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PAPER # 1:

The Decline of American Power, Military
Decrepitude and CIA Incompetence (Updated 2009)

Introduction

The United States has been the strongest nation in history, militarily and economically.
Perhaps Russia, with its Strategic Rocket Forces, can match the Americans in nuclear
firepower; but in conventional warfare, especially at sea and in the air, American
superiority is manifest. No power has ever enjoyed so many advantages. Many assume
that the United States is an invincible, protected country that cannot be hurt. They forget



that the events of Pearl Harbor and 9/11 could be repeated today, by smuggling
weapons of mass destruction into major cities. They also forget that American military
power depends on the country’s economic vitality, which is currently threatened by an
ongoing financial crash (and by the government’s panicked response to the crash).

The financial crisis, along with the election of Barack Obama to the presidency in
November 2008, signals a change in U.S. national priorities. Obama was elected
because American voters are not as interested in building democracy abroad as
securing prosperity at home. Given the difficulties confronting the American economy,
resources will be diverted away from military programs and toward “economic
stabilization.” Government revenue will be used to purchase failing industries and create
new jobs through infrastructure development. Already the United States has committed
itself to a market intervention involving trillions of dollars. There can be no doubt that
under these circumstances the Pentagon’s budget will be drastically cut.

The new administration has already announced its intention to extend an olive branch to
Iran and Russia. Arms control will be a priority, with an emphasis on scaling back U.S.
conventional and nuclear arms. At the same time, the Department of Homeland Security
and the intelligence community will continue unreformed and ineffective as before. The
immaturity of these security organizations, plagued with turf wars and infighting, will
continue.

Military Decrepitude

The Shrinking Defense Budget

In November 2008 a senior Pentagon advisory group warned President-elect Barack
Obama that the current Pentagon budget is “not sustainable.” According to the Defense
Business Board, which oversees the Pentagon’s management, defense cuts cannot be
avoided as the economy worsens. And the cuts will be large.

Leading Democrats in Congress, including Rep. Barney Frank (D-Mass.), have
promised to cut the U.S. defense budget by 25 percent. “We don’t need all these fancy
new weapons,” he said. The congressional majority wants to divert funds from defense
to federal social spending. In addition, President Barack Obama has publicly committed
himself to nuclear disarmament and the elimination of national missile defense. “I will
cut investments in unproven missile defense systems,” said Obama during the election
campaign. “I will not weaponize space. I will slow our development of future combat
systems.”

What Obama wants is a new “civilian national security force” as well-funded as the
regular armed services. “We cannot continue to rely only on our military,” said Obama.
Although details are scant, it appears that the new administration plans to draft the



country’s youth into a new “security” organization. It involves mandatory three months of
training for all Americans between the ages of 18 and 25. Although the term “civil
defense” is used in reference to this program, it will more likely to be used to socialize
the youth, and for “compulsory community service” during an extended domestic
emergency.

Politicized Generals and the Failure of Leadership

America’s defense establishment has become a vast bureaucracy. There are many
noteworthy definitions for “bureaucrat.” For example, “an official who is rigidly devoted
to the details of administrative procedure,” or “an official who works by fixed routine
without exercising intelligent judgment.” More and more, the American defense
establishment is managed by bureaucrats; less and less, it is led by warriors. A warrior
is defined as, “a person engaged or experienced in warfare; a soldier.” Another
definition holds that a warrior is “a person who shows or has shown great vigor,
courage, or aggressiveness….” Today’s generals have become bureaucrats in their
own right. The political climate in Washington infects them. At the same time, the culture
of modern bureaucracy no longer meshes with the warrior’s code of conduct. Rather
than nurturing the warrior spirit, political correctness kills frank speech and honest
appraisals. The bureaucracy favors mediocrity and conformity; but the profession of the
warrior demands excellence, independent judgment and clarity. Throughout history,
many of the best warriors have been non-conformists: From Julius Caesar and
Frederick the Great, to Horatio Nelson and George Patton.

Too many of today’s generals are political. They know on what side their bread is
buttered, and they avoid risks that may hurt their chances at promotion. This, in turn,
promulgates a cultural climate of risk aversion in a profession that depends for success
on taking calculated risks. At the same time, America’s generals tend to kill reforms, kill
money-saving measures, and oppose truth-tellers. For many years the U.S. Army has
needed reorganization and new ideas. For example, the system used in today’s chain of
command was devised in the nineteenth century and needs to be shortened. There are
too many generals. Each unnecessary link in the chain of command adds friction to the
flow of vital information, which contaminates the decision-making process and forestalls
timely action. Addressing the need for a more efficient command system, Army Chief of
Staff Gen. Dennis Reimer initially supported organizational reforms proposed by Col.
Douglas Macgregor. These reforms would have increased the army’s combat
effectiveness while reducing costs. General Reimer’s four-star colleagues, however,
barred the way.

From that point on, Col. Macgregor’s brilliant career was over.
In the higher management of the U.S. military, generals and admirals are not as
accountable as they used to be. They do not lead from the front and are rarely at risk.
During the entire Iraq War the highest-ranking officer killed in action was Col. William
Wood, commanding the 1st Battalion, 184th Infantry Regiment. Too often the generals



are micromanaging their troops from the rear – far from the realities faced by those they
are “charged with leading.” Modern communications and computer processing have
transformed command-and-control so much that generals can monitor real-time
movements of troops and materials around the world. Military reliance on video
teleconferencing has led to a glut of information. Generals sit in darkened conference
rooms and watch irrelevant PowerPoint presentations from staff officers. Senior officers
lecture combat leaders on what their immediate superiors should do next. Collaborative
give-and-take is rare. Teleconferencing allows commanders to “lead” troops
electronically from bunkers and command posts, far from the troops. All-too-often these
“virtual” commanders second-guess combat leaders in the field, destroying morale.

Technology has become a two-edged sword. Few are concerned that over-reliance or
misuse of new technologies may produce a false sense of security. In fact, security may
be totally compromised when advanced systems fail. Soldiers who rely too heavily on
electronic navigating systems may forget how to read a map. What if our nation’s
satellites are destroyed or made unavailable? Many believe this would undermine basic
war-fighting capabilities, making U.S. forces vulnerable. (We will explore the nation’s
strategic technology risk, including its vulnerability to EMP attack, in a future white
paper.)

An unrelated problem, involving conflict of interest, is the military leadership’s relations
with defense contractors. Retired General Officers promote the purchase of products,
services and weapons that they would have shunned while in uniform. This has
become so serious that the Strategic Studies Institute wants the Chief of Staff of the
Army to create a registry of retired General Officers and their affiliations so as to
minimize recurring conflicts of interest. As described by Members of Congress, the
military’s weapons acquisition process is broken and requires fundamental changes.
When the United States Air Force needed an air-refueling tanker replacement, the
Senate’s senior defense lawmaker, Carl Levin (D-Mich.), noted: “The GAO’s decision in
the tanker protest reveals serious errors in the Air Force’s handling of this critically
important competition. We now need not only a new full, fair and open competition in
compliance with the GAO recommendations, but also a thorough review of – and
accountability for – the process that produced such a flawed result.”

While the United States seems powerful, even invincible, to many observers, the
weaknesses of the U.S. military stem from shared societal pathologies and the
phenomenon of widespread narcissism. This places an inordinate emphasis on the
appearance of success rather than the reality. According to clinical psychologist and
former military officer Norman Dixon, the following are symptoms of a psychology of
military incompetence: (1) sending a military force to a situation without a clear mission
or objective; (2) sending a military force into a situation without the legal ability to defend
itself or the mandate to fulfill its role effectively; (3) leaving a military force in a situation
where it becomes progressively more committed, to the point where it is unable to
withdraw safely, or when resources and lives have to be continually poured into a
situation with no clear end; (4) the lack of political will to sustain losses, or an unrealistic



political definition of “acceptable losses”; and (5) withdrawing a military force before the
successful completion of objectives.

If any of this sounds remotely familiar, the reader will quickly realize that the United
States is headed for a “time of troubles.” For many years the United States has sought
security in monstrous defense expenditures. More and more money is spent for less
and less capability. Many experts have argued that economic power does not always
guarantee military power. Proper organization, good military culture, and the character
of good soldiers matter more than large sums of money.

In The Discourses, written nearly 500 years ago by Niccolo Machiavelli, we read “that it
is not gold … that constitutes the sinews of war, but good soldiers; for gold does not find
good soldiers, but good soldiers are quite capable of finding gold.” Pointing to the
military achievements of ancient Rome, Machiavelli wrote that “not all the treasure in the
world would have sufficed in view of the great enterprises they undertook and the
difficulties they had to encounter in them.” Without the patriotic spirit and correct
orientation that attends good strategic leadership, money can accomplish little.
The United States, as a consumer culture, has lost the patriotic orientation of previous
generations. It is no wonder, then, that the U.S. military is becoming ideologically
disoriented and politicized. The main enemy, more often than not, has been the
President or Secretary of Defense or others in the chain of command. The nation’s real
enemy is ignored. Instead, those leaders who make war are singled out for attack.
Bureaucratic infighting represents a war within a war. This is unavoidable because the
prevailing political culture refuses to accept the necessities of war, or longstanding warfighting
precepts, including unity of command, military discipline, and respect for the
Commander-in-Chief’s authority.

A new political awareness has taken root in America’s generals, especially after the
Clinton years. According to Washington Times defense and national security reporter
Bill Gertz, “The politicization of the military mushroomed in 2006 after a group of former
high-ranking military officers took the extraordinary step of going public to criticize the
Pentagon leadership in the middle of a war.” The effort, noted Gertz, eventually forced
the resignation of Defense Secretary Donald Rumsfeld. “The so-called revolt of the
generals was an ugly episode,” wrote Gertz, “…remembered for lowering the apolitical
stature of the American military leadership….”

How can the politicization of American generals be explained? For decades American
universities have tilted far to the left. Not surprisingly, the leaders in many institutions
(including the Pentagon and CIA) now adhere to ideas learned in college – like
internationalism and pacifism. They have been indoctrinated, disoriented and
demoralized. In many instances, their education exemplifies the widespread and
systematic sabotage of national thought.

To understand the extent of the subversion that has already occurred, consider the case
of retired Air Force Gen. George Lee Butler. As chief of the Strategic Air Command from



1991-92 (and its successor, the U.S. Strategic Command from 1992-93), Butler did not
believe in nuclear deterrence. In fact, he ultimately proved to be a “nuclear pacifist,”
opposed to the development and maintenance of American nuclear weapons. In
retirement Gen. Butler wrote that America’s nuclear program was dangerous,
representing the “messianic pursuit of a demonized enemy.” Instead of believing in the
defense of his country, Gen. Butler believed that his country was the primary source of
danger. According to Butler, “I did what I could to cancel all of the strategic nuclear
modernization programs in my jurisdiction, which totaled $40 billion. I canceled every
single one of them. I recommended to the president that we take bombers off nuclear
alert for the first time in thirty years, and we did. I recommended that we accelerate the
retirement of all systems designed to be terminated in present and future arms control
agreements, and we did. We accelerated the retirement of the Minuteman II force. We
shrank the nuclear [capable] warplanes of the United States by 75 percent.”

Thanks to Gen. Butler’s efforts (and the “political correctness” of others) the U.S.
nuclear arsenal is nearing obsolescence. During an October 2008 speech, Defense
Secretary Robert Gates said: “To be blunt, there is absolutely no way we can maintain a
credible deterrent and reduce the number of weapons in our stockpile without resorting
to testing our stockpile or pursuing a modernization program.” According to Lt. Gen.
Robert Elder (Commander of the 8th Air Force), America has lost nuclear expertise and
bomber efficiency. “It took us 15 years to get ourselves into this [mess],” he explained,
“and it’s going to take another 15 years to get us out of it.” But given future budget
constraints and the prevalence of politically correct generals, the next 15 years will bring
more of the same. In a shocking summary of the problem, Washington Times reporter
Bill Gertz wrote: “Butler is typical of a U.S. officer corps that has remained disdainful of
the concepts of patriotism, love of country, and the idea that liberty and freedom and the
American way of life are worth fighting for and ultimately dying for.”

A general officer in the United States military is now a political person. He follows his
own conscience, his own policies, and his own political agenda. He is not necessarily a
defender of the nation, the Constitution or the American people. He is the servant of
new political ideals that have nothing to do with national defense or the art of war.
Retired generals now engage in partisan politics on behalf of the left. This fact has
serious implications for the nation’s political stability and future security. Unless
something is done, Russia will acquire strategic nuclear superiority within two years. As
of December 2008 Russia is building new warheads and new ICBMs. Some of these
are road mobile missiles, which can be moved from underground production sites to
caves or tunnels – undetected and uncounted in terms of the overall balance of military
power. Meanwhile, the U.S. arsenal continues to deteriorate; underfunded, without the
test of a live warhead in nearly two decades.

America’s Zero-Defect Military

In accordance with the prevailing mentality of “risk aversion,” the American military has



developed a “zero-defect culture,” which contradicts classic war-fighting philosophies
affirmed since Clausewitz. In practice, a zero-defect military culture results in the
micromanagement of subordinates, the demoralization of junior officers, and the
elimination of military talent. Promising careers are brought to an end because
aggressive officers who win battles are more likely to err than career-minded officers
who lack military character. “In today’s military,” wrote Major Claire E. Steele, “[Great
commanders like] Nimitz, Lejeune, Patton and Arnold would probably not have attainted
flag officer rank because the U.S. military has no room at the top for officers found guilty
at a court-martial, relieved from duty, or having derogatory evaluation reports.”
According to Steele, zero-defect is a “cancer.”
The dysfunctions of a zero-defect military are legion. According to a 1995 Army survey
of 24,000 soldiers, the “zero-defect” culture means that truth-telling quickly ends your
career. The dishonest get promoted and the honest get booted. Defense Secretary
William Perry noted the problem: “A successful military leader will have a certain
amount of daring in his character. We should find ways of encouraging that daring
instead of stomping on a person every time his daring has led him to a mistake.”
While there are many fine officers and dedicated Pentagon employees, the United
States military costs too much and carries too much political baggage. This is not to say
that America’s armed forces aren’t the finest in the world. The amount of money spent,
and the degree of expertise available, has produced the finest war machine in the world.
But with inevitable budgetary cutbacks, the cult of political correctness, and the antinuclear
agenda of the Congressional majority, America may soon find its defense
hobbled. Without proper reforms, there will not be proper savings. Combat effectiveness
will be sacrificed, enemies will be tempted and the country will enter upon an era of
vulnerability and retreat.

The Failure of U.S. Intelligence

Security in a permissive culture

Since the 1960s the United States has become a “permissive” society. Standards in all
areas of national life have fallen. Could this occur without a corollary degeneration of
the country’s security and intelligence services? If the tragedy of 9/11 cannot be taken
as evidence, then consider the fact that no U.S. security official was ever held
responsible for the fiasco of the Pentagon on fire and the World Trade Center leveled.

Even a casual observer can see that America’s highest political leadership has no
concept of its enemy. According to President Bush, Islam is a “religion of peace,” the
Russians are “allies in the war against terror,” and China is America’s “trading partner.”
Such statements are generally approved by the culture, but when this same president
dares to mention the existence of an “axis of evil,” he is roundly mocked and derided as
an ignoramus. It has become, in fact, a faux pas to publicly recognize an enemy or to
discuss the existence of enemies at all.



In terms of the routine activities of today’s intelligence agencies, what does cultural
permissiveness and slackness signify? A recent book by former CIA officer Lindsay
Moran, titled Blowing My Cover, describes American intelligence as a system in which
inconvenient security rules are routinely ignored, sex with foreign nationals is rampant,
and agents insubordinately slip out of countries they are assigned to watch. In terms of
intelligence work, when Moran began talking to someone with access to al Qaeda, she
was told to break off contact because the subject was affiliated with dangerous
terrorists.

When bureaucracy embraces self-deception

According to CIA Director Allen Dulles, “Americans are usually proud … of the fact that
the ‘conspiratorial’ tendencies which seem natural and inbred in many other peoples
tend to be missing from their characters and from the surroundings in which they live.”
What Dulles should have said, is that Americans are proud of their naïveté. In Russia
they know better. They have lived for decades in the bureaucratic labyrinth of the Soviet
and post-Soviet states, barred from the truth by an impenetrable wall of official lies. In
America, everything seems to be exposed. Even state secrets cannot be kept off the
front pages of the newspapers. Americans do not believe in secrets because Americans
cannot keep them. Americans do not possess that feeling of insecurity that fuels a
disciplined state security apparatus. Therefore, it should come as no surprise that
American intelligence was frequently bested by the KGB – as the Aldrich Ames and
Robert Hanssen cases suggest. (Ames and Hanssen were highly placed KGB moles
within the CIA and FBI respectively. Hanssen spied for Russia over a period of 22
years; Ames worked for the KGB from 1985 until his arrest in 1994.)
It is only natural, as well, that the history of the CIA during the Cold War has been
mythologized and falsified as a salve to incompetence. In the officially accepted history,
the falsifiers have made themselves into heroes. They have slandered good men,
elevated incompetent ones, and covered the tracks of the enemy within. Those who
knew better, like the CIA’s James Angleton or his British MI5 counterpart, Peter Wright,
have been maligned as “paranoids” or champions of “sick think” – their characters
assassinated, their writings banned. This falsification of history has been popularized in
books like David C. Martin’s Wilderness of Mirrors, Tom Mangold’s Cold Warrior, and
David Wise’s Molehunt.

To understand what went wrong with American intelligence there is no better source
than the firsthand account of Tennent H. Bagley, former CIA chief of Soviet bloc
counterintelligence. His recent memoir is titled Spy Wars: Moles, mysteries and Deadly
Games. What Bagley describes is the CIA’s fall, which occurred in the 1960s when the
investigation of a KGB defector named Yuri Nosenko went awry. The officers assigned
to investigate Nosenko had caught him lying. But the CIA management wanted to
believe Nosenko, so they gave the matter to non-experts who were tasked with
rehabilitating a false defector.



To believe Nosenko’s authenticity, noted Bagley, the CIA would have to accept that the
“KGB actually operated under procedures different than those reported by all earlier
(and subsequent) defectors, [they would also have to believe] what Nosenko told …
about his life was the final truth – even though it was a fourth or fifth version….”

The CIA’s managers buried reality, wrote Bagley, “under layers of lies so often repeated
that they have become conventional wisdom.” And so it happened that KGB-originated
falsehoods became the official mythology of the CIA. As historian Paul Veyne wrote in
an essay on mythology, “Daily life itself, far from being rooted in immediacy, is the
crossroads of the imagination…. Empiricism and experimentation are negligible
quantities.” What we find in the CIA, is a large and powerful organization where the
intricacies of truth have been uprooted by the imaginative prerogatives of bureaucratic
self-aggrandizement. In this situation, existence finds itself mediated by successive
“dream palaces” all of which pass for truth. According to Veyne, “When one does not
see what one does not see, one does not even see that one is blind.” This sentence
describes the CIA as it swallowed the KGB’s baited hook.

It was a clever piece of strategy to tell the CIA what its managers wanted to hear while
the rest of humanity wrestles with unpleasant truths. The intelligence bureaucrat can
ignore expert opinion, consigning fact to the dustbin while elevating fiction in its place.
The CIA’s bosses wanted good news from defectors, not bad news. Nosenko said the
Soviets had failed to recruit moles inside U.S. intelligence. According to the chief of the
CIA’s counterintelligence staff this was demonstrably untrue. But the management
believed what it wanted to believe.

According to Bagley’s account, “The American intelligence community had so
unequivocally supported falsehood – and lost so much by doing so – that if any CIA
people still remembered, they would probably prefer to let this sleeping dog lie.” Here
was the Waterloo of American intelligence. No defeat could be greater than embracing
the enemy’s lies. And this is significant today because the KGB did not disappear when
the Soviet Union collapsed.

Concluding Points

While the core values of the CIA include “service, integrity and excellence,” the agency
nonetheless carries a legacy of institutionalized self-deception and questionable
analysis. While the intelligence community includes many patriotic servants and brilliant
individuals, the whole is not always the sum of its parts.

The stated mission of the CIA is to collect “information that reveals the plans, intentions
and capabilities of our adversaries and provides the basis for decision and action.”
What we find is an agency that failed to reveal the plans, intentions and capabilities of al
Qaeda prior to 9/11/01; an agency that failed to find weapons of mass destruction in



Iraq and an agency that does not have the ability to counter foreign espionage efforts.
Like the other sixteen agencies partaking of the government’s bureaucratic intelligence
culture, the CIA has failed for reasons misunderstood by politicians and inaccessible to
casual observers. In decades past, the agency was penetrated by hostile agents and
the penetrations were never fully dealt with; good information was eliminated in favor of
bad information; the wrong lessons were learned and the truth remained buried. “When
one does not see what one does not see, one does not even see that one is blind.”

Summary

The United States spends hundreds of billions for its armed forces and intelligence
agencies. The expense is huge, often wasteful, and encumbered by bureaucratic
politics. The present economic crisis makes cuts to defense spending and the
intelligence budget inevitable. Too many generals oppose the right balance of cuts. As a
result, structural problems in the world's finest military force will result in reduced
combat efficiency and increased vulnerability for the American people. In terms of
defense and intelligence, the United States will justify cuts by emphasizing the necessity
of fighting "the last war." Major combat capabilities will be compromised as expensive
war-making items are removed from the budget. Even more significant, America's
nuclear deterrent is already suffering from neglect. This is especially dangerous at a
time when U.S. foreign intelligence is blind, resistant to reform, and politicized.
The United States is facing a dangerous future. Nuclear weapons are proliferating,
enemies are multiplying and defenses are weakening. While terrorists remain at work, a
resurgent Russia and a rapidly modernizing China gather new allies in a coordinated
international strategy. Americans will be at risk as the era of American dominance
comes to an end.

PAPER # 2:

The Global Financial Crisis

Instability, Social Disorder and International Realignment

Introduction

The financial crisis that began in September 2008 threatens to break the illusion of



global peace and good order that has prevailed since the fall of Communism. With
banks failing and markets in disarray, national and ethnic tensions are likely to intensify.
Anti-market socialism, previously discredited, is staging a comeback. With a new
socialist bloc emerging in Latin America, a resurgent Russia together with an
economically disillusioned China could launch a new Cold War; and the United States is
far from ready. Should this happen, economic and political optimism would give way to
the grim calculus of economic warfare and ideological confrontation. After the fall of
Communism, investors and businessmen envisioned an era of peace and stability. They
assumed that market democracy would spread throughout the world, facilitating a
prosperous global society. Things have turned out differently. Today’s economic
downturn, therefore, signifies a turning point. As prices fall and unemployment rises,
political unrest and international tensions are bound to flare up. The peaceful, wellordered
environment in which we live can no longer be taken for granted.

Science as Prediction

As of November 2008, we are at the beginning of the most serious financial crisis since
World War II. It is a crisis that was predicted by some, but unforeseen by many. It is
important to consider the thinking of those who anticipated the present crisis. For
convenience, these fall into three general categories: (1) Cycle theorists; (2) the
Austrian school; (3) Financial experts.

Taking up the first category: Some economic theorists hold that economies follow a
cycle, like the seasons. There is spring, summer, fall and winter. The Russian
economist, Nikolai Dmitriyevich Kondratiev (4 March 1892 – 17 September 1938),
proposed the theory that capitalist economies have long term growth cycles followed by
depressions. In 1938 an accountant named Ralph Nelson Elliott developed what he
called “the wave principle.” According to Elliott, crowd psychology (including investor
psychology) moves from optimism to pessimism to optimism in a cyclical fashion. A
leading disciple of Elliott wave theory, Robert Prechter, warned that the market
optimism that began in 1983 would one day turn to pessimism. “I am writing this book
now,” wrote Prechter in 1995, “because I believe that another financial sea change is at
hand.” He predicted the prosperity of 1983-95 would end in “the biggest financial
catastrophe since the founding of the Republic.” Prechter was mistaken in the timing of
his prediction, but this does not mean cycle theory is without merit.

There are scientific grounds for saying that a given period of prosperity will end, just as
day follows night. Empirical observation shows that many processes are cyclical; that
wars follow peace, death follows life, and spring follows winter. The economist Joseph
Schumpeter argued that cycle theory is not merely “a psychology of crises,” but a theory
of “an objective chain of causation which runs its course automatically….” According to
Schumpeter, periodic depressions are necessary to economic progress. As such, they
are inescapable. New companies and new methods must replace old companies and
old methods. This is the celebrated process of “creative destruction” in which financial



crashes and depressions pave the way for rapid advances. In the wake of a depression,
wrote Schumpeter, “the economic system needs rallying before it can go forward again;
its value system needs reorganizing. And the development which then starts again is a
new one, not simply the continuation of the old.” What is poorly understood, argued
Schumpeter, is that every boom “means distress for many producers.” New products
overtake old products, but not immediately. The economy is gradually restructuring itself
throughout the boom period. Finally, new efficiencies cause a fall in prices and the
boom is terminated. Credit deflation follows, and a depression occurs. According to
Schumpeter, “the boom … makes an end of the boom, leads easily to a crisis,
necessarily to a depression….”

Taking up the second category: The Austrian School of Economics started when Carl
Menger solved longstanding problems related to the theory of value in 1871. The
Austrian School was so effective in its analysis, that in 1929 two Austrian economists
predicted the financial crash and subsequent depression that followed. In February
1929 Friedrich Hayek wrote a report that stated: “the boom will collapse within the next
few months.” Ludwig von Mises turned down a position with Kreditanstalt Bank in early
1929 with the explanation, “A great crash is coming, and I don’t want my name in any
way connected with it.” Mises and Hayek later wrote books that influenced such figures
as Margaret Thatcher and Ronald Reagan.

The Austrian teaching on “trade cycle” theory is fairly straightforward. An excessive
expansion of the money supply typically leads to an unsustainable credit-driven boom.
The false boom thereby engendered signifies a period of mal-investment, so that the
economy is damaged. The subsequent recession or depression is, in fact, a period of
healing. The Austrian School warns against any attempt to interfere with the healing
process of a recession/depression. About this, Ludwig von Mises wrote: “the
interventionists ascribe to the government the power to correct the operation of the
market economy in such a way as to bring about what they call ‘economic stability.’
These interventionists would be right if their anti-depression plans were to aim at a
radical abandonment of credit expansion policies. However, they reject this idea in
advance. What they want is to expand credit more and more and to prevent
depressions by the adoption of special ‘contra-cyclical’ measures.”
Taking up the third category: A market expert named Michael J. Panzner predicted the
present financial crash more than one year before it began in a book titled Financial
Armageddon. According to Panzner, the economy is threatened by systemic debt,
under-funded retirements and poorly understood derivatives. These factors, he warned,
are likely to inspire a period of economic malaise, systemic crisis, and depression,
followed by hyperinflation. His predictions are the most accurate, specific and detailed
of any to date. Most interesting of all is Panzner’s geopolitical concerns with regard to a
financial crash. First, he notes, the United States will no longer be financially able to
ensure a stable security environment for Europe, Asia or the Middle East. Free trade will
be swept aside as economic nationalism takes precedence. The dollar will be called into
question as the world’s reserve currency, and rising nationalism will lead to bloody
conflicts between former trading partners. According to Panzner, “The rise in



isolationism and protectionism will bring about ever more heated arguments and
dangerous confrontations over shared sources of oil, gas, and other key commodities,
as well as factors of production that must, out of necessity, be acquired from less-thanfriendly
nations.”

The Crisis Intensifies

As of this writing, in November 2008, the U.S. stock market has fallen by nearly 50
percent in 14 months. Over 2,000 U.S. banks are “in trouble,” including some of the
country’s largest. The U.S. automobile industry is threatened with collapse. Thousands
of businesses are at risk, and many are certain to fail. Manufacturers will be shut down
and construction projects will be suspended. The government’s futile bailout plans
cannot stem the crisis or stop the deflationary cycle, and public confidence is bound to
erode. Where are we headed with all this? That depends on whether the crisis remains
an economic one, or becomes a political crisis leading to civil unrest or revolutionary
violence.

Likelihood of Civil Crisis

The United States, like other Western countries, is not what it was. Social discipline has
eroded, along with the work ethic. According to available statistics, larceny in the United
States has risen around 100-fold since 1950. Divorce has approximately doubled.
Illiteracy, drug addiction, out-of-wedlock births and government corruption have steadily
risen. The most important factor in any crisis is the fabric of the society under stress.
There is reason to suspect that prosperity now holds American society together; that
without general prosperity the behavior of many would prove socially disruptive. Already
there are political causes afoot in which the threat of violence is combined with
abnormal psychology: the animal rights movement, radical environmentalists, and the
so-called “gay movement” come immediately to mind. If these movements exist in
prosperous times, what are we to expect as the financial crisis worsens?
In 1979 Christopher Lasch wrote The Culture of Narcissism, in which he declared that
“the culture of competitive individualism … [and] the pursuit of happiness” in the United
States had been carried “to the dead end of narcissistic preoccupation with the self.” He
further declared that, “Strategies of narcissistic survival now present themselves as
emancipation from the repressive conditions of the past, thus giving rise to a ‘cultural
revolution’ that reproduces the worst features of the collapsing civilization it claims to
criticize.”
The truth of Lasch’s searing criticism was seconded in 2006 by U.C. San Diego
psychology professor Jean Twenge, who gathered test data that showed a measurable
increase in American narcissism from one generation to the next. Twenge’s findings
were published under the title, Generation Me: Why Today’s Young Americans Are
More Confident, Assertive, Entitled – and More Miserable Than Ever Before. What
Twenge’s data shows is an erosion of social rules, a growing emphasis on selfishness
and self-absorption, unrealistic expectations about life, and epidemic anxiety in the



rising generation.
The political side of narcissism may be viewed in terms of the example of the Weimar
Republic, which devolved through economic crisis and political agitation into the Third
Reich. Adolf Hitler is believed to have suffered from narcissistic personality disorder,
and his followers were drawn into his narcissistic fantasies of omnipotence and violent
revenge. Given today’s economic situation, the United States may suffer the same fate
as Weimar Germany. The decline of social rules is fundamental to the development of a
“permissive society” which leads, in turn, to civil disorder and even dictatorship in times
of stress.
According to the Austrian economist, Friedrich Hayek, the rules of extended order are
vital to the development of advanced societies. Any breakdown of the rules suggests a
breakdown of civilization itself, and also a breakdown of economy. Hayek asserted that
dangerous revolutionary doctrines, relying on modern intellectual rationalism,
threatened civilization by opposing “learnt restraints” that hold back chaotic instincts of
destruction and rage (wrapped in intellectual rationalism). Cultural narcissism arguably
contributes to the breakdown envisioned. The narcissistic personality is more likely to
side with revolution than with the extended rules of civilized order. Immoral intellectual
doctrines, noted Hayek, are carried into public education as well as government.
One symptom of malignant narcissism is envy, and revolutionary doctrines seem to
derive much of their power – and their appeal – from envy. If Germany could succumb
to Hitler in 1933, or Russia could succumb to Lenin in 1917, then the political crisis of
today’s America represents an unprecedented challenge to those who want to preserve
the system. While threats from abroad may intensify as the worldwide economic crisis
unfolds, a threat to civil order already exists within the United States as a consequence
of widespread narcissistic attitudes. The likely sequence of events within the United
States could follow earlier patterns (e.g., France in 1789, Russia in 1917, or Germany in
1933). Financial collapse, food shortages, and radical ideas are a dangerous mixture.
Fueled by a “culture of narcissism” the likely outcome is revolutionary violence, social
disorder and worse.
Americans should be prepared for what lies ahead. In our next paper we will discuss the
likely emergence of overseas threats during a future global depression.

PAPER # 3:

The Outbreak of Wars from Financial Crisis

Introduction



Wars and revolutions are often born from financial crisis. Nearly 100 years ago the
historian of ancient Rome, Guglielmo Ferrero, suggested that the violent upheavals of
antiquity typically arose from an acceleration of desires, wants and luxury. As a nation
advances, as each generation lives better than the one before, a generation arrives that
only lives better by squandering accumulated capital and acquiring large debts. Where
this leads, warned Ferrero, is to a political breakdown followed by armed violence. In
more recent times, the French Revolution and the Napoleonic Wars emerged from the
increasing luxury and consequent indebtedness of the French court. To resolve the
financial crisis, King Louis XVI called the Estates-General, triggering a political crisis
followed by revolution, military dictatorship and war.
In 1848 financial crisis accompanied by crop failures led to starvation among the poor of
Europe and to a series of revolutionary outbreaks. Alexis de Tocqueville described
France, at this time, as a society “cut in two: those who had nothing united in common
envy, and those who had anything united in common terror.” Around this time, Karl Marx
and Friedrich Engels wrote the Communist Manifesto. Revolutions broke out in Italy,
Germany, France and the Austrian Empire. Switzerland, during this period, experienced
a brief civil war. Though the revolutionaries were smashed, the propertied classes were
shaken.
With the advent of World War I, as exhausted countries approached financial collapse,
revolutions broke out, first in Russia, then in Austria-Hungary and Germany. A pattern of
economic ruin, food shortages and government overthrow occurred in each case. In
Russia the Bolsheviks triumphed through violence, promising “bread and peace.” Unlike
the outcome in 1848, those united in common envy trampled down “those who had
anything.” The result was the total collapse of the Russian economy in 1918 and the
outbreak of civil war.
The Great Depression, which grew out of the financial crash of 1929, led to further
revolutionary upheavals. Japanese militarism emerged in the Far East and Adolf Hitler
rose to power in Germany. The Japanese and German leaders formed a partnership
that included Fascist Italy. These three powers rejected liberal capitalism in favor of war
and conquest. Within seven years they would invade Poland, triggering World War II.
Hundreds of cities were leveled and 55 million people were killed.
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Since the defeat of the Axis powers the world has experienced unparalleled global
prosperity. The population of the world has more than tripled. We would like to believe
that great depressions and world wars belong to the past. The crash of 2008, however,
suggests otherwise.

A Dangerous Passage

The financial crisis of 2008 leads to a dangerous passage. As history clearly shows,
widespread financial crisis often leads to political crisis and violence. From thence come
wars, the leveling of cities, the fall of governments, the spread of famine and disease.



Today we live in the so-called atomic age. Nuclear weapons are being manufactured by
several nations. Put these together with widespread economic distress, a rising tide of
anti-American hate, an emerging bloc of dictator states, and you have a formula for
calamity.
An urgent call for civil defense and preparedness within the United States is hardly
audible. Citizens live day-to-day without thinking of the future. This is all-the-more
foolish as the United States is considered the main enemy of nuclear-armed Russia and
China, and the main target of radical Islam. Accustomed to decades of prosperity and
safety within the United States, the average American thinks nothing of the thousands
of nuclear warheads deployed by Russia, or the hundreds built by China. The United
States government and the American voting public have clearly decided that armed
force will not be used to prevent Iran from acquiring nuclear weapons. Some experts
believe that Iran will have the capacity to produce hundreds of warheads within a few
years.
Going back over four decades, the national security bureaucracy of the United States
has been evolving, slowly but surely, away from a defense-oriented and securityminded
system toward a negotiation-oriented international-consensus system. Changes
in American schools, from kindergarten to college, have fostered a new political
consciousness in America’s administrative elite. These changes may be positive, if you
consider America to be the home of “sexism, racism and classism”; but the new
education in multi-culture turns out to be an education in opposition to longstanding
concepts of American national interest, patriotism and the preservation of what used to
be called “American culture.” Today America is supposed to be a land for all cultures.
This new orientation puts the country at risk, since key government agencies tend to
blame America first instead of accepting the reality of threats from abroad. As the new
national security teaching is one of self-examination and self-exorcism, national defense
has entered into a period of noticeable decline.

The Collapse of National Security

After the tragedy of 9/11, instead of deporting resident Muslim aliens as members of a
potentially dangerous cult, the United States government initiated a program of outreach
to Muslims living in the United States. President Bush declared that Islam is “a religion
of peace.” It wasn’t long before the very groups embraced by the government were
demonstrated to have terrorist connections. Did the government change its policy?
Such a change would have been politically unthinkable.
Consider the National Intelligence Estimate (NIE) of December 2007. At a background
briefing for reporters in Washington, D.C., senior U.S. intelligence officials suddenly
claimed “that in fall 2003, Tehran halted its nuclear weapons program.” This claim, of
course, was based on bogus intelligence planted by the Iranians themselves. One of the
three intelligence officials responsible for the December 2007 National Intelligence
Estimate on Iran was Vann Van Diepen, who received a master’s degree from the
Massachusetts Institute of Technology Defense and Arms Control Studies Program in



1983.
On another front, the problem comes into sharper focus. It is common knowledge that
the People’s Republic of China has been engaged in a massive military buildup for
many years. The political nature of Communist one-party dictatorships is well known.
Given size and military potential, such states are always dangerous to their neighbors
and to the peace of the world. In the last sixty years China has attacked, or supported
attacks, against Tibet, Vietnam and Korea. The regime in China was founded by the
greatest mass murderer in recorded history, Mao Zedong. It is an open secret that the
Chinese government, in its own internal dialogue, believes war between China and the
United States is “inevitable.” This talk of war with America is so well known, that
Chinese dissidents are seriously vexed because of the chilling effect it has on prodemocracy
sentiment within China.
Despite the brutal, criminal and anti-American nature of the Chinese regime, U.S.
officials act as though China is a valued ally and trading partner of America. Speaking
before the Chinese Communist Party’s Central Committee in 1977, Deng Xiaoping
boasted that the capitalists knew nothing about “the international united front struggle.”
He further explained: “We belong to the Marxist camp and can never be so thoughtless
that we cannot distinguish friends from enemies.” Deng said that Nixon, Ford, Carter
and all future “American imperialist leaders” were enemies. Trading with these enemies
was merely an expedient for modernizing China. “What we need mainly,” he said, “is
scientific and technical knowledge and equipment.” Once China has sufficient
capabilities, he promised, “[the Americans] will have no way of avoiding defeat by our
hands.”

The Spontaneous Disarmament of the United States

The Wall Street Journal for 21 November 2008 published a story about the state of
America’s nuclear arsenal. The arsenal is old, and Congress refuses to fund a new
generation of replacement warheads. The rationale of the politicians goes something
like this: The United States is trying to discourage nuclear proliferation. What sort of
message does it send if the United States maintains its own nuclear deterrent? The
Cold War supposedly ended 17 years ago, so why should the United States maintain a
nuclear arsenal at all? The majority in Congress take the view that no one in the U.S.
government has adequately explained a proper reason or military doctrine for
maintaining or using nuclear weapons.
Why should the United States have a nuclear arsenal? Those who cannot readily
answer this question are not statesmen, do not know history, and display an attenuated
sense of self-preservation. There is, besides, mounting evidence that the Cold War has
already resumed – or is about to resume: specifically, there was the recent Russian
military incursion into Georgia, Russian threats against Poland and Ukraine, the
Russian naval deployment to Venezuela, and Russia’s growing military cooperation with



China. There are many budgeting priorities, however, that take precedence over
maintaining America’s nuclear arsenal.
Here is where the financial crisis relates to the spontaneous disarmament of the United
States: If the nuclear arsenal cannot be modernized in prosperous times, who will
propose several billion in spending when revenues are collapsing and constituents are
screaming for government assistance? Consider, as well, that the so-called Reliable
Replacement Warhead program was cut in prosperous times. We are unlikely to see it
reinstated under a Democratic president during a severe recession or depression.
According to military experts, the U.S. nuclear arsenal will begin to deteriorate by the
end of 2009.
In October 2008 Defense Secretary Robert Gates made the following statement in a
speech: “To be blunt, there is absolutely no way we can maintain a credible deterrent
and reduce the number of weapons in our stockpile without resorting to testing our
stockpile or pursuing a modernization program.”
The United States has not tested a nuclear weapon since 1992. And we are unlikely to
test a weapon, however bitterly the defense secretary complains. According to Gates,
the Russians and Chinese are “embarked on ambitious paths to design and field new
weapons.” As unbelievable as it sounds, the House Energy and Water Development
Appropriations Subcommittee eliminated fiscal year 2008 funding for the Reliable
Replacement Warhead.

The United States Senate is also ready to block appropriations for nuclear weapons
development. Senator Diane Feinstein (D-California) made the following statement on 1
August 2007: “Before we ramp up funding for the Reliable Replacement Warhead
program as the administration has requested, we should have a clear, bipartisan
consensus on the role nuclear weapons will play in our national security strategy and
the impact they will have on our nuclear proliferation efforts.”
In the same speech, Senator Feinstein quoted former Senator Sam Nunn: “if Congress
gives the green light to this [RRW] program in our current world environment, I believe
that this will be: misunderstood by our allies; exploited by our adversaries; complicate
our work to prevent the spread and use of nuclear weapons and … make resolution of
the Iran and North Korea challenges all the more difficult.”
Such is the argument, in a nutshell, of allowing the U.S. nuclear arsenal to deteriorate.
“As a U.S. Senator,” declared Feinstein, “I have worked with colleagues in the House
and Senate to stop the re-opening of the nuclear door and the development of new
nuclear weapons. Together, we have eliminated funding for the Advanced Concepts
Initiative, the Robust Nuclear Earth Penetrator, and the Modern Pit Facility. These were
consequential victories but the fight is far from over.”
Senator Feinstein is actually bragging that she has thwarted efforts to improve U.S.
military capabilities in the nuclear age. Like her colleagues, Senator Feinstein does not
understand military affairs. She does not perceive a threat from Russia or China. Lack
of basic knowledge and reliance on a philosophy of unilateral disarmament (exemplified
by the Bush Administration’s unilateral nuclear force reductions) indicates the rapidity of
the collapse – intellectually and militarily. Senator Feinstein thinks the United States
cannot justify maintaining its nuclear arsenal: “Currently, there exists no convincing



rationale for maintaining the large number of existing Cold War nuclear weapons, much
less producing additional warheads….”

The problem with the Senate majority position can be summarized quickly: Russia is
rapidly building up its nuclear potential today and aligning itself with America’s enemies
in Asia, Latin America and the Middle East. In fact, after nameless terrorists killed
hundreds of Russian children and adults in August 2004 at a place called Belsan,
President Vladimir Putin called for Russia’s mobilization. “Some want to cut a juicy
morsel from us,” said Putin, referring the oil-rich Caucasus region. “Others are helping
them. They are helping because they believe that, as one of the world’s major nuclear
powers, Russia still poses a threat to them, and therefore this threat must be removed.
And terrorism, of course, is only a tool for achieving these goals.” It was the Americans,
he implied, that were trying to destroy what remained of the USSR. According to Putin,
“This is a challenge to the whole of Russia, to the whole of our people. This is an attack
on our country.” The best course of action, he said, is the “mobilization of the country in
the face of a common danger.”

Objections to European ballistic missile defense and the alleged NATO “encirclement”
of Russia are part of this same paranoid package: such are postulates of the Kremlin’s
casus belli. Since Putin’s rise to power, numerous warnings about the Kremlin’s
intentions have come to light. The recent KGB/SVR defector, Sergei Tretyakov, was
asked by author Pete Earley why he wanted to tell his story. “I want to warn Americans,”
said Tretyakov. “As a people, you are very naïve about Russia and its intentions. You
believe because the Soviet Union no longer exists, Russia is now your friend. It isn’t,
and I can show you how the SVR is trying to destroy the U.S. even today and even
more than the KGB did during the Cold War.”

The courageous Russian journalist, Anna Politkovskaya, was assassinated shortly after
publishing a book titled Putin’s Russia: Life in a Failing Democracy. “This book,” she
wrote, “is about Vladimir Putin – but not, as he is normally viewed in the West, as seen
through rose-colored glasses.” Among her disturbing revelations from inside Russia,
note the following: that the rebel Chechen government had been financed from
Moscow; that “today’s Russian, brainwashed by propaganda, has largely reverted to
Bolshevik thinking”; that the vast majority of big businessmen in Russia are former
Communist Party officials; that the fall of the Soviet Union was merely the “fall of the
visible structures of the Soviet system” while secret structures remain in place.
According to Politkovskaya, “The return of the Soviet system with the consolidation of
Putin’s power is obvious.”

Less than four weeks after Anna Politkovskaya was permanently silenced by an
assassin’s bullet, KGB/FSB defector Alexander Litvinenko was poisoned in a London
Hotel with radioactive Polonium-210. Litvinenko died on 23 November 2006. According
to ABC News, British investigators traced the radioactive substance directly back to the
Kremlin. There was no sea change in Washington, however, as President Bush
continued to describe Putin as his “friend.” In a 25 November 2006 column for The New



Statesman, Russian music critic Artemy Troitsky wrote. “I stopped posting difficult items
on my website.” Was he afraid? “I am not sure,” he explained. “What I do know is this: it
is demoralizing to write the same things over and again, to no effect. It is demoralizing
to realize that among Russia’s silent majority Putin is genuinely popular and there
seems no way of waking these people up. Most depressing, however is that the socalled
democracies of the West are turning a blind eye. One day, messrs Blair and
Bush, the Germans and Italians, will regret that.”

Troitsky forgot to include Senator Feinstein and the House and Senate majority. It is
demoralizing, indeed, to “write the same things over and again, to no effect.” And then,
to have a United States Senator talk and act as if Russia isn’t a threat, isn’t rearming,
isn’t run by the same old KGB thugs.

Days after the death of Litvinenko in England, the highest ranking Eastern Bloc
intelligence officer, Lt. Gen. Ion Mihai Pacepa penned the following words for National
Review Online: “There is no doubt in my mind that the former KGB/FSB officer
Alexander Litvinenko was assassinated at Putin’s orders. He was killed, I believe,
because he revealed Putin’s crimes and the FSB’s secret training of Ayman al-Zawahiri,
the number-two in al Qaeda.”

Pacepa’s stunning surmise should have touched off a firestorm of debate among U.S.
officials and pundits. But nobody repeated what Pacepa had dared to say. No testimony
or analysis connecting the Kremlin with al Qaeda could ever trigger a debate or inquiry
of any kind. To think otherwise is to miss the main features of America’s psychological
disposition. There are some things that cannot be discussed – or even acknowledged –
in “polite society.” The sum of all media messages, of received propriety, prevents this
particular discussion from taking place. The possibility that Russia initiated a terrorist
campaign under an Islamic false flag will never be discussed in Washington, D.C. And
the reasons are not far to find. First, there is the fact that the CIA would have to admit to
countless stupidities and errors; second, elected officials would have to admit they had
been duped over a period of many years by Moscow.

George Washington liked to quote the Roman maxim: “If you want peace, prepare for
war.” America’s preparedness is in decline, and, with the financial crash of 2008, the
extent of that decline is going to accelerate.

PAPER # 4:

The Threat of Destructive War



America’s Enemies

Introduction

National defense is a cornerstone of national existence. Without national defense there
can be no freedom, prosperity or progress. If Americans want security in today’s
dangerous world, then they must begin by asking a few questions: Who are America’s
enemies? What weapons do these enemies possess? What strategies do these
enemies apply? If you’re like most Americans, you prefer to believe that America
doesn’t have enemies. After all, America prefers peaceful production to destructive war.
The United States is a commercial nation where everyone works together, according to
the market. Why should there be wars at all? Why should anyone start a war?
There are people in the world who do not view things from the perspective of
commerce. There are warlike powers that seek to possess the world’s most destructive
weapons. We may pretend that these powers wish America well, but we would be
fooling ourselves. Hatred of America is second nature to some dictators. Communists
and Nazis long ago denounced commercial civilization as “bourgeois” or “Jewish.” The
Islamic Republic of Iran refers to the United States as “the Great Satan.” Chinese
leaders say America is decadent and doomed.
A central feature of totalitarianism is the steady stream of accusations and slanders
hurtled against its intended victims. Before the outbreak of World War II Hitler
suggested that the Jews were scheming to start another war in Europe. If they did so,
he warned, they would be eradicated. The Jews, of course, were not scheming against
Europe. Hitler was scheming. The thief is afraid that others are planning to steal from
him, the liar is slow to trust, and the dictator imagines that others are plotting military
aggression. People tend to think that others are like themselves. It is no wonder,
therefore, that the militaristic North Korean regime frequently accuses the United States
of “militarism.” Today, Russian leaders accuse America of seeking nuclear supremacy
through the planned deployment of defensive missiles in Poland – while Russia steadily
builds and deploys new offensive road mobile ICBMs.
Just as the paranoid aspersions of totalitarian dictators serve as a kind of confession,
naïve American assumptions about Russia and China testify to the good will of a
commercial society in search of mutually beneficial relationships. Sadly, the world
appears divided into irreconcilable halves. As Rudyard Kipling once wrote:
Oh, East is East, and West is West, and never the twain shall meet,
Till Earth and Sky stand presently at God’s great Judgment Seat.
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The nuclear threat revisited

In 1990 a CIA specialist in the area of nuclear war fighting, Peter Vincent Pry, published
a two-volume work: The Strategic Nuclear Balance and Why it Matters. “This volume,”
he wrote, “is an estimate of the U.S.-Soviet strategic nuclear balance, an explanation
and critique of different established ways of evaluating that balance….” After analyzing
the offensive and defensive capabilities of both superpowers Pry concluded: “The
balance of U.S.-Soviet strategic lethality and survivability … heavily favors the USSR.”
He went on to explain that the Soviet arsenal could “destroy 31-213 percent more area
targets than [could] the United States [arsenal].” He further noted, “Soviet superiority is
most notable in the defensive half of the strategic balance. Soviet targets,” he
explained, “are three times harder to kill than U.S. targets because Soviet silos and
shelters tend to be much harder and are more numerous.”

If anyone should dismiss Dr. Pry’s analysis under the misconception that a nuclear war
will never be fought because it can never be won, they should study his Vol. 2: Nuclear
Wars, Exchanges and Outcomes. In Chapter 7, “Societal Survival,” Pry cited Herman
Kahn’s On Thermonuclear War, which concluded that society can survive and recover
from such a war. “Many subsequent studies,” wrote Pry, “including the most
authoritative treatments, by the U.S. Defense Department and the Federal Emergency
Management Agency, have reaffirmed Kahn’s basic conclusion that nuclear war is
survivable and social recuperation feasible.” In terms of military strategy, Pry pointed
out that nuclear war between superpowers would probably not involve strikes against
civilian targets. “Soviet nuclear bombing of U.S. cities would only provoke U.S. nuclear
bombing of Soviet cities.” It is therefore “in the USSR’s interests to limit as much as
possible U.S. civilian casualties and the destruction of U.S. industrial assets.” The
reader should not misunderstand this analysis, insofar as millions of civilian deaths
would nonetheless result from short-term fallout. But nuclear war, far from being the end
of the world, could result in the defeat of the United States.

Because military strategy is about victory rather than destruction, and because nuclear
weapons can be focused against military targets instead of civilian targets, nuclear war
may not be as destructive as popularly assumed. As far back as 1966 the Soviet
strategist, Colonel M. Shirokov, wrote: “The objective is not to turn the large economic
and industrial regions into a heap of ruins.” As for the dangers of ozone depletion,
“nuclear winter,” and long-term fallout, Pry cited conclusive scientific critiques and
studies which unambiguously dismiss these “nightmarish notions.” The Russian
strategists, he explained, believe there will be winners and losers in a future nuclear
war.
After examining likely nuclear exchanges between Russia and the United States, Pry
concluded: “In all three scenarios – Worst, Moderate, and Best cases – judging from
military outcomes, a nuclear war would probably result in … U.S. surrender. An
unconditional surrender cannot be ruled out and may even be likely in the Worst and
Moderate cases.” Given the parameters of Pry’s study, the nuclear balance favors the



Russian side more today than it did when Pry was writing in 1990. (Since 2002 the Bush

administration has pursued unilateral nuclear disarmament, while the Russian side has
strengthened and modernized its nuclear forces.)
The casual reader may ask why the nuclear balance between Russia and America
should matter 16 years after the collapse of the Soviet Union. In October 2000 Sergei
Tretyakov defected to the United States. He was described by a senior FBI analyst as
“the most important Russian spy that our side has had in decades.” In 2008 journalist
Pete Early published Tretyakov’s warning to Americans in a book titled Comrade J. In
an interview with Early, Tretyakov said: “I want to warn Americans. As a people, you are
very naïve about Russia and its intentions. You believe because the Soviet Union no
longer exists, Russia now is your friend. It isn’t, and I can show you how the SVR [KGB]
is trying to destroy the U.S. even today and even more than the KGB did during the
Cold War.”
In the decade following the collapse of the Soviet Union Russian promises were
repeatedly broken. The Kremlin continued to build submarines, missiles and nuclear
warheads. In violation of major arms control agreements, Russia stockpiled binary
chemical weapons and continued work on a super-plague weapon. American satellites
detected the construction of vast underground cities in the Urals. These were
invulnerable to nuclear attacks, lying more than 1,000 feet beneath the surface. The
Russians also refurbished the nuclear-proof bunkers under Moscow. If Russia was
broke, why were they spending precious resources getting ready for a nuclear-biological
war?

The Kremlin’s strategic architecture

In 1968 a high-level communist official defected to the United States. His name was Jan
Sejna, and he worked directly for the top level of the Czech communist government. In
1982 Sejna published his memoirs under the title We Will Bury You. According to Sejna,
in 1967 the Czech leaders were briefed on Russia’s long-range strategic plan. “It had
always been made clear that the Plan’s objectives were firm but the means and
methods of achieving them were flexible,” wrote Sejna. “This flexibility often serves to
confound Western political analysts, who tend to confuse a change in tactics with a
profound change in … thinking.” According to Sejna, even though Nikita Khrushchev
denounced Stalin’s crimes, the Kremlin had not abandoned Stalin’s objectives. “In fact,”
wrote Sejna, “they had only dropped his methods.”
While addressing Western ambassadors during a reception at the Polish Embassy in
Moscow on 18 November 1956, Khrushchev publicly stated: “Whether you like it or not,
history is on our side. We will bury you!” ("Мы вас похороним!") On 24 July 1959
Khrushchev told visiting U.S. Vice President Richard Nixon that his grandchildren would
live under communism. Two months later Khrushchev visited the United States where



he also told U.S. Agriculture Secretary Ezra Taft Benson that “your grandchildren will
live under communism.” When Benson assured him the opposite, Khrushchev
reportedly said: “You Americans are so gullible. No, you won’t accept communism
outright, but we’ll keep feeding you small doses of socialism until you’ll finally wake up

and find you already have communism. We won’t have to fight you. We’ll so weaken
your economy until you’ll fall like overripe fruit into our hands.”
Khrushchev’s intention was recently explained by the former deputy chief of communist
Romania’s foreign intelligence service, Ion Pacepa, who said the following in a 2007
interview with filmmaker Robert Buchar: “The whole foreign policy of the Soviet bloc
states, indeed its whole economic and military might, revolved around the larger Soviet
objective of destroying America from within through the use of lies. The Soviets saw
disinformation as a vital tool in the dialectical advance of world communism. KGB
priority number one was to damage American power, judgment, and credibility.”
It is noteworthy that Khrushchev did not say, “You will live under communism.” He also
did not say, “Your children will live under communism.” He told his American opposites
that their grandchildren “would live under communism.” Khrushchev was admitting that
Moscow’s plan is a long-range plan, involving decades of work. “One of the basic
problems of the West,” wrote Sejna, “is its frequent failure to recognize the existence of
any Soviet ‘grand design’ at all. Those rejecting this concept unwittingly serve Soviet
efforts to conceal their objectives….” Acknowledging the Kremlin’s many failures, Sejna
warned against Western assumptions of Russian incompetence. “That is a very
dangerous view, and one which ignores the calculating and persevering nature of Soviet
decision-makers.”
The main target of the Kremlin’s Strategic Plan is the United States. In order to fight a
war on favorable terms, or to win without a nuclear exchange, the Russians wanted to
isolate the United States by manipulating Europe into neutrality, establishing anti-
American regimes in the Third World, and restricting U.S. economic access to strategic
resources. (The success of this strategy may be seen today in Germany’s blossoming
relationship with Russia, and the pro-communist regimes in Congo, South Africa and
Venezuela.)
Starting in February 1967 the Warsaw Pact countries received regular directives
detailing their part in the overall Plan. “When my friends and I studied the Strategic
Plan,” wrote Sejna, “our initial reactions were identical: we considered it quite
unrealistic, especially in its timing, which we thought wildly optimistic.” Only after Sejna
defected to the West did he change this opinion. “I could find no unity, no consistent
objective or strategy among Western countries. It is not possible to fight the Soviet
system and strategy with small tactical steps. For the first time I began to believe that
the Soviet Union would be able to achieve her goals – something I had not believed in
Czechoslovakia.”
The Kremlin strategists envisioned that sometime after 1990 an economic and political
sequence would unfold, leading to the collapse of the American economy and “the



advent to power in Washington of a transitional liberal and progressive government.” In
September 1967 the Secretary of the Soviet Central Committee, Konstantin Katushev,
arrived in Prague to orally brief the Czech communist leaders. The Czechs feared that
an economic crisis in America would lead to the emergence of a right-wing regime. The

United States could move to “either extreme,” Katushev admitted, “as … in the
McCarthy period and the Vietnam War. If we can impose on the U.S.A. the external
restraints proposed in our Plan, and seriously disrupt the American economy, the
working and lower middle classes will suffer the consequences and they will turn on the
society that has failed them. They will be ready for revolution.”
The Russian strategists foresaw that the American workforce would be facing a difficult
situation in twenty to forty years. America’s enormous progress in technology, said
Katushev, was a destabilizing influence because it led to underemployment by unskilled
workers. A social gap would open between technocrats and the masses. “This
phenomenon,” Katushev noted, “is one I consider the United States cannot deal with.”
Though American workers could turn to the right, he added, “It’s more likely … that a
progressive regime will emerge because, in spite of their power, the governing
bureaucratic elite and industrial elite, and the media, are fundamentally liberal in their
outlook and ashamed of their failure to solve basic national problems.”
In 1967 Soviet Marshal Matvei Zhakarov visited Prague to encourage the recruitment of
“high-level agents of influence” in the rising elite of America’s universities, media and
government. Moscow perceived that power was passing from the hands of the “old
industrial plutocracy.” If the Soviet bloc could penetrate the U.S. media and academia, it
would be easier to manipulate the society as a whole.
While the Strategic Plan called for disrupting the U.S. economy and encouraging the
election of a progressive presidential candidate, it also aimed at splitting the United
States from Europe. According to Sejna, “The Russians planned to play upon the
nationalist, bourgeois prejudices of the leading European countries in order to convince
them that Europe must strive to become a distinct entity, separate from the United
States.”
In order to gain technology and money from the West, Moscow planned to launch an
unprecedented peace offensive, which would involve the liquidation of the communist
bloc in order to get rid of the West’s collective security system (NATO). About this plan,
Sejna wrote: “The erosion of NATO begun in Phase Two [of the Plan] would be
completed by the withdrawal of the United States from its commitment to the defense of
Europe, and by European hostility to military expenditure, generated by economic
recession and fanned by the efforts of the ‘progressive’ movements. To this end we
envisaged that it might be necessary to dissolve the Warsaw Pact, in which event we
had already prepared a web of bilateral defense arrangements, to be supervised by
secret committees of Comecon.”
In terms of operational details, the Plan relied on future sabotage and terrorist
operations. These would benefit from the infiltration of organized crime and Soviet bloc



drug trafficking. The Russian planners believed that the American economy could be
sabotaged, that the CIA was effectively blind, and that drug trafficking could open a
back door to America’s financial centers and geographical heartland. Sejna’s testimony
on this subject was published in 1990 a book titled Red Cocaine, written by Joseph D.

Douglass, Jr., with an introduction by Ray S. Cline, former Deputy Director for
Intelligence at the CIA.
The role of terrorism was especially important to the thrust of the Strategic Plan. In a
2006 interview with documentary filmmaker Robert Buchar, Russian historian and
dissident Vladimir Bukovsky was asked whether the Soviets fathered modern terrorism.
“Oh definitely,” said Bukovsky. “I can show you hundreds of documents proving that. I
mean how they supplied, trained, created and … control almost every terrorist
organization on earth. I have these documents.”
The former Deputy Director of the Romanian intelligence service, Ion Mihai Pacepa, has
written about Russia’s involvement with international terrorism. “Today’s international
terrorism,” he wrote in August 2006, “was conceived at the Lubyanka, the headquarters
of the KGB…. I witnessed its birth in my other life, as a Communist general.”
In a 1987 book, titled Spetsnaz: The Inside Story of the Soviet Special Forces, a Soviet
military intelligence defector writing under the pen name Viktor Suvorov explained the
ultimate purpose to which Russia’s terrorists would be put to use. In Chapter 15 of the
book, Suvorov listed various economic sabotage operations and terror strikes to be
undertaken in advance of all-out war against the United States. “All these operations,”
wrote Suvorov, “are known officially in the GRU as the ‘preparatory period,’ and
unofficially as the ‘overture.’ The overture is a series of large and small operations the
purpose of which is, before actual military operations begin, to weaken the enemy’s
morale, create an atmosphere of general suspicion, fear and uncertainty, and divert the
attention of the enemy’s armies and police forces to a huge number of different targets,
each which may be the object of the next attack.” According to Suvorov, the overture is
carried out by intelligence agents and by “mercenaries recruited by intermediaries.” The
strategy they follow is known as “grey terror,” described by Suvorov as “a kind of terror
which is not conducted in the name of the Soviet Union.” Instead, the terror is carried
out in the name of “already existing extremist groups not connected in any way” with
Russia. According to Suvorov, “The terrorist acts carried out in the course of the
‘overture’ require very few people, very few weapons and little equipment.”
The example of 19 men with box-cutters comes to mind, though Suvorov lists “a screw
driver, a box of matches or a glass ampoule.”

The fall of Eastern Europe

The “fall of communism” is best understood in the light of the following facts: (1) All
seven East European communist regimes, unflinchingly defended for decades by brutal
police repression, collapsed within a period of seven months. (2) In every case but one,



the leaders stepped down without violence. (3) With rare exceptions, the new
“democratic” regimes did not put former communist officials on trial. (5) Many of the new
“democratic” leaders of Eastern Europe later proved to have secret police ties. For
example: two Polish historians now claim that trade union leader Lech Walesa worked
for the communist secret police under the codename “Bolek”; Bulgarian President
Georgi Parvanov has admitted collaborating with the secret police; and in 2002

Hungarian Prime Minister Peter Medgyessy confessed to serving as a secret police
officer. These are examples of those whose connections have been documented or
admitted. Almost certainly, others are yet to be exposed.

In 2007 the Czech secret police Captain Ludvik Zivcak told filmmaker Robert Buchar,
“Many people think or believe that in 1989 there was a mass uprising of the nation.
From what I did, or where I worked, I am convinced that there was no uprising at all.
One political system was just replaced by another political system.” As an organizer of
the uprising, operating on instructions from the communist hierarchy, Zivcak explained:
“It’s hard to find out today who wrote the script; but it definitely wasn’t written in
America. The Americans merely jumped on the bandwagon at the end; so the script
was almost certainly written in the East.”
What about the supposedly violent overthrow of Nicolae Ceauşescu in Romania? As it
turns out, the men who overthrew the Romanian dictator were known agents of
Moscow. The facts of the case have been laid out by Andrei Codrescu, author of The
Hole in the Flag. Codrescu first discovered the fraud of the December Revolution in the
following way: “Last night … I had gotten up, seized by thirst. Before going to bed, I had
consumed a goodly amount of Stolichnaya with a Soviet journalist who’d been in Sibiu
for a week. He had also been in Timisoara and told me a number of interesting things,
including the fact that on December 10 – five days before the protest in front of
Reverend Toke’s house – there were nearly a dozen TASS correspondents there.
When I asked him why, my friend winked. His wink troubled me. ‘What were nearly a
dozen TASS correspondents doing in a remote Transylvanian town, many days before
anything started to happen?’ I insisted. He winked again.”
Dissident Russian historian Vladimir Bukovsky, who managed to obtain documents from
the communist archives in Russia, knows that the revolutions in Eastern Europe were
planned and organized long in advance by the KGB. These are things people don’t like
to discuss, Bukovsky complained in a videotaped interview with Filmmaker Robert
Buchar. “And if you try discussing them in the West they look at you with disbelief.
Namely, that it was planned in Moscow … to change the hard line communist regimes
in Eastern Europe and to find a replacement for them of more liberal variety.”
The KGB not only planned the revolutions in Eastern Europe, but these revolutions
were part of a larger strategy outlined by KGB defector Anatoliy Golitsyn in a 1984 book
titled New Lies for Old: The Communist Strategy of Deception and Disinformation. In an
astonishing display of foreknowledge, Golitsyn predicted that a “liberal” reformer was
about to take power in the Soviet Union. According to intelligence historian Mark



Riebling, Golitsyn’s book contained 148 falsifiable predictions. By the end of 1993
almost 94 percent of the predictions were fulfilled. “Among events correctly foreseen:
‘the return to power of Dubcek and his associates’ in Czechoslovakia; the ‘reemergence
of Solidarity’ and the formation of a ‘coalition government’ in Poland; a newly
‘independent’ regime in Romania; ‘economic reforms’ in the USSR; and a Soviet
repudiation of the Afghanistan invasion.” Golitsyn even envisioned the fall of the Berlin
Wall.

No analyst has ever made so accurate and detailed a series of predictions in history;
and no analyst has ever sounded such a note of alarm. According the Golitsyn, “the
‘liberalization’ [of the communist bloc] would be calculated and deceptive in that it would
be introduced from above. It would be carried out by the party through its cells and
individual members in government, the Supreme Soviet, the courts, and the electoral
machinery and by the KGB through its agents among the intellectuals and scientists. It
would be the culmination of [KGB Chairman] Shelepin’s plans.” The deception would
facilitate Moscow’s old objective of separating America from Europe while prosecuting a
secret war of terror and sabotage against the West. When the situation has sufficiently
developed, warned Golitsyn, “they might well decide on Sino-Soviet ‘reconciliation.’ The
scissors strategy would give way to the strategy of ‘one clenched fist.’ At that point the
shift in the political and military balance would be plain for all to see.”
Russia’s alliance with China presently coincides with efforts to break NATO by
demonstrating Europe’s energy dependence on Russia. In the winter of 2009 the
Kremlin cut Europe’s energy supplies. This followed offers of a “special relationship”
with Germany coinciding with brazen threats against recalcitrant governments in
Ukraine and Poland. After recalling Russia’s ambassadors to Moscow in July 2008,
President Dmitri Medvedev outlined the Kremlin’s plan for a “new security architecture”
in Europe: “A strategic partnership between Russia and the European Union could act
as the so-called cornerstone of a Greater Europe … which would include intensive
economic interpenetration on the basis of agreed ‘rules of the game,’ including in the
fuel and energy sector and the high-tech field.”

9/11 and the Overture

In a July 2005 interview with the Polish Newspaper Rzeczpospolita, FSB/KGB defector
Alexander Litvinenko alleged that al Qaeda’s second-in-command, Ayman Al-Zawahri,
was “an old agent of the FSB.” Political writer and former KGB officer, Konstantin
Preobrazhenskiy, confirmed Litvinenko’s allegation, stating: “[Litvinenko] was
responsible for securing the secrecy of Al-Zawahri’s arrival in Russia, who was trained
by FSB instructors in Dagestan, Northern Caucasus, in 1996-97.”
Preobrazhenskiy further stated: "At that time, Litvinenko was the Head of the
Subdivision for Internationally Wanted Terrorists of the First Department of the
Operative-Inquiry Directorate of the FSB Anti-Terrorist Department. He was ordered to
undertake the delicate mission of securing Al-Zawahri from unintentional disclosure by



the Russian police. Though Al-Zawahri had been brought to Russia by the FSB using a
false passport, it was still possible for the police to learn about his arrival and report to
Moscow for verification. Such a process could disclose Al-Zawahri as an FSB
collaborator.”
Litvinenko detailed Russia’s role as the originator of modern terrorism in his July 2005
interview with Rzeczpospolita: “I know only one organization that has made terrorism
the main tool of solving political problems. It is the Russian special services. The KGB
has been engaged in terrorism for many years, and mass terrorism. At the special

department of the KGB they trained terrorists from practically every country in the world.
These courses lasted, as a rule, for half a year. Specially trained and prepared agents
of the KGB organized murders and explosions, including explosions of tankers, the
hijacking of passenger airliners, along with hits on diplomatic, state and commercial
organizations worldwide.” Litvinenko added that the agents of the KGB/FSB were “the
bloodiest terrorist in the world.” He then listed Carlos Ilyich Ramiros (Carlos the Jackal),
Yassir Arafat, Saddam Hussein, and a host of others. According to Litvinenko, “all these
figures and movements operated under their own slogans; however, none of them
especially hid their ‘intimate’ … relationship with the Kremlin and Lubyanka. There is a
simple question: whether the Russian special services would train and finance people
and groups which are unsupervised by Lubyanka and did not serve the interests of the
Kremlin? You understand perfectly, they would not. Each act of terrorism made by these
people was carried out as an assignment and under the rigid control of the KGB of the
USSR.”
Asked if this terrorism continues under the post-Soviet leadership, Litvinenko warned
that “the center of global terrorism is not in Iraq, Iran, Afghanistan or the Chechen
Republic. The terrorist infection is spread worldwide from Lubyanka Square and the
Kremlin cabinet. And until the Russian special services are outlawed, dispersed and
condemned, the terrorism will never stop.”
It is noteworthy that after his public statements about the KGB’s connection to Al
Qaeda, former KGB officer Litvinenko was poisoned at the bar of a London hotel by
Kremlin agents who put radioactive polonium-210 in his tea. He died in November 2006.
During a conversation with an American journalist in 1998, Russian military defector
Col. Stanislav Lunev warned that any future report about Arab terrorists nuking an
American city could not be trusted. When the journalist asked why, Lunev replied,
“Because it will be my people, Spetsnaz [i.e., Russian special forces commandos].”

China

China’s Political Concept

According to the American sinologist Steven Mosher, the central Chinese political



concept is Ba (sometimes translated as “hegemony”). Ba refers to a political order
invented by Chinese strategists 2,800 years ago. Mosher noted that this political order
was “based exclusively on naked power.” In the twentieth century, when the founder of
Communist China said that “war is the highest form of struggle” and “political power
grows out of the barrel of a gun,” he was merely annunciating the ancient principles of
Chinese despotism. The Chinese Communist Party necessarily relies on ancient
concepts and models. For them, Ba signifies an all-powerful ruler at the head of an allpowerful
state. According to Mosher, “Chinese strategists of old may be said to have
invented totalitarianism more than two millennia before Lenin introduced it to the West,
in order to achieve a kind of super-superpower status.”
Chinese strategic tradition says that the primary object of the state is to establish
absolute dominance over one region after another. According to China’s strategists, this
is not accomplished by loudly declaring your intention to destroy all rivals. “All warfare is
based on deception,” wrote Sun Tzu, in the fifth century B.C. “Hence, when able to
attack, we must seem unable; when using our forces, we must seem inactive; when we
are near, we must make the enemy believe that we are away; when far away, we must
make him believe we are near. Hold out baits to entice the enemy. Feign disorder, and
crush him.”
As the founder of modern China, Mao Zedong was serious about establishing China’s
global dominance. “We must control the earth,” he told his associates. This was the
ultimate objective of Chinese strategy. On 28 June 1958 Mao told his generals: “We
must build big ships, and be prepared to land in Japan, the Philippines, and San
Francisco.” He further noted, “The Pacific Ocean is not peaceful. It can only be peaceful
when we take it over.” When Mao asked the Soviet Union for help in building a fleet, the
Soviet leadership tried to dissuade him. “Build submarines and light ships armed with
missiles,” said Nikita Khrushchev. “A big warship is a steel coffin.” The Russians
explained the technical difficulties of warship construction. Mao was only irritated by
these tedious explanations and humiliated by the suggestion that China could ill afford
large warships. “I don’t need a fleet, then,” he sourly interjected during a meeting with
Khrushchev. “I know guerrilla warfare. China can always retreat from the coast and fight
a guerrilla war.”
Only the fact of China’s backwardness prevented Mao from building a navy. Three
decades after Mao’s death, China has made unimaginable economic progress, and the
construction of China’s navy is underway. Deng Xiaoping was the leader who facilitated
China’s present military buildup. In October 1991 Deng watched the test flight of the
Jian-9 fighter in Sichuan. China had solved its economic problem, said Deng. Soon
China would be able to build powerful armed forces. As the People’s Daily explained,
“whether a socialist country should make use of capitalism or not is a question which
has long been resolved both in theory and practice.”

China is America’s Enemy

The People’s Republic of China is targeting the United States with nuclear weapons
because American power is an affront to the ancient Chinese principle that China



should be the world’s dominant country. American intelligence has long known that
China assists America’s enemies in Latin America, Africa and the Middle East.
According to Pentagon sources, the Chinese were supplying al Qaeda and the Taliban
with weapons after the September 11 terrorist attacks on New York and Washington. In
June 2002, a classified Pentagon report disclosed that the People’s Liberation Army
had been training Taliban and al Qaeda fighters. While Chinese leaders pretend to be
America’s “partner” in the war on terror, they are working to undermine America on
every front. In Latin America the Chinese are assisting the stealth Communist regime of
Hugo Chavez. In the Middle East, the Chinese continue to facilitate Tehran’s military
buildup.

According to Chinese defector Chen Yonglin, formerly the senior political officer at the
Chinese Consulate in Sydney, Australia, China is engaged in a massive espionage
campaign against America. “The United States is considered by the Chinese
Communist Party as the largest enemy, the major strategic rival,” Chen explained in a
June 2005 interview with The Washington Times. Most of China’s espionage involves
military-related intelligence gathered by military officials or civilian spies working for the
Ministry of State Security. According to Chen, China continues to follow Deng
Xiaoping’s policy of “bide our time, build our capabilities.” What that means, said Chen,
“is that when the day is mature, the Chinese government will strike back [at America].”
Not only is Beijing following ancient Chinese precepts of establishing hegemony, but the
Chinese government is Communist, and makes use of Communist ideological
rationales. In accusing the United States of “hegemonic” ambitions, the Chinese merely
engage in classic Freudian projection. According to sinologist Steven Mosher, “China’s
elite clearly covets the title of Hegemon for itself.”

China’s Secretive Elite

“The Chinese state is not like any other state,” wrote the French journalist Guy Sorman.
“Chinese laws are worthless and exist only on paper. Those in command operate
behind the scenes. The Party hierarchy, the only hierarchy that matters, consists of
faceless individuals. The Party’s Central Committee meetings are held in the utmost
secrecy; most Chinese do not even know the names of its members.”
The current Chinese system was established under Mao Zedong in 1949. According to
a 1971 Congressional study organized under Professor Richard L. Walker, the Beijing
regime has caused between 34.3 and 63.8 million deaths. In 1999, historian Jean-Louis
Margolin claimed that Beijing had caused between 44.5 and 72 million deaths.
The Chinese Communist Party, wrote Sorman, “has crossed all bounds and
demonstrated its extraordinary capacity to kill, steal, and lie.” On whether the Chinese
leaders are hardened Communists, determined to overthrow the global market and
smash America, Sorman wrote: “Her economic takeoff does not make China any less
Communist, for development is the raison de’être of Marxism.” According to Sorman,
“[The Communist Party’s] cadres continue to study Marxist-Leninist thought, learn its
catechism, and attend regular refresher courses held in Party schools.” Furthermore,



the Chinese mix nationalism with Communism in their educational program. According
to Sorman, “The official history of the Party in school textbooks holds the West squarely
responsible for all the country’s woes.” The new Chinese nationalism teaches hatred of
European imperialism, and hatred of American power. This hatred is hidden behind an
outward façade of mutual economic interest.
American politicians erroneously believe that China is tied to America by trade and
money. American intelligence analysts are therefore discouraged from warning about
China’s hostile intentions. Even the U.S. media is afraid to criticize China – fearing their
correspondents will be denied access to Chinese officials. The totalitarian state can
effectively mask its enmity and hide its plans for destructive war, while obtaining
weapons technology and military industrial capacity. “For a relatively long time,” wrote
Gen. Mi Zhenyu, “it will be absolutely necessary that we quietly nurse our sense of
vengeance…. We must conceal our abilities and bide our time.”

China’s War Plans

It is an error to assume that trade with China eliminates the possibility of a future war
with China. Prior to 1914, experts declared that a war between Germany and Great
Britain was impossible. In those days there was intensive trade between the two
countries. But war broke out nonetheless, because trade does not trump military power.
China’s trade with America must be understood in this context. China does not trade
for the sake of building a consumer democracy. China trades to acquire
advanced military capabilities in order to dominate the Pacific Ocean. In
December 1999 the vice chairman of the Communist Party Central Military Commission,
Gen. Chi Haotian, spoke of China’s future relations with America. “Seen from the
changes in the world situation and the United States’ hegemonic strategy,” said Gen.
Chi, “war is inevitable. We cannot avoid it. The issue is that the Chinese armed forces
must control the initiative in this war. We must make sure that we win…. We must be
prepared to fight for one year, two years, three years, or even longer.”
Since China is built on the principle of Ba, and Ba is based on naked power, it is no
wonder that Mao was unfazed by the prospect of a future nuclear war. Such a war, he
said, could be used to advantage. “If worst came to worst and half of mankind died,”
said Mao, “the other half would remain while imperialism would be razed to the ground
and the whole world would become socialist; in a number of years there would be 2.7
billion people again and definitely more.”
In July 2005, a senior Chinese general publicly said that China was prepared to destroy
hundreds of American cities. Major Gen. Zhu Chenghu, dean of China’s National
Defense University, stated: “War logic dictates that a weaker power needs to use
maximum efforts to defeat a stronger rival.” He further explained that China could not
win a conventional war with the United States, though a nuclear war was something
altogether different. “We Chinese will prepare ourselves for the destruction of all the
cities east of Xian,” he said. “Of course, the Americans will have to be prepared that
hundreds of cities will be destroyed by the Chinese.”
In September 2005, leading Chinese democracy advocate Wei Jingsheng warned that



China was planning a nuclear war against the United States. According to Wei,
Americans should not underestimate the irrationality of Chinese leaders. The
Communists are also very deceptive, he said. “They try to appear less threatening while
planning war.” Deng Xiaoping once explained that despite trading with America, China
was nonetheless the mortal enemy of America. This fact must remain hidden, he added.
“China must not alarm the West”.

China Joins With Russia

On 16 July 2001 the presidents of Russia and China met in Moscow to sign a Treaty for
Good Neighborliness, Friendship and Cooperation. As early as May 1999, in the wake
of U.S. military operations against Serbia, Chinese generals were visiting Moscow to
arrange “close cooperation” with the Russian General Staff. The proposed cooperation
included new weapons developments, weapons production, military planning and joint
military operations.
The 2001 Sino-Russian “friendship treaty” calls for joint actions to offset U.S. strategic
advantages. It also formalized arms sales and military technology transfers from Russia
to China. Since 1999 the Chinese have received from Russia advanced anti-ship
missiles, destroyers, submarines and fighter aircraft. According to findings of the House
Select Committee on U.S. National Security and Military Commercial Concerns with the
People’s Republic of China, Russian experts were found to be helping the Chinese
improve their nuclear missiles forces. This degree of cooperation surprised committee
chairman Chris Cox, who expressed bafflement when testifying on the matter before a
Senate committee.
In recent years the Chinese have staged military exercises with the Russians, including
exercises involving the Russian Pacific Fleet. The degree of cooperation between the
two countries is alarming, though U.S. politicians prefer to ignore the implied threat, not
knowing what to do about it.

Islam

The Clash of Civilizations

According to Professor Samuel P. Huntington, people’s cultural and religious identities
are a primary source of conflict. In a 1993 Foreign Affairs article titled “The Clash of
Civilizations,” Huntington argued that “the principal conflicts of global politics will occur
between nations and groups of different civilizations.” He further stated: “The fault lines



between civilizations will be the battle lines of the future.”
Of course, Huntington did not originate the phrase “clash of civilizations.” This phrase
was previously coined by one of the West’s leading experts on Islam, Professor Bernard
Lewis of Princeton University, in a September 1990 Atlantic Monthly article titled “The
Roots of Muslim Rage.” In that article Lewis wrote: “the idea that religion and politics
should be separated is relatively new….” With regard to Islam, this idea does not exist
at all. This is significant, Lewis noted, because Islam has known periods “when it
inspired in some of its followers a mood of hatred and violence. It is our misfortune that
part … of the Muslim world is now going through such a period….”
This inspiration of hatred may be seen in the Islamic Republic of Iran as well as among
Muslim terrorists. Their animating idea is that God has enemies, wrote Lewis, “and

needs human help in order to identify and dispose of them….” Therefore, in Islam, the
struggle between good and evil has political as well as military dimensions.
“Muhammad,” wrote Lewis, “was not only a prophet and teacher, like the founders of
other religions; he was also the head of a polity and of the community, a ruler and a
soldier. Hence his struggle involved a state and its armed forces. If the fighters in the
war for Islam … are fighting for God, it follows that their opponents are fighting against
God.”

The House of Islam vs. the House of Unbelief

The West, therefore, has a serious security problem. Holy warriors are rewarded in
heaven, and nuclear deterrence may not deter those who seek martyrdom. Lewis noted:
“In the classical Islamic view, to which many Muslims are beginning to return, the world
and all mankind are divided into two: the House of Islam, where the Muslim law and
faith prevail, and the rest, known as the House of Unbelief or the House of War, which it
is the duty of Muslims ultimately to bring to Islam.”
The struggle between the House of Islam and the House of Unbelief has lasted fourteen
centuries. “It has consisted of a long series of attacks and counterattacks, jihads and
crusades, conquests and reconquests,” wrote Lewis. “For the first thousand years Islam
was advancing, Christendom was in retreat and under threat.” It is logical, therefore,
that Islam should one day return to the offensive. Under the auspices of today’s Muslim
revival, a new religious offensive cannot be avoided. Though the West would deny the
depth and breadth of the rising jihad, history is clearly repeating itself; Iran’s quest for
nuclear weapons is only the tip of the jihadist “iceberg.”
In recent decades, millions of Muslims have immigrated from the Middle East and Africa
to Europe and America. Offended by the West’s material superiority, enraged by
Western mores, Muslim radicalism is simultaneously gifted with fresh hatred and an
ideal position from which to strike – inside the gates of the enemy civilization. Already
the West has seen the burning of tens of thousands of automobiles by rioting Muslims in



France; the detonation of bombs on trains and subways; the assassination of European
politicians and artists; death threats against cartoonists and newspaper editors; and the
destruction of the World Trade Center.
In his 1990 article Lewis warned of a rising tide of Islamic violence. “It should by now be
clear that we are facing a mood and a movement far transcending the level of issues
and policies and the governments that pursue them,” he wrote. “This is no less than a
clash of civilizations – the perhaps irrational but surely historic reaction of an ancient
rival against our Judeo-Christian heritage, our secular present, and the worldwide
expansion of both.”

The War on Terror

The United States has not won the war against Islamic terrorism, and cannot impose
democracy on people whose religion teaches them to embrace clerical despotism. In
the wake of an economic crisis at home, the American military is preparing to leave Iraq.

It is only a matter of time before allied forces will also leave Afghanistan. Clearly, the
jihad against America and the West will continue and metastasize, because the West
doesn’t have the patience or political stamina or cleverness to persevere (under present
circumstances). Furthermore, there is the question as to how an open and liberal
society can defeat a hostile religious idea. Sometimes in history there is no solution, but
only a problem.
We can therefore see where the “war on terror” is headed. Attacks against the West will
intensify. The body count will rise. More bombs will be detonated and one day a weapon
of mass destruction will be unleashed against an American city. Even without the
encouragement or mischief of larger powers, like Russia or China, the Islamists are
serious enemies who will not shrink from using the most brutal methods.
Despite what happened on 9/11, Americans remain unprepared. When the United
States government advised Americans to stock food or take simple precautions against
chemical or biological attacks, the media reaction was straightforward mockery. In
general, preparedness is not cultivated by Americans. It is in the nature of commercial
society to “eat, drink and be merry” until awakened by a “date which will live in infamy.”
- - - - -
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Living On the Edge of the Herd

“Today, the first step we must take toward safety is to admit that our safety
is not guaranteed.”

Introduction

Today’s Americans have convinced themselves that they are sophisticated and rational.
They have education, technology and wealth. The narrow-mindedness of old has been
swept away. We know the world isn’t flat, and we don’t burn witches. We believe we
are enlightened, know how to live comfortably, and will avoid repeating the Dark Ages.
We are, however, deluding ourselves. A new dark age may be around the corner.
Wisdom subsists in learning from the past. Our age has forgotten the past even as we
repeat its mistakes. The market bubble of the 1920s turned into the Great Depression,
which led to the Second World War. The market bubble of our time may have already
initiated a similar sequence.
In spite of our high levels of education and broad access to information, we Americans
are all still infected, to some degree, by erroneous ideas. Those who want our money
and perhaps our blind, unquestioning loyalty subject us to a constant barrage of
propaganda. Enemies, as well as friends, want to influence us. Overwhelmed by the
sheer volume of information, it is increasingly difficult for us to distinguish truth from lies.
Nonsense is dressed up as truth, and we are inclined to believe what is convenient or
what makes us feel good—in particular, the idea that our nation, our lifestyle, and our
future are secure against its enemies.
Very few can see the big picture without being misled. We all have innate biases that
limit our objectivity. This paper seeks to describe the problem of popular error as it
relates to the most dangerous self-deception of our time. The cult of economic
optimism, fueled by the logic of market hedonism, urges us to the denial of danger.
Vigilance and preparedness are inconvenient. It is easier to believe that tomorrow will
be as secure and prosperous as yesterday. Everyone and anyone comment on what
the future holds, no matter their lack of qualifications or level of ignorance. And, for
some reason, many listen, imperiling the safety of all. Today, the first step we must
take toward safety is to admit that our safety is not guaranteed. This admission alone
will put us out “on the edge of the herd.”

The French scientist and philosopher Blaise Pascal suggested that even if we cannot
prove God’s existence, we should live as though God does exist – because we have,
comparatively, nothing to lose and everything to gain by doing so. This is called
“Pascal’s Wager.” In a world where biological and nuclear weapons are being
deployed and we depend on distant supply chains for our daily sustenance, we



introduce an analogous “Preparedness Wager”: Although we experienced security
and prosperity in the past, we should live as if these will cease tomorrow —
comparatively speaking, we have nothing to lose and everything to gain by making
basic preparations for an insecure future.

America’s Dangerous Delusion

“The fact that Western civilization in general, and America in particular, has
enjoyed two or three centuries of material progress does not prove
anything with regard to the next century.”

Because of America’s history of prosperity and technological innovation, most
Americans take progress for granted. It is seen as a given; a broadly accepted doctrine
assuming the steady and linear improvement of mankind’s material and social condition
over the ages. This is a dangerous conceit.
The fact that Western civilization in general and America in particular has enjoyed two
or three centuries of material progress does not prove anything with regard to the next
century.
The celebrated economist and sociologist Vilfredo Pareto elegantly demonstrated the
absurdity of “progress” by an historical proof related to the theory of compound interest.
In Vol. IV of The Mind and Society, he wrote: “A centime placed on compound interest
at the rate of 4 per cent at the time of the birth of Christ would yield by the year 1900 a
fabulous amount in francs represented by 23 followed by 29 zeroes. [More exactly the
figure 23,085 followed by 26 zeroes.] Assuming the Earth was made entirely of gold,
thirty-one such Earths would be necessary to cash that sum in gold.”
According to Pareto, this mathematical demonstration shows that current assumptions
about economic growth “cannot hold during centuries to come….” History shows that
“the continuous accumulation [of wealth] is made impossible by successive destructions
of wealth.” In other words, social catastrophes of great scope periodically occur. Pareto
lists them as follows: “wars, revolutions, epidemics, plundering and burnings, wastage
of all sorts.” Pareto further explained: “In human societies, as known in historical times,
the producers and holders of savings are continually being robbed of them.”
It is well known that material progress depends on respect for property rights. And it is a
fact that property rights are insecure at all times and everywhere. Here we touch on
another American delusion, namely, that American property is secure against politics
and war. The regularity with which property is plundered, wasted or destroyed suggests
that property rights can never be entirely assured against enemies, whether foreign or
domestic. America is no exception.

Burckhardt’s Three Powers

“Hard times are approaching, and the country isn’t ready.”
America has lost its bearings. Its misplaced belief in “progress” and the perfectibility of



man has led America’s political culture down a dead end path. Danger approaches, but
the culture refuses to see the danger – or make the sacrifices necessary to avert it. Its
citizens dream of affluence while that affluence is ebbing away. The government
promises a solution, but the government cannot save us. Hard times are approaching,
and the country isn’t ready.
More than a hundred years ago, cultural historian Jacob Burckhardt described three
“powers” at work in every civilization – the state, religion, and culture. ” These powers,
he explained, “cannot be coordinated….” Each performs an essential role.
It would be ideal if each of the three powers operated in balance. But in every age, in
every nation, one power tends to be active while the others are passive. According to
Burckhardt, “There are primarily political and primarily religious epochs, and finally
epochs which seem to live for the great purpose of culture.” These latter epochs are
hedonistic, marked by a weakening of the state’s protective function and of religion.
Here strict moral rules are set aside and permissiveness becomes the fashion. Although
the state may appear strong, it is actually weak and ineffectual.
One might ask, then, what becomes of a society in which culture has taken first place
and the guiding authority of state and religion are largely gone? The society descends
into a disintegrated, narcissistic egoism. The effects of this process have been
described, in our day, by thinkers like Christopher Lasch, David Callahan and Jean
Twenge in books with titles like The Culture of Narcissism, The Cheating Culture and
Generation ME. The corresponding intellectual decline has been outlined in Rudolf
Flesch’s Why Johnny Can’t Read and Mark Bauerlein’s The Dumbest Generation.

From Debt Addiction to Revolution

“The tendency of the rising generation to demand more for itself means that
the economy must continue to grow… But nothing can grow forever.”

More than 100 years ago, Guglielmo Ferrero (The Greatness and Decline of Rome)
claimed to have found a “key that opens at the same time many mysteries in Roman
and in contemporary life.”
The great changes that overtake nations and empires may be traced to the progressive
advance of what Ferrero called “the increase of wants” and “the advance of luxury.” A
man raised on a farm during the Great Depression learns to be frugal. His grandchildren
learn to be compulsive shoppers. “The increase of wants and of luxury,” wrote Ferrero,
“continues … in the new generation, in the children, who began to live in the ease which
their fathers won after long effort and fatigue….”
The tendency of the rising generation to demand more for itself means that the
economy must continue to grow. As Ferrero explained, “no generation can live quietly
on the wealth gathered....” And so, economic growth becomes the centerpiece of
government policy. Everything is arranged to facilitate economic progress. Everyone is
required to believe in this type of progress, if only to keep the great wheel of Investment
and Return in motion. But nothing can grow forever. Eventually growth sputters and



people begin consuming on credit. When domestic credit is exhausted they rely on
foreign credit.
The poet Horace described the process in three verses regarding four successive
generations of Romans: “Our fathers were worse than our grandfathers; we have
deteriorated from our fathers; our sons will cause us to be lamented.” The Roman
historian, Titus Livy, wrote: “Rome was originally, when it was poor and small, a unique
example of austere virtue; then it corrupted, it spoiled, it rotted itself by all the vices; so,
little by little, we have been brought into the present condition, in which we are able
neither to tolerate the evils from which we suffer, nor the remedies we need to cure
them.”
People are often spoiled by success. They are not merely spoiled in economic terms,
but in political terms as well. In keeping with the advance of decadence, politicians
make ever-more extravagant promises (with ever-more destructive implications for the
larger economy). As the individual’s desires become the main focus of existence, the
relations between the sexes are transformed, and the birth rate falls. The stability and
security of the nation is compromised.
According to Ferrero, “To satisfy their wants, to pay their debts, the classes [of Rome]
now set upon each other, in the cruelest civil war that history records…. In the great
revolutions … the debt-burdened middle classes seek to rehabilitate themselves by
robbing the plutocracy and the aristocracy….” And so, the true cause of wars and
revolutions, said Ferrero, may be found in private habits of spending and borrowing.
“Modern civilization has made it a duty for each one to spend, to enjoy, to waste as
much as he can, without any disturbing thought as to the ultimate consequences of
what he does,” noted Ferrero.

By some accounts, Americans have the lowest savings rate since 1929. As of this
writing, the U.S. national debt exceeds $11 trillion. If one takes account of all future U.S.
government obligations, including pensions and social security, we are talking about a
sum exceeding $70 trillion. If history is any indication, America is in trouble.

Revolutionary Psychology and the Sequence of Upheaval

“It is folly to expect that the next ten years will be like the previous ten
years.”

People don’t want to see what is coming, so they stick their heads in the sand. Saving
oneself requires effort, and most people are lazy. Better to deny a problem, and hope
for the best.
Pascal once wrote, “Man would fain be great and sees that he is little; would fain be
happy and sees that he is miserable; would fain be perfect and sees that he is full of
imperfections; would fain be the object of the love and esteem of men, and sees that his
faults merit only their aversion and contempt. The embarrassment wherein he finds



himself produces in him the most unjust and criminal passions imaginable, for he
conceives a mortal hatred against that truth which blames him and convinces him of his
faults.”
Through Pascal’s insight, we may better understand the collective madness that breaks
forth during periods of economic distress and political crisis. It seems to happen, again
and again, that in a fit of shared inferiority, the mob conceives a mortal hatred of that
which was previously successful, dominant and superior. Everything is then overturned.
Representatives of the old order are thrown out of power, even executed; property is
confiscated and redistributed and war is waged. This happened during the French and
Russian revolutions. In fact, it seems to happen to all nations – at one time or another.
The typical sequence of violent upheaval follows a pattern that includes financial crisis,
war, revolution and civil war – not necessarily in that order. It is a mistake to think that
America, at this present time, is safe or somehow exempt from the usual patterns of
history. It is folly to expect that the next ten years will be like the previous ten years.

Public Discourse as Dangerous Nonsense

“Today’s television-watching public has a shorter attention span, weaker
understanding and smaller vocabulary than the literate farmers and
townspeople of the nineteenth century.”

In 1986 Neil Postman wrote Entertaining Ourselves to Death: Public Business in the
Age of Show Business. “It is my intention in this book,” he wrote, “to show … that the
content of much of our public discourse has become dangerous nonsense.” The
correctness of Postman’s argument, spelled out in 11 chapters, is undeniable. We are
no longer a literate culture, but a television culture. The structure of our thinking, and the
quality of public thought, has undergone a transformation for the worse. Today’s
television-watching public has a shorter attention span, weaker understanding and
smaller vocabulary than the literate farmers and townspeople of the nineteenth century.
In 1858 Abraham Lincoln and Stephen Douglas engaged in a series of debates.
Sometimes the debates would last seven hours. People would come from miles around
to hear these debates. They would listen patiently and attentively. “Is there any
audience of Americans today who could endure seven hours of talk?” asks Postman.
“One must begin … by pointing to the obvious fact that the written word, and an oratory
based upon it, has … propositional content.” If we examine public discourse today,
noted Postman, we will find “that much of our discourse today has only a marginal
propositional content.” What we get instead is sensory images that overwhelm the
process of thought.
The technological innovations of visual media comprise just one of several devastating
“revolutions” that have changed us. If television is decisive in terms of spreading
“dangerous nonsense” from without, then birth control and abortion have proved
decisive within the family. Thanks to modern birth control, the traditional role of the
woman has been eliminated (along with woman’s protected status). There arises a new



hostility between male and female. The birthrate in developed countries is falling below
what is needed for bare/basic replacement; divorce has become an epidemic; oneparent
households are on the rise, with attending poverty; the courts regularly intervene
into the business of so many broken families. There has arisen from this an emotionally
scarred generation, who have difficulty forming stable relationships. None of this is
good, especially if a country is about to experience an economic depression.
The collapse of old-fashioned morality is no longer the unworthy complaint of an aging
curmudgeon. It is a real phenomenon, observable in everyday life and measurable by
social science. For many years the Josephson Institute has conducted surveys on “The
Ethics of American Youth.” In their 2008 survey, it was discovered that one in three
boys (35 percent) and one-fourth of girls (26 percent) admitted stealing from a store
within the past year. This is markedly higher than in earlier surveys.
In David Callahan’s book, The Cheating Culture: Why More Americans Are Doing
Wrong to Get Ahead, we read: “The fall of trust in the United States over the past forty
years has long been discussed and debated. It is well known that Americans trust
nearly every institution less than we used to. We’re less trusting of government, less
trusting of the media, less trusting of religious institutions, and less trusting of lawyers
and other professionals.”

The social transmogrification that has overtaken us is inwardly devastating, and must
eventually produce devastating material losses. Already we can see how Congress has
reacted to the economic crisis. When times are good, Congress wants to spend every
available penny. When times are bad, Congress wants to spend even more money as a
“stimulus” package. The insanity and dishonesty of the process is without comparison.
The remedies and policies of today bear only a superficial resemblance to those of
earlier generations. Wishful thinking and utopian notions are combined with
unprecedented selfishness and cynicism. Society is led by media performers who don’t
understand what they are talking about. The public has lost its ability to discern, and
often believes what is most unlikely.
The Psychological Crowd
“By the mere fact he forms part of an organized crowd, a man descends
several rungs in the ladder of civilization…”
In 1895 Gustave Le Bon wrote The Psychology of the Crowd. It was a groundbreaking
work with a wide following. The book influenced many thinkers and statesmen, from
Sigmund Freud to Theodore Roosevelt. Le Bon’s book was about mass psychology,
and mass behavior. He did not paint a pretty picture. According to Le Bon, “an
agglomeration of men presents new characteristics very different from those of the
individuals composing it.” Whether a group is large or small, it can develop a collective
mentality which makes each member “feel, think and act in a manner quite different …
than if he were in a state of isolation.”

The “psychological crowd,” wrote Le Bon, “forms a single being and is subject to the law
of the mental unity of crowds.” Belonging to a crowd weakens critical thought, leading to
the acceptance of irrational propositions and morally questionable actions. A crowd is



suggestible. The sense of belonging overrides common sense. Ideas are absorbed by a
crowd the way a cold virus is absorbed – as if it were infectious. “The conscious
personality has entirely vanished,” wrote Le Bon. “All feelings and thoughts are bent in
the direction determined by the hypnotizer….” One thinks of Hitler, mesmerizing crowds
with dramatic gestures and spellbinding speeches.

“The individualities in the crowd who might possess a personality sufficiently strong to
resist the suggestions are too few in number to struggle against the current,” wrote Le
Bon. The hypnotic suggestions of the media, or a skillful demagogue, can make
sensible people behave insensibly. It can lead moral people to commit immoral acts.
“By the mere fact he forms part of an organized crowd, a man descends several rungs
in the ladder of civilization,” noted Le Bon. “Isolated, he may be a cultivated individual;
in a crowd, he is a barbarian – that is, a creature acting by instinct. He possesses the
spontaneity, the violence, the ferocity, and also the enthusiasm and heroism of primitive
beings, whom he further tends to resemble by the facility with which he allows himself to
be impressed by words and images … to be induced to common acts contrary to his
most obvious interests and his best-known habits.”

When hypnotized by certain images and words, nations have been known to march
toward destruction. During the French Revolution, noted Le Bon, “[u]nited in a crowd,
the enlightened citizens of the French Revolutionary Convention did not hesitate to give
their consent to the most savage proposals, to guillotine individuals most clearly
innocent….” While a crowd might be motivated by benevolence and inspired by
courage, everything depends on those that dominate the flow of images and words that
crowds feed upon.

As an advertising executive might explain, today’s mass audience is cognizant “only of
simple and extreme sentiments.” As Le Bon explained, “the opinions, ideas and beliefs
suggested to them are accepted or rejected as a whole, and considered as absolute
truths or as no less absolute errors.” There is no nuance, no subtle insight in massmindedness.
In today’s mass media, where American invulnerability is taken for
granted, you will not hear realistic talk about mass destruction warfare. The commercial
regime knows that so-called “fear-mongering” causes consumers to retrench, to hold
onto their money.
Conclusion
“History repeats itself, and we are living in history.”
The individual citizen today, more than ever, must think critically and avoid relying on
the government. Following “the herd”, whether in the stock market or real estate, may
lead to serious losses. But there is more at stake than money. We know that wars and
revolutions are sometimes born out of economic crisis, and that people caught
unprepared lose more than their property. They can lose their lives.
When a country’s culture has become decadent, when public opinion has gone astray,
when millions wager on the safety of their families, there is no reason to follow suit. The
popular notion of America’s invulnerability is delusional. This must be understood.



History repeats itself, and we are living in history. Under such circumstances it is best to
think for oneself. In a world where biological and nuclear weapons are deployed, and
just-in-time supply chains are the rule, consider well our Preparedness Wager:
Although we experienced security and prosperity in the past, we should live as if these
will cease tomorrow —comparatively speaking, we have nothing to lose and everything
to gain by making basic preparations for an insecure future.
- - - - -

Our White Paper series presents researched analyses of the current geo-political
landscape. The papers suggest, among other things, that lessons of earlier generations
have been forgotten or are disregarded by current leaders.

Our papers are not intended to predict the future, but rather to offer a thought process
and perspective unavailable from mainstream media outlets (although we note that, in
2006, we did predict the current financial downturn). We hope to avoid repetition of
history’s darker moments, and to that end we spotlight the dangers of our nation’s
current path.
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