepted President
Reagan’s SDI proposal, the danger of strategic military
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confrontation was brought under control in one way.
If Moscow refused the offer, the Warsaw Pact would
disintegrate in about five years, plus or minus.

In this way, President Reagan’s promulgation of the
SDI changed the course of history. This success occurred
despite the fact, that the combined political opposition
within the U.S.A. and from Moscow prevented the SDI
from actually being implemented. At the point of read-
ing the close of this present paper, it should be compre-
hensible to the reader, why, as a matter of principle, the
SDI idea iteelf set into motion the historical processes
leading, over about six years, to the crumbling of the
Bolshevik institutions.

There were two central elements in the process of
setting the SDI proposal into motion.

The three-fold strategic-economic conception was
originally this writer’s work. However, it was President
Reagan’s adoption and persevering promulgation of that
policy, under the name of “SDI,” which assured the
result occurring about six years later, If it were a matter
of awarding credit, many persons shared in making
valuable, even indispensable contributions to this writer’s
part in that matter. Many close to President Reagan
and his administration were crucial in effecting and
supporting the President’s adoption of the policy. How-
ever, all of these other contributing efforts would have
fallen short and failed, but for the respective, unique,
personal roles of both this writer, on the one side, and
of President Reagan, on the other.

The point being illustrated by this exceptional kind
of example, is the crucial role contributed by individual
ideas and by individual personalities in the shaping of
history. That is the central topic in a scrence of history.

Then, the Wrong Turn

To complete this summary description of the SDI as
our illustrative case, brief highlights of the post-1989
developments must be included.

When the “Wall” began to come down, during the
last weeks of October and of November in 1989, and
into early 1990, the world was given the first genuine
opportunity for building a durable, global peace among
major powers, since the onset of World War 1. Tragi-
cally, Britain’s Prime Minister Margaret Thatcher and
President George Bush ruined the twentieth century’s
greatest historic chance for peace.

Mors. Thatcher’s government made her guilty motives
very obvious. As her slandering mouthpieces, Conor
Cruise O'Brien and Nicholas Ridley spoke for her gov-
ernment, her motives were crude “geopolitics,” straight
from the dogma of Halford Mackinder®: the argument



of O'Brien, Ridley, ez al.,, was that the pending reunifica-
tion of Germany made the threat of a “Fourth Reich” the
principal enemy of Anglo-American and Sovict common
strategic interests.

As always, since the 1850, the greatest fear of Brit-
ain’s imperial factions has been the establishment of close
economic cooperation among France, Germany, and
Russia; Britain’s geopoliticians have especially feared
cooperation along the lines sought by Russia’s great turn-
of-the-century statesman Count Sergei Witte." Out of
fear of Witte’s diplomacy and his economic policies,
British late nineteenth century and early twentieth cen-
tury imperialism pitted czarist Russia against Germany
over pan-Slavic issues, and pitted France against Ger-
many through such influential French revanchistes as
Théophile Delcassé.” Similarly, for the same reason, the
Harriman-centered Anglo-American financier interests
in London and New York put Adolf Hitler into power
in Germany, not only to overthrow the Weimar Repub-
lic’s von Schleicher government, but 1o prepare for a
continentally ruinous furure war between Germany and
Russia.’

The Thatcherites’ imagined “geopolitical” danger to
Anglo-American strategic interests, was the natural ten-
dency of a post-1988, de-bolshevized Russia to orient to
the German economy as a leading source of investment,
trade-goods, credit, and industrial technology for rapid
reorganization of the shaky economy of Russia.

As this writer emphasized in his December 1989 “Pro-
ductive Triangle” proposal, the approximate spherical
triangle, the area of Europe bounded from Paris to
Munich to Vienna, from Vienna to Prague to Berlin,
and from Berlin to Paris by way of Lille, is the historically
determined greatest concentration of physical-economic
potential on this planet. This “Productive Triangle” is
the fruit of the combination of certain natural advantages
plus a secular trend in infrastructural and related eco-
nomic development since the relevant initiatives of Char-
lemagne.” This stimulation of this “Triangle’s” physical-
economic potentials, combined with the development of
logistical “galactic spiral arms” outward to the West, 1o
the North, into Scandinavia, Spain, Italy, the Balkans,
along the Danube, eastward to St. Petersburg, Moscow,
Kiev and beyond, to Vladivostok and Japan, would
prompt the most efficient, optimal rates of increase of
the {physical) productive powers of labor, per-capita and
per-hectare, throughout Eurasia, and beyond into other
continents,

Had the leading continental European nations
adopted this writer’s “Productive Triangle” doctrine as
late as Spring 1990, or even allowed this doctrine on the
table for public policy-shaping discussion, the strategic

catastrophe launched by Mrs. Thatcher might have been
avoided. The successive assassination attacks upon
Deutschebank's Herrhausen, upon Detlev Rohwedder,
and others, show the temper of those Western intelli-
gence services dedicated to stopping the so-called
“Fourth Reich.” Instead of economic cooperation for
physical-economic development of the East, to seize the
opportunity created by “the collapse of the Wall,” the
forces around Thatcher and President George Bush
launched the deliberately ruinous, carpet-baggers’ poli-
cies of Harvard University Professor Jeffrey Sachs’s
wild-eyed “shock therapy,” and savage [.M.F. “condi-
tionalities.” The economic and social effects upon the
former Warsaw Pact nations were predictable, murder-
ous, and, at the highest levels of authorship, intentionally
ruinous."’

This was not all. Thatcher’s London and Gorbachov's
Moscow joined forces with such veteran Kissinger associ-
ates as President Bush's Lawrence Eagleburger and
Brent Scoweroft, to unledsh the Nazi-Communist Slobo-
dan Milosevic's genocidal Chetniks upon the more
peaceful ethnic strata of a disintegrating former Yugosla-
via. This was a new, London-orchestrated Balkan war
in the making, the old imperial geopolitical game of
attacking the Balkan “soft underbelly” of Central Eu-
rope, and use of a Balkan war to lure Moscow into a
pan-Slavic military adventure against Central Europe.

For this, Thatcher and Bush have earned a page of
infamy in the history of the twentieth century, among
the most malevolent as well as incompetent strategic
bunglers of the twentieth century. Through their post-
1989 economic and military policies, the greatest oppor-
tunity of this century has been turned into a forced
revival of an emerging thermonuclear adversary-rela-
tionship between East and West.

Mrs, Thatcher and President Bush evidently overlook
the fact that Russia, however humbled by its 19831991
experiences, is a Russia which views itself as a nation
which has never been conquercd since that nation
emerged from under the yoke imposed by the Mongol
conquests. Eastern European states which had accus-
tomed themselves to a repeated past military occupation
react differently than a Russia whose prideful culture
admits no ability to tolerate enslavement.

Today, in looking back upon these dozen years in
hindsight, we see clearly a pattern of change over the
period, begun by President Reagan's first announcement
of the SDI, a period which ends with the rapid, late
1989, early 1990 disintegration of the Warsaw Pact. The
state of world affairs out of which this SDI announce-
ment brought us, had been an increasingly hazardous
thermonuclear standoff between Moscow and the An-
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glo-American alliance. The New Dark Age, toward
which Thatcher and Bush now have impelled the entire
planet, since October 1989, is the prospect of an early
new thermonuclear standoff, between a new Great Rus-
sia which i1s a weaker thermonuclear superpower than
the old Soviet system but which confronts a collapsing
Anglo-American world power in the West. The pros-
pect, in such a case, is a planet dominated by all possible
varieties of what is called “irregular war,” of which the
Chetnik war crimes against civilians in today's Balkans
is but one variety. The awful prospectis a planet engulfed
by many spreading outbreaks of irregular warfare, a

rigorous definition of the term “history” begins

with the fact, that the continued existence of

our human species is governed by a principle
which does not exist in any other species of life. Relative
to its environment, every other form has a limited, appar-
ently genetically predetermined range of capability for
acting to increase, or even merely maintain the present
potential population-density of its own population.” This
inferior species’ potential population-density may be sig-
nificantly increased or decreased, but not through its
own willful choices of alterations within its characteristic
species-behavior. The human species, alone, is capable
of willful alteration of that characteristic behavior which
we recognize as “culture,” an alteration to the success-
fully intended effect of producing a relatively superior
culture, this to the intended effect of successive, sustain-
able increases in mankind’s potential population-density.

This increase in mankind’s potential population-den-
sity requires changes in behavior which satisfy certain
general constraints. These constraints are typified as
follows.

The physical standard of living, and healthful quality
of increased life-expectancy, must be increased, for both
a typical person and for the child-rearing houschold.
The power consumed, per capita and per square kilome-
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world-map in which the combined holocausts of war,
famine, epidemic, and pestilence spread like many,
growing forest fires, all threatening to converge into
what becomes, in effect, a single fire covering the entire
map, or at least, most of it.

This threat is the case for a needed fresh application
of a science of history, to repeat the kind of intervention,
to change the course of the flow of current history, as
the 1983 promulgation of the SDI did before this time,

We shall return to the other relevant implications
of this illustration, after presenting the principles upon
which a practical science of history depends.

What is ‘History’?

ter, must be increased. The capital-intensity (ratic of
production of producers’ goods to houscholds' goods)
must increase. This process centers upon, but is not
narrowly confined to increase of the physical productive
powers of labor.” Thus, the role of scientific and techno-
logical progress is central, both explicitly and also para-
digmatically, to enabling any nation, culture, and the
entirc human species to continue to survive. On the
condition, that we regard the term “scientific progress,”
from the methodological standpoint common to Plato,
Nicolaus of Cusa,’ Leonardo da Vinci, and Gottfried
Leibniz (not the contrary, mechanistic formalism of the
Eleatics and Sophists,’ Aristotle, Francesco Zorzi, Fran-
cis Bacon, Locke, Hume, et al.), scientific progress is
practically at the center of the physical-economic precon-
ditions for continued human existence: for the “durable
survival” of mankind as a whole.®

Thus, mankind is the only living species whose exis-
tence is characterized, in each and all of its successive
generations, by a necessary, willful preoccupation with
the possibility of causing an improved quality of existence
for future generations. Indeed, persons and cultures
which lack such domination by that characteristic moti-
vation for progress, are to be termed, in the strictest use
of the terms, “degenerate specimens” of our species. This



characteristically necessary preoccupation is expressed
as the willful aspect underlying those acts, whether of
cornmission, or omission, which one generation bestows,
as cause, in generating the effects experienced thus by
its successor generations. That wiilful, subjective, causal
feature of mankind’s predetermination of each culture’s
success or collapse, is the central, characteristic feature
of the subject termed history.

So it is, as if by definition, that history exists as a
subject of consciousness only for mankind, for individual
persons—and for God. The animals, the inanimate pro-
cesses, have no history for us, except as they appear to
our consciousness as the subjects of mankind’s history.

So, in turn, history is, essentially, the history of the
generation of those special kinds (i.e., types) of ideas
which efficiently govern persistence and changes in the
qualities of a society’s species-reproductive and produc-
tive practice in general.” Although the domain of such
a special quality of ideas is not limited explicitly to the
realm named “physical economy,” the history of crucial
ideas of modern European science, if this is taken as an
integral historical unity, is an elegantly appropriate place
from which to launch a study of history in general.

The most crucial definitions to be supplied at this
juncture are best presented against a background of
theology.

Let us summarize the case for this employment of
rational theology’ in connection with the science of his-
tory, by aid of reference to Gottfried Leibniz’s stunning
discovery of the characteristic points of affinity between
Christianity and the Confucius tradition within the lan-
guage-culture of China,”® A reference to that here in-
cludes the consideration, that literate Indo-European
language-culture reaches back beyond 6,000 years,” and,
that an inferred case to similar effect can be constructed
for the language-culture of China. Consequently, the
principles arising from Leibniz's comparison of these
two cultures takes into account the vastly overwhelming
majority of all persons who have ever lived.

Principally, two historically relevant sets of considera-
tions bear upon this comparison. Firss, those cultures
are each remarkable for their strength and durability.
Among Indo-European strains, Christian civilization
has been qualitative superior to all other forms of culture,
as the most recent 550 years demonstrate this vividly.
Yet, whenever China has been dominated by the anzi-
Legalist” tradition of Confucius and Mencius, impressive
achievements have been realized. Second, like all known
important cultures to date, those of Europe and China
have been defined historically by a characteristic internal,
epistemological conflict between good and evil. In the
case of Europe, this is typified both, earlier, by the conflict

between Plato and his opponents, and, later, to date,
by the battle between Christianity and what is called
gnosticism.

Parallel issues of good versus evil, pit the Confucian
tradition against both Taoism and Legalism.”

On this account, turn to the exemplary lessons to be
learned from the most important positive development
in modern European history, the [taly-centered, fif-
teenth-century Golden Renaissance.

The Golden Renaissance: Imago Dei

From the customary standpoint of the physical scientist,
the crucial demonstration of the surpassing power em-
bodied within Christian culture, relative to all phenom-
ena which might be compared with this one, is illustrated
most vividly by a study of the general curve of population
over the recent several thousands years. (sex Figure 1)™
The outstanding relevant feature of that curve, for a
science of history, is the skyrocketing acceleration which
began approximately 550 years ago, at about the time
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of the 1439-1440 Council of Florence.”

The obvious objection which ought to be raised here
is this. Since the Council of Florence occurred more
than 1,400 years after Christ's murder by the Roman
[mperial regime of Tiberius, how can it be argued, that
the birth of modern science, in the Golden Renaissance,
is typical of Christian culture? That is a useful objection,
since it obliges us to bring two interrelated kinds of
empirical evidence to bear upon this crucial point.

First, empirically there are numerous, major facets
of history which demonstrate a series of kindred kinds
of accomplishment of Christian culture over the many
centuries preceding the Council of Florence.

For example, when Roman civilization collapsed trag-
ically of self-imposed moral decay, first in the West, and
later in the East, it was Christianity as typified by the
influence of Augustinus of Hippo which enabled West-
ern European culture to outlive the collapse of a Roman
culture itself morally unfit to continue to survive, That
was an earlier accomplishment and a significant one
comparable to the Council of Florence in its own terms.
Also, the great upsurge in culture and economy initiated
by the circles of Nicolaus of Cusa, at about the time of
the Council of Florence, had several precursors, notably
including that which occurred under the leadership of
Charlemagne,

Second, and conclusive, is the fact that the internal
dynamic of the Golden Renaissance is, in every crucial
way, a direct outgrowth of a specifically Christian princi-
ple, as the founding of modern science then, chiefly by
the work of Nicolaus of Cusa," exemplifies this.

The crucial fact referenced is the Christian principle
of the “divine spark of reason” inhering in each, thus
sacred, thus sovereign individual person.

This case, so summarized, offers the most direct route
to uncovering a true science of history. The account
begins with the time of Christ and his disciples; it begins
with a crucial reference to Philo, called “Judaeus,” of
Alexandria. The idea of imago Dei came to the Jewish
people of that time as the central principle of Mosaic
Judaism, as Philo’s work defines such a Mosaic heritage
freed of the syncretic corruptions of the Babylonian cap-
tivities. For the Jewish followers of Christ at that time,
this signified essentially the following two points.”

First, that man is typically' apart from, and superior
to all forms of animal life, by virtue of that quality which
defines the individual person as in the image of the
Creator. This is not a likeness in bodily form, but rather
in the fact that man is able to create in a way which is
fully coherent with the lawfulness shown by the Cre-
ator’s ordering of a universal process of Creation. This
quality is called “creative reason,” and defines the “divine
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spark” within the person as a potential for developing
the power for development of creative reasoning. Thus,
for the Christian, Jesus Chnst is God manifest in the
bodily image of man, ministering so to man in the image
of God, so that the latter might find thus the pathway
of natural atonement with God the Creator."” Christian-
ity has this specific root uniquely in the Mosaic form of
Judaism, as Philo correctly identifies that root.

Second, the claboration of creative reason could not
go further than this without resorting to the method of
Plato, as opposed to the methods of Aristotle, of the
Eleatics, and of the Sl:)phists.zlJ This inevitable connection
of Christianity to the method of Plato is early exemplified
by the Gospel of John and the Epistles of Paul. Yet,
Christianity is not “Platonism,” but rather the work of
Plato given that which it lacked, the Christian notion
of imago Dei.™

The world of the Christian disciples was the Hellenis-
tic world. This was the world of a single, Mediterranean-
centered empire. This was an empire fused out of com-
bining the protégés of the Latin cult of Delphi at Rome
with the Syrian and Egyptian heirs of Alexander the
Great's assassins. This is the empire which Octavian
(later Caesar Augustus) had welded together, by compact
with the Cult of Mithra rendered on the Isle of Capri.”
The lingua franca of the eastern Mediterranean was
Greek, and that of the western the Italian of the majority
of the pre-Empire Roman legionnaires.

The literate aspect of the culture and language of
Philo and the Apostles was predominantly thus Greek.
The affinities of the Christian concepts of imago Dei and
of the method of Plato, were so situated, contiguously in
that time and place.

More fundamental than that contiguity is the fact,
that without the method typified by Plato’s paradoxical
Parmenides dialogue, it is not possible to construct an
intelligible representation of creatsve reason, as creative
reason is apart from the inferior #ype (species)” of merely
logical formalism. The method of Plato is therefore
indispensable for intelligible representation of both Cre-
ator and of that creative reason which defines man as
imago viva Dei.” This inseparable connection between
Christianity and Plato’s method may be termed Christian
Platonism, and the usage of that term may be restricted
to that specific meaning, as is done throughout this paper.
It is the adoption, and application of such a view of
Christian Platonism which characterizes the active prin-
ciple of the Golden Renaissance, and which is key to
the “skyrocketing” turn in the global population-curve
circa a.n. 1440.

All of this writer's work, since his relevant crucial
scientific discovery of the 1948-1952 interval,” has been



premised upon this methodological standpoint, but sev-
eral relatively recent locations are of most immediate
relevance for crucial features of this present report. These
include the 1989 In Defense of Commeon Sense, % and the
1991 Science of Christian Economy, in which latter the
first was an included section.” This list includes also,
most emphatically, three pieces published in issues of
Fidelio magazine: "On the Subject of Metaphor,™” “Mo-
zart’s 1792-1796 Revolution in Music,”” and, "On the
Subject of God.""

Before returning to the theme of the Golden Renais-
sancc's specific impact, we turn now to the argument
presented in the “Metaphor” paper; we use Nicolaus of
Cusa’s revolutionary treatment of the impossibility of
actually squaring the circle, to show as vividly and yet
as simply as possible the active principle of history un-
derlining the Golden Renaissance’s upward inflection of
the population-curve. We reference thus, most emphati-
cally, Nicolaus of Cusa’s 1440 De Docta Ignorantia, and
De Circali Quadratura, among other directly relevant
writings.”

71 Three Known
) Levels of Mathematics

Today, we know of (can construct) three distinct levels
(species)” of mathematical physics. The first, and lowest,
is the system of algebraic functions, such as those em-
ployed by René Descartes and Isaac Newton. The next
higher level, implicitly discovered by Nicolaus of Cusa,
but actually developed by the collaborators Christiaan
Huygens and Gottfried Leibniz with aid of the Ber-
noullis,” is non-algebraic, or transcendental cepresenta-
tions of function. The highest known, the third, is the
specific domain of topology defined by Georg Cantor’s
discovery of the Aleph-domain.” The development of the
non-algebraic functions, and implicitly the Aleph-domain,
as well, begins with Cusa’s revolutionary treatment of
the quadrature of the circle. This case is paradigmatic
for understanding the powerful genius of Christianity
expressed as the fifteenth-century Golden Renaissance,

This #lustration goes as follows:

By no later than the lifetime of Archimedes, it was
well established, that useful estimates of the ratios of
the circle to its diameter were made by simultaneously
inscribing and circumscribing regular polygons of an
equal, ever-increasing number of sides. Let the number
of sides of both such a pair of polygons be some number
designated by 2. At n =16, 2 very good estimate is
obtained; continuing the process, to » = 128, gives us a

value of 7 of “supergalactic” precision.” Yet, Cusa
stressed, that the sides of the 2° polygon could never
come into coincidence with the circular perimeter. In
other words, at 2'"", for example, there would still exist
a calculable discrepancy between the two perimeters’
magnitudes, that of the polygon, and that of the circle.

The development of all modern mathematical physics
function-theory is derived “hereditarily” via Leibniz, the
Bernoullis, e al., from this proof. Cantor discovered a
related proof, that even the modern function-theory can-
not reach the limits of failed efforts to construct the
solution for the problems explicitly posed by squaring
the circle.

If we recognize that, (a) the polygons can never reach
the circular perimeter asymptotically, but that, (b) the
circular form bounds externally the polygonal construc-
tions, we must recognize that we have proven, thus,
that the axioms of so-called Euclidean geometry are
inadequate for defining the lawful relations among geo-
metric constructions in general. Thus, we discard axiom-
atic assumptions respecting the existence of a “point” or
“straight line.” We take, instead, the isoperimetric notion
of “circular action™ as the principal axiom of a new
species of non-Euclidean geometry. Now, we develop
theerems within the non-Euclidean geometry which de-
fine the constructibility of those phenomena we associate
with notions of a “point” or “straight line.” The first case,
the formal Euclidean geometry, defines the algebraic
domain; the second, the non-Euclidean geometry indi-
cated, defines implicitly the non-algebraic, or transcenden-
tal function-theory of Leibniz and the Bernoullis,
Gauss,™ Riemann,” et al. This latter reaches then a
limiting condition, at which a third mathematics ap-
pears.

In this second case, circalar action acting upon circular
action, is the ordering principle underlying all con-
structible theorems of such a mathematics. The most
primitive expression of this, as stressed already by Cusa,
is small circular action (microcosm) interacting with very,
very large circular action {macrocosm).” This is our defi-
nition of a eycloid.™ Increase of circular action uniformiy
(“self-similarly”) is a conic function’s generation. Interac-
tion of conic functions with cycloid action, generates a
new tier of theorems, and so on, through the hyperconics.

As Leibniz was completing his unique discovery of
a true calculus,” he anticipated the inevitable superses-
ston of transcendental functions by some new mathemat-
ics based upon still highcr considerations. This notion
he named analysis situs. ' Later, in the same vein, Leibniz
added his discovery of what he termed a “monadology.™
These latter two discoveries come together again in
Georg Cantor’s discovery of the Aleph-domain, the super-
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session of the transcendental by the transfinite.

At this instant, let us add a further historical fact to
the pot we are stirring. Forty-five years after Leibniz’s
death, his Monadology" was attacked savagely by a man
who was otherwise most indebted to Leibniz for nearly
everything, Leonhard Euler.” Euler insisted that simple
divisibility—as of angles, for example—was absolutely
infinite on principle, and that therefore Leibniz’s concept
of 2 monadology was an absurdity.” (Georg Cantor
was later to expose the absurdity of Euler’s argument,
apparently from a formal mathematical standpoint.)

Now, we identify the relevant kernel of these com-
bined issues. We begin with analysis situs.

In ordinary functions, whether simply arithmetic, al-
gebraic, or transcendental, we work under the assump-
tion that ordering is given in terms of constantly greater,
or constantly lesser magnitude.” In such cases, the situa-
tien which dominates the appearance of any magnitude
is that it is greater or lesser than the relevant magnitude
associated with the preceding event. So a set of various,
subsumed types of topologies is defined.

What, then, of cases in which such ideas of magnitude
are irrclevant to the ordering of the function, or even
non-existent? Such a case appears to us in a well-defined
way, in Cantor's preliminary elaboration of the principles
of an Aleph-domain.”

Essentially, to limit ourseives here to the immediately
relevant issues, Cantor employed a most ingenious con-
struction,” to portray the condition of a secningly con-
tinuous mathematical function in the smallest possible
interval between two numbers of that function. He
opened a window into an entire new number universe.
However, these new numbers, the Alephs, do not corre-
spond to the analysis situs of an ordinary mathematical
theory of functions.”

Turn back to the case of Cusa’s treatment of the
attempted quadrature of the circle; locate Cantor’s Alephs
there.” If the process of increasing the number of sides
of the polygon, without limit, never coincides (*becomes
congruent”) with a circular perimeter which lies between
all circumscribable and all inscribable polygons, how
“thick” is the circular perimeter which separates the
external polygons absolutely from the internal ones?
What is the thickness of that which separates concavity
from convexity, negative from positive circular curva-
ture?” Euler’s false argument says “zero thickness”; but,
since this perimeter scparates the external from the internal
polygons absolusely, Euler's argument is plainly false.”

Let us reject “zero,” but admit a value, not zero, but
one in the vicinity of “zero.” Let us term this “virtual
zero,” as a transfinite value not “absclute zero.” We class
“virtually zero” within the Aleph-domain; this classifica-
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tion presumes the special qualities of anafysis situs which
Cantor outlines for that domain.” As a consequence of
these arrangements, we have a most exciting result, one
whose fuller meaning for the science of history will be
shown later in this paper.

Speaking mathematically, we have done the follow-
ing. The ordinary notions of analysis situs, of greater
than and lesser than, is adequate for the representation
of space-time as non-algebraic function-theory presumes.
What, however, is the significance of something whose
existence is demonstrably efficient, but whose represen-
tation does not conform to the analysis situs of functional
space-time? Is this the case, for example, for what may
be termed the “matter” of physical space-time, as distinct
from mere space-time?

If the latter were shown to be the case for the “matter”
of physical space-time, for example, then such “matter”
would externally bound non-algebraic space-time func-
tions in a sense broadly analogous, epistemologicaily, 1o
the way in which the non-algebraic domain of axiomatic
circular action bounds externally the inferior algebraic
domain. Those efficient singularities of “virtually zero
thickness,” which are characteristic of the microphysical
onta’s functional representation™ would have to be re-
garded as the “externally bounding matter” of that func-
tion—apart from its included singularity—and that
function must be otherwise a representation of the condi-
tion of space-time in the vicinity of that virtually zero-
thickness mathematicat discontinuity, that true singular-
ity of the matter-space-time (physical space-time) ficld.
That must be conceived as a singularity which externally
dominates and determines the ostensible function with
which it is associated, this in a sense analogous to the
external bounding of a 2"-polygonal process by an isoper-
imetric circular action.” Such a singularity, one not gen-
erated asymptotically by the apparent function which it
bounds, defines the apparent function as determined by,
derived from the relatively primary existence of that
singularity itself.

Such a singularity itself, must therefore appear to
be the prime (relatively primitive) form of existence of
discrete marter in that particular locality: a virtually “zero
thickness singularity” associated with, dominating the
apparent function with which the manifestation of that
singularity is associated.”

The three successive levels of (lower to higher) mathe-
matics may be represented in another, cohering way.
Let all algebraic functions be represented by (“theorem-
lattices”) “A4,” all non-algebraic by “B,” and functions
subsumed by the Aleph-domain by “C.” Hence, the series
A, B, C. B is generated from A, as a point of departure, by
eliminating the so-called “Fuclidean” axioms respecting
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“point” and “straight line,” by replacing these with the
axiomatic character of self-similar, multiply-connected,
isoperimetric (circular) action. Similarly, C supersedes
B, by introducing the notion, as axiomatic, of these
differences in analysis situs which separate, ontologically,
the domain of customary transcendental functions (B)
from the Aleph-domain (C).

In each succeeding case, the successor domain is of
a higher order than the predecessor, and the higher is
for the inferior an externally bounding domain, this
in the sense that transcendental {non-algebraic) circular
action bounds externally the algebraic domain of the 2°
polygonal processes. (In no case, is the external bound
reached asymptotically by the inferior process.) Tracing
this series (4, B, C) upward, there is no formal consis-
tency bridging the transformation from the lower to
the higher, although the higher, while never formally
consistent with the lower, comprehends and determines
the lower, but only from the axiomatic standpoint pecu-
liar to the higher.

This arrangement should remind readers of our ear-
lier locations, In Defense of Common Sense, and “On the
Subject of Metaphor,” of a similar series, 4, B, C, D, E,
.. there.” The successive levels of technological progress
(on condition that this corresponds to a secular, self-
similar form of trend of increase of the whole society's
potential population-density),” represent a series of the
pedagogical form 4, B, C, D, E, ..., analogous to the
series of three geometries.” The relevant argument rep-
resenting the technology series goes as follows.

Any level of technology can be approximated formally
in terms of the simplest integral set of axioms and postu-
lates, which set, as a “hereditary principle,” defines im-
plicitly a formal theorem-lattice, A, adequately repre-
senting that level of technology. A higher level of
technology requires an axiomatically different theorem-
lattice, B, to the effect that some of the axioms and
postulates underlying B must be different than those
included in the set of A. So, continuing that, the techno-
logical progress associated with several or more succes-
sive increases in a society’s potential population-density
may be represented formally (in approximations), peda-
gogically, by a series of the description A, B, C, D, E,
... . Since there is no formal (logical) consistency among
such theorem-lattices, the “commas” separating the lit-
eral terms of this series are true discontinuities, true
singularities; these commas thus identify the axiomatic
changes generating a successor lattice from an inferior,
preceding one.

In earlier locations, we have emphasized the way in
which the respective Platonic notions of Aypothesis, higher
hypothesis, and hypothesizing the higher hypothesis® are

defined in respect to such a pedagogical series. The
“commas” correspond, in each transformation, to Aypoth-
esis (a change of axioms); the succession of a series of
such commas, if the succession is self-similar, has the
quality of Cantorian equivalency,” and thus corresponds
to higher hypothesis. The hypothesizing of higher hypotheses
which are each relatively poorer or better in result, fol-
lows. These notions of hypothesis are at the center of a
science of history.

In the simplest case of a general rise, or a general
decline of a culture, our attention must be focussed upon
those methods of judgment which persist through a
succession of changes in underlying policy-shaping pre-
sumptions. In other words, we must distinguish between
any one change of policy-shaping assumptions, or axioms
(Aypothesis), and those deeper assumptions (higher hypoth-
eses) which govern successive changes in relatively short-
term assumptions.

For an example of a higher hypothesis: “The individ-
ual person is in the image of God (imago Dei); therefore,
individual human life is sacred.” Under that higher-
order assumption, a series of changes in assumptions
may occur, in succession, none of which alters the corres-
ponding underlying assumption, imago Dei.

Or, it may be assumed that knowledge is given to us
primarily by our individual sense-experiences, or, on the
contrary, that knowledge is obtained by adducing those
principles of policy-change which lead, alternately, to a
bettering or worsening of a society’s capacity for durable
survival.”

Thus, in rough, “higher hypothesis” corresponds to
what some describe as a “cultural paradigm,” and which
they reference in speaking of “a cultural paradigm-shift,”
as the latter is distinct from a succession of policy-changes
generated, as a succession, subsumed by that paradigm
shift.

For example, beginning 1963-1965, a powerful group
within the Anglo-American establishment, a group
which has sometimes, accurately described itself as “the
Aquarian Conspiracy,™ unleashed a mass recruitment
drive among American youth, to win these young people
to a “cultural paradigm shift” whose leading features
included the “rock-drug-sex counterculture,” rabidly
anti-science “neo-malthusianism,” and so on. These pro-
fessed followers of such figures as Giuseppe Mazzini,
Friedrich Nietzsche, Aleister Crowley, H.G. Wells, and
the Heidegger-Adorno Frankfort School, aimed to de-
stroy two thousand years (approximately) of Christian
civilization, and to introduce such pagan cults as the
worship of Lucifer, Zarathustra, Isis, and Gaia.”

If this pattern of successive, downward changes, over
the recent thirty years is not reversed, our planet, virtu-
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