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DISCLAIMER 
The information contained in this report is NOT intended for speculation on any financial market referred to within this 
report. Armstrong Economics, Ltd. makes no such warrantee regarding its opinions or forecasts in reference to the markets 
or economies discussed in this report. Anyone seeking consultation on economic future trends in a personal nature must 
do so under written contract. 

This is neither a solicitation nor an offer to Buy or Sell any cash or derivative (such as futures, options, swaps, etc.) financial 
instrument on any of the described underlying markets. No representation is being made that any financial result will or 
is likely to achieve profits or losses similar to those discussed. The past performance of any trading system or methodology 
discussed here is not necessarily indicative of future results. 

Futures, Options, and Currencies trading all have large potential rewards, but also large potential risk. You must be aware 
of the risks and be willing to accept them in order to invest in these complex markets. Don’t trade with money you can’t 
afford to lose and NEVER trade anything blindly. You must strive to understand the markets and to act upon your 
conviction when well researched.  

Indeed, events can materialize rapidly and thus past performance of any trading system or methodology is not 
necessarily indicative of future results particularly when you understand we are going through an economic evolution 
process and that includes the rise and fall of various governments globally on an economic basis. 

CFTC Rule 4.41 – Any simulated or hypothetical performance results have certain inherent limitations. While prices may 
appear within a given trading range, there is no guarantee that there will be enough liquidity (volume) to ensure that 
such trades could be actually executed. Hypothetical results thus can differ greatly from actual performance records, 
and do not represent actual trading since such trades have not actually been executed, these results may have under- 
or over-compensated for the impact, if any, of certain market factors, such as lack of liquidity. Simulated or hypothetical 
trading programs in general are also subject to the fact that they are designed with the benefit of hindsight and back 
testing. Such representations in theory could be altered by Acts of God or Sovereign Debt Defaults. 

 It should not be assumed that the methods, techniques, or indicators presented in this publication will be profitable or 
that they will not result in losses since this cannot be a full representation of all considerations and the evolution of 
economic and market development. Past results of any individual or trading strategy published are not indicative of 
future returns since all things cannot be considered for discussion purposes. In addition, the indicators, strategies, columns, 
articles and discussions (collectively, the “Information”) are provided for informational and educational purposes only 
and should not be construed as investment advice or a solicitation for money to manage since money management is 
not conducted. Therefore, by no means is this publication to be construed as a solicitation of any order to buy or sell. 
Accordingly, you should not rely solely on the Information in making any investment. Rather, you should use the 
Information only as a starting point for doing additional independent research in order to allow you to form your own 
opinion regarding investments. You should always check with your licensed financial advisor and tax advisor to determine 
the suitability of any such investment. 

Copyright 2017 Armstrong Economics, Ltd. and Martin A. Armstrong All Rights Reserved. Protected by copyright laws of 
the United States and international treaties. 

This report may NOT be forwarded to any other party and remains the exclusive property of Armstrong Economics, Ltd. 
And Martin Armstrong is merely leased to the recipient for educational purposes. 
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Preface 

 

his work is unusual indeed. Most people look at war and rarely 
differentiate between international conflicts and domestic civil unrest, 
which has often led to revolution. Yet historically, there is hardly a country 

that has not experienced civil war. On the surface, it may appear deeply rooted 
in religion, but ultimately you will find elements of class warfare. 

This work focuses on the risk of civil war erupting. These events have not only 
taken place in the United States, but in Europe and many 
other regions around the globe including India, Japan, 
and China just to mention a few. The catalyst for civil war 
is typically class warfare. Today we face the collapse of 
socialism, which is really the empowerment of 
government. The promises governments have made to 
seize and retain power post-Great Depression are 
coming to a head. We will look back upon this era with 
hindsight and ask, “Who thought they could borrow 
forever and never repay a debt?” 

These schemes follow the teachings of Karl Marx, even if they never mention his 
name. Socialism, communism, and fascism all have a common denominator — 
they hand the reins of power to politicians and therein lies the difference with 

T 
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laissez-faire capitalism. People wrongly believe 
that we live under capitalism simply because the 
bankers and super rich control government in 
many aspects. Socialism is corruption, for they 
pretend to watch over the people while selling 
exceptions to the highest bidder. This is an 
oligarchy — not laissez-faire capitalism, which 
means non-interference by government.  

Today, government seeks to regulate everything right down to requiring a license 
fee to marry or make any improvement to your property. You cannot even travel 
without the permission of the state who then hands you a passport, for a fee of 
course. 

Socialist politicians preach class warfare and advocate taxing the rich, but then 
they sell loopholes to the highest bidder. This is why they fought against the flat 
tax concepts. If everyone paid a flat tax with no exceptions, a lot of lobbying 
money would vanish. How can a Socialist survive without “donations” from 
supporters who receive exceptions to regulations and taxes? 

 

There is scarcely a nation that has not undergone these internal battles that end 
in civil war and/or revolution. One of the least taught events is the contagion of 
civil unrest, which transforms into civil wars and attempted revolutions. This 
occurred during 1848 when some 50 nations erupted in confrontational 
revolutions that spread around the globe as a contagion. We saw this same 
contagion during economic crashes like that of 2007-2009. We will look at this 
event in more detail to grasp how it unfolded and why. History repeats, never 
identically, but the same reasons underlie the events. 
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Is a New Civil War Possible? 

 

s a new American civil war possible? Perhaps this is the most complicated 
question that many would never consider possible. Are we heading to a 
European civil war? They assumed federalizing Europe would prevent war, 

but to accomplish that they demanded the surrender of individual sovereignty 
and freedoms by converting Brussels into a despotic non-democratic 
government. Napoleon and Hitler would have also argued that they were trying 
to prevent war by establishing one federalized government for all of Europe. 

What sets the stage for such events involving civil 
war? The last American Civil War was over slavery, 
and in Europe, it was over the conquest to create a 
single government under Hitler. We have seen a 
rising trend of people demanding to secede from 
the United States and the EU. Certainly, these 
movements are reflecting the clash between two 
titans of philosophy who far too often ignite class 
warfare — socialism v capitalism. This also presents 
a legal question — do states have the right to 

I 
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secede from the union in the USA? Former Justice Scalia said, “No!” 

Legally, some believe that there is no "right" for any state to secede from the 
union in the USA. Justice Scalia was asked if 
there was a right to secede. He replied in a 
letter, "To begin with, the answer is clear. If 
there was any constitutional issue resolved 
by the Civil War, it is that there is no right to 
secede.” Personally, I do not agree that the 
Constitution legally binds all states. Still, 
Scalia's point is that this was decided by 
force of arms. Hence, is secession even 
possible without the force of arms? I would 
have to say that is a coin toss. 

The problem we have is the growing great 
divide between left and right — socialism v 
capitalism. This is much more complicated 
than the issue of slavery, for it has plagued 
society for centuries. What is far more 
complex is the contrast between freedom for all under capitalism and the simple 

fact that the slavery issue was 
geographical — North v South. Here, the 
philosophical difference is not 
geographical. We have people in both 
camps in every state. It would not be an 
easy solution to separate one group from 
another. 

Curiously enough, socialism and its origins 
extend back into ancient times. It amounts 
to coveting other people’s money, which 
interestingly is one thing forbidden by the 
Ten Commandments (“You shall not covet 
your neighbor’s house. You shall not 
covet your neighbor's wife, or his male or 
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female servant, his ox or donkey, or anything that 
belongs to your neighbor.”).  

Of course, Marxist socialism is all about coveting 
what other people have and demanding that 
they turn it over to the state. This philosophy 
existed even in ancient times. Therefore, this 
philosophy seems to be something that has 
plagued civilization since the dawn of urban 
living. Thus, the Ten Commandments forbid 
Marxist philosophy, suggesting that this problem 
has been around for a very, very long time. 

Make no mistake about it, politicians are 
extremely dishonest and dangerously rely upon 
Marxism even though they pretend not to be 
Marxists. They know how to gain votes by 
exploiting this inherent jealousy within many 
people and fan the flames of discontent by 
feeding class wars that are indistinguishable from race wars. What is the 
difference between hating someone whose skin is black or someone who drives 
an expensive car and lives in an expensive house? Politicians are still invoking the 
same hatred and demonize one group compared to another be it race, religion, 
or class status. Class is equally discriminatory. There is a class system in India, and 
in Japan, how you say thank you depends upon the class status of the person. 
In Southeast Asia, girls buy cream to whiten their skin where in the States girls try 
to get a tan. The difference in SE Asia is that darker skin is associated with the 
poor who get tan working the fields. 

Class wars have always transformed into race or religious wars. They begin as a 
class conflict, rooted within the tension or antagonism that exists in society due 
to competing socioeconomic interests and the desires of people of different 
classes. Politicians exploit such monetary jealousy to their advantage. However, 
this is the darkest element that historically has always been the most dangerous 
to exploit. 
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Politicians simply have no idea how trends are set in motion. They only care 
about winning and will say whatever it takes to win. During the presidential 
election of 2016, Hillary Clinton talked about how many billions Donald Trump 
has and openly said, “Think of what we could do with that money!” 

Today, politicians rely upon socialism to bribe the people to gain votes, but they 
then exploit the system and gather as much wealth as they can for themselves. 
Someone like Bernie Sanders is rare, for while he preaches socialism, he has 
turned away from exploiting the system for money unlike the Clintons and 

countless others on the Democratic 
side of the aisle. Republicans are 
likewise greedy and have not been 
exempt from corruption. However, 
the Democrats are playing with the 
most dangerous card in the fortune 
deck. 

Exploiting class war is the most 
dangerous maneuver any politician can do to gain office. Class wars have been 
bloody throughout history. There was the Political-Economic Revolt of 1343 in 
Florence, which may have had its roots in corrupt government, motivated by 
economic events that were set in motion externally. Florence had a two-tier 
monetary system whereby domestic commerce was conducted in silver coin, 
and gold florins were used for international trade. 

AE #5
473

8



11 
 

The war between Edward I of England (1239–1307) 
and Philip IV of France (1285-1314) disrupted the entire 
European economy, demonstrating that international 
events can alter domestic policy objectives. Philip IV is 
the notorious king who seized the Italian bankers and 
then the Papacy in 1305 after perhaps poisoning the 
Pope. He installed a French Pope, and then in 1309, 
the Papacy was moved from Rome to Avignon. Philip 
IV used the French Pope to seize the Knights Templar 
at dawn on October 13, 1307, robbing all three to pay 
for his war.  

These events took 
place following Philip’s debasements of the 
coinage that drove the silver to gold ratio 
significantly higher. The French debasement of 
1298 to 1299 accounted for about 50% of Philip 
IV's total revenues, pursuant to historian Richard 
Bonney (Economic Systems and State 
Finance)(1995, 2002 Oxford Press, p 467). Even 
after these seizures, and the death of Philip IV in 

1314, France 
once again 
turned to 
debasement to 
cover expenditures.  

During 1340, the debasements drove the price of 
silver ever higher. Meanwhile, silver became 

extremely scarce during this period, and in 1343, the silver to gold ratio collapsed 
to its lowest point perhaps in the entire scope of the monetary history of 
civilization — 8:1. Bonney showed that the debasement of Philip VI (1328-1350) 
in 1349 had also accounted for 67% of total revenues. 
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Because the French debasements were driving the price of silver significantly 
higher, reaching 8:1, wages in Florence were paid in silver coin because of the 
two-tier monetary system. This led to an economic depression as workers were 
laid-off. This external event resulted in a class warfare incident that proved 
deadly. An uprising of workers erupted on September 24, 1343. The people 
blamed the bankers and stormed the palaces of the rich merchant-banking 
families located in the Oltrarno quarter of the city on the left bank of the Arno 
River. The palaces of the famous banking families included the Bardi, Frescobaldi, 
Rossie, Nerli, Mannelli, and many other families of lessor fame who were located 
on the left bank. The rioters barricaded the bridges, and on the 25th, they 
captured the palaces of Rossi and Frescobaldi. They also stormed the Bardi 
Palace, forcing the members of 
that family to abandon their 
fortress and flee for their lives. The 
mob then sacked the Bardi 
Palace and set it on fire. However, 
it still survives to this day. 

The contemporary historian 
Giovanni Villani (1275-1348) also 
tells us that, by 1345, there was a 
great scarcity of silver in Florence. 
There was no silver coinage to be found and the merchants were going into a 
panic, fearing that the value of gold was collapsing. Because the cost of the 
production of everything in Florence was in silver, the economy was moving into 
a real depression set in motion externally by the French debasements.  
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Historically, it always comes down to class warfare. Politicians have exploited this 
sore spot throughout the centuries, leading to horrible violence even on a mass 
level. Understanding how things unfold is absolutely essential. Human nature is 
the common denominator. If you press the same buttons, you will get the same 
response. 

On the night of November 9, 1938, violence against Jews broke out across 
Germany. While it appeared to be an unplanned spontaneous event erupting 
from anger over the assassination of a German official in Paris at the hands of a 
Jewish teenager, there was something more behind the curtain. Indeed, German 
propaganda minister Joseph Goebbels and other Nazis carefully organized the 
event and the assassination was the match.  

Why was it so easy to get the people to turn against the Jews? Was it really 
racism or ethnic hatred? It really began as class warfare. First, it was about getting 
the Jewish bankers, then the Jewish businessmen, and then finally all the Jews. 
At the core of the entire issue was class warfare. 

In just two days, over 250 synagogues were burned, over 7,000 Jewish businesses 
were trashed and looted, dozens of Jewish people were killed, and Jewish 
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cemeteries, hospitals, schools, and homes were looted while police and fire 
brigades stood by. This event became known as Kristallnacht, the “Night of 
Broken Glass,” for the shattered glass from the store windows that littered the 
streets. With the economy down, as it was in Germany at that time when many 
people feared round two of the Great Depression, the current economic decline 
in Europe is creating a tinderbox that is ready to explode. This same set of 
circumstances led to the chaos in Germany. When the economy is down, people 
want to blame someone. This time it will be Muslims. 

 

 

The morning after Kristallnacht, 30,000 German Jewish men were arrested for the 
crime of simply being Jewish and were sent to concentration camps. Businesses 
owned by Jews were not allowed to reopen unless non-Jews managed them. 
Curfews were placed on Jews, limiting the hours of the day they could leave 
their homes. The entire attack on the Jews in Germany began as a class war.  

While class warfare has instigated many civil wars and revolutions, over 400 tax 
rebellions throughout history also fall into the same category. Tax revolts have 

AE #5
473

8



15 
 

taken place around the globe since 
ancient times and have inherently 
incorporated class warfare against the 
private sector (typically the bankers), 
greedy kings, ministers, and politicians. 
Tax revolts and protests have been 
recorded since the time of Hammurabi 
(1792-1750 BC) in Babylon, throughout 
the Roman Empire, and back into 
ancient times in China as well. 

In France, there was the Jaqueline 
Insurrection of 1358. In England, there 
was the Peasants’ Revolt in 1381, and of 
course Jack Cade’s Rebellion in 1450, 
followed by many others. Jack Cade’s 
Rebellion even inspired Shakespeare’s 
second Henry VI play, which contained 
the immortal phrase, “The first thing we 
do, let’s kill all the lawyers.” The king 
was the only person who had lawyers, 
who in modern terms would be called 
“prosecutors.” If you didn’t pay your 
taxes, it was the lawyers/prosecutors 
who came after you, your house, your 
life — everything was seized. That is why 
people revolted.  

Hillary Clinton spoke in San Francisco on March 28, 2017. She addressed the 
people opposing the Trump administration instructing them to “Resist. Persist. 

Insist. Enlist.” This is the danger we face. 
The collapse of Western Civilization lies in 
those words. Once you fuel the flames of 
class warfare, it grows and takes on a 
whole new meaning that spread as a 
contagion. 

German Peasants' War since 1524 
English Civil War (1642–1651) 
French Revolution since 1789 
Canut revolts in Lyon since 1831  
Revolutions of 1848 France (et al.) 
Paris Commune 1871 
Donghak Peasant Revolution in Korea 1893/94 
1907 Romanian Peasants' Revolt 
Mexican Revolution since 1910 
October Revolution in 1917 
Spartacist uprising in Germany 1919 
Seattle General Strike of 1919 in Seattle 
General Strike of 1919 in Spain 
Winnipeg General Strike 1919 
Ruhr Uprising in Germany 1920 
Kronstadt rebellion 1921 
Hamburg Uprising 1923 
1926 United Kingdom general strike 
1934 West Coast waterfront strike 
Spanish Civil War 1936‐1939 
Uprising of 1953 in East Germany 
Telangana Rebellion 
Cuban Revolution 1953‐1959 
Hungarian Revolution of 1956 
Poznań 1956 protests 
Mai 68 in France 
Battle of Valle Giulia 1968 Italy 
Wild cats in Western Germany in 1969 
Winter of Discontent 1978/79 
UK miners' strike (1984–1985) 
1993 Russian constitutional crisis 
2006 Oaxaca protests in Mexico 
2008 Greek riots 
Kyrgyz Revolution of 2010 
Egyptian Revolution of 011 
2011 England riots AE #5
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The 1848 Contagion of 
Revolutions 

Can it Happen Again in the West?

 

an revolution be spontaneous on a global scale and spread like the 
contagions we see in economic declines? The answer to that question is 
a resounding, “Yes!” Economic declines unfold when people 

immediately pull back and hoard their wealth, fearing the uncertainty of what 
tomorrow might bring. A growing economy requires confidence among the 
people. When that vanishes, everything changes. The economic contraction 
then feeds into the need to blame someone. Therein lies the tendency to create 
revolutions, which are always driven by class warfare. 

The 1840s experienced major banking crises that spread from the United States 
to Europe. The events most certainly demonstrated that the economy is global. 
It all began in 1836 when Andrew Jackson closed the central bank, the Bank of 
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the United States, which 
culminated in the Panic of 
1837. This really began the 
wildcat banking period. 
Jackson shifted government 
deposits to state banks, which 
became known as Jackson’s 
“pet” banks. Each bank 
issued its own currency. This 
action seriously impaired the 
confidence in the money 
supply. However, in 1836 
Jackson also issued the “Specie Circular,” which stated that all public lands must 
be paid for in specie (i.e. gold). This effectively hastened the Panic of 1837 and 
contradicted the private script system where individual banks were allowed to 
issue their own paper currency. Some banks located themselves in obscure 
places so no one could redeem their notes. There were dealers in New York City 
who would buy banknotes from such places at deep discounts and then put 
them into circulation. This was the leading cause of the economic instability.  

At that same time in 1836, directors of the Bank of England noticed that the 
bank's monetary reserves had declined and they attributed this to the 
importation of wheat after crop failures. The directors of the Bank of England 
began to raise interest rates from 3% to 5% to reduce inflation. Great Britain was 

effectively the financial capital of 
the world so this move had the same 
impact as the Fed raising US rates 
post-2015. This was the period of 
easy money in Britain and the 
railroad boom, and created a 
bubble much like the dot.com 
bubble of 2000. There was a 
tremendous migration of capital 
from Britain seeking emerging 
market investment in railroads in the 
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USA as well as France. The Economist magazine reported on January 23, 1847: 

"[A]bout one-half of the privately furnished capital for the French railways 
begun before 1847 came from Englishmen. This would be about 25 million 
pounds [625 million francs], and by the latter date possibly a half of this sum 
had been called." 

 

Effectively, the rate hike set off a global contagion since the world financial 
system is interconnected. This forced major banks in the United States to raise 
rates as well. The price of cotton fell by 25% in February and March of 1837. The 
southern states were highly commodity dependent, so the hike in interest rates 
reduced the speculative demand. This was in combination with Jackson’s 
“Specie Circular,” which was also highly deflationary and stopped the real estate 
boom. 

The British Prime Minister Robert Peel (1788–1850) of the Conservative Party, who 
served twice as prime minister of the 
United Kingdom (1834–1835 and 1841–
1846), pushed through the Bank Charter 
Act 1844 (7 & 8 Vict. c. 32), where no 
bank other than the Bank of England 
could issue new banknotes. All issuing 
banks had to withdraw their existing 
notes in the event of being the subject 
of a takeover. At the same time, the 
Bank of England was restricted to issue 
new banknotes only if they were 100% 
backed by gold or up to £14 million in 
government debt. Up until this act, 
commercial banks in Britain and Ireland 
were able to issue their own banknotes, 
and notes issued by provincial banking companies were commonly in 
circulation. This also invoked deflation and culminated in the British Panic of 1847, 
which set off a contagion throughout Europe. This contributed greatly to the 
Revolutions of 1848 that caused capital to flee to the USA, thereby stopping 
investments and resulting in a depression. 
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However, the Panic of 1847 also contributed to the Swiss Civil War aimed at the 
federalization of the Swiss government over the independent cantons. The Swiss 
Civil War became known as the Sonderbund War (German: Sonderbundskrieg) 
of November 1847. At the core was an economic downturn. This merely fueled 
the differences in religion between the cantons. Seven Catholic cantons formed 
the Sonderbund ("separate alliance") in 1845 to protect their interests against a 
centralization of power. The war concluded with the defeat of the Sonderbund. 
It resulted in the emergence of Switzerland as a federal state, concluding the 
period of political "restoration and regeneration" in Switzerland. In 1848, a new 
Swiss Federal Constitution ended the almost-complete independence of the 
cantons and transformed Switzerland into a federal state.  
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The economic decline following the 
Panic of 1847 certainly set in motion 
this uprising, which was based on 
class warfare. Consequently, the 
Revolutions of 1848 were not an 
organized uprising; rather they 
became a contagion that spread 
throughout Europe spontaneously. 
The revolutions erupted as a series of 

republican revolts against European monarchies, and they remain the most 
widespread revolutionary wave in European history. The first place to erupt with 
revolutions and revolts was Palermo, Sicily. This became known as the Sicilian 
Revolution of Independence. It began on January 12, 1848, and was the very 
first revolution of that year. Previously, there had been three revolutionary 
uprisings on the island, beginning in 1800, that were against the French or 
Bourbon rule. This 1848 Sicilian Revolution of Independence resulted in an 
independent state actually surviving for 16 months. The constitution that survived 
the 16 months was quite advanced for its time in liberal democratic terms, as 
was the proposal of an Italian confederation of states. This was the precursor to 
the fall of the Bourbon kingdom of the Two Sicilies. 

The 1848 revolutionary trend spread to 
France next, and became known as the 
"February Revolution" which was sparked 
by the suppression of the campagne des 
banquets. This revolution was a nationalist 
and republican uprising that engulfed the 
general public. The republican goal 
stated the people should rule themselves. 
France’s King Louis Philippe I (1773–1850; 
r. 1830–1848), leader of the Orléanist Party, was forced to abdicate and flee to 
Britain where he lived in exile. Alexis de Tocqueville (1805–1859), French diplomat 
and historian, remarked how this was class warfare in his recollections of the 
period. "Society was cut in two: those who had nothing united in common envy, 
and those who had anything united in common terror," he stated. 
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Louis Philippe was a member of the cadet branch of the Royal House of France 
and a cousin of King Louis XVI by reason of his descent from their common 
ancestors Louis XIII and Louis XIV. Louis Philippe had earlier found it necessary to 
flee France in 1793 during the period of the French Revolution in order to avoid 
execution. He spent 21 years in exile. After Napoleon I was defeated, France 
returned to its 1789 borders and the House of Bourbon, deposed by the 
Revolution, was restored to the throne.  

Hence, Charles X (1757–1836) became the king of France in 1824 until the 1830 
July Revolution. There was infighting within 
the government and Charles X called for 
an election to be held on June 23, 1830, 
but no majority favorable to the 
government emerged. Then on July 6, the 
king and his ministers decided to suspend 
the constitution. On July 25, 1830, four 
ordinances were issued that censored the 

press, dissolved the newly elected chamber, altered the electoral system, and 
called for elections in September. The official government newspaper, Le 
Moniteur Universel, published the ordinances on Monday, July 26, 1830, and the 
opposition paper Le National, published a call to revolt that was signed by forty-
three journalists, "The legal regime has been interrupted: that of force has 
begun... Obedience ceases to be a duty!"   

On July 31, 1830, just six days after issuing the ordinances, Charles X decided to 
flee Paris to seek refuge in Versailles. Meanwhile in Paris, Louis Philippe assumed 
the post of Lieutenant General of the Kingdom. When Charles X arrived at the 
Palace of Versailles, he was met by a royal cortège to tell him that the palace 
was not safe. Charles X then ordered a departure for Rambouillet. On August 2, 
Charles X abdicated and forced his son to abdicate any right to the throne, 
handing it to his grandson Henry, Duke of Bordeaux, who was not yet ten-years-
old. Louis Philippe ignored the document and on August 9, 1830, had the 
members of the Chamber declare him king of France, thereby ending the 1830 
July Revolution. 

Members of the wealthy French elite and numerous former Napoleonic officials 
dominated Louis Philippe’s government. He followed conservative policies in 
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general, promoting friendship with Britain, but sponsored colonial expansion with 
the conquest of Algeria.  

Louis Philippe’s popularity faded as an economic contagion spread from Britain 
and cut off foreign investment flows into the French railroad boom. The 1847 
economic decline in France created the civil unrest that led to the spontaneous 
French Revolution of 1848 in February after the events in Sicily. Louis Philippe was 
forced to abdicate after the outbreak of the French Revolution of 1848 as the 
people rose up against the French elite. He eventually fled to Great Britain where 
he lived out his life in exile.  

The French Second Republic was the 
republican government of France 
between the 1848 Revolution and the 
1851 coup by Louis-Napoléon Bonaparte 
(1808–1873), who was the only president 
of the French Second Republic (r. 1848–
1852), and then became Napoleon III, the 
Emperor (r. 1852–1870) of the Second 
French Empire. 

On the mainland of Italy, the 1848 Revolutions spread among the Italian states. 
Italy was not a unified country during this time, and was divided into many states 
where the Austrian Empire ruled Northern Italy. The Revolutions of 1848 were 
driven by the economic decline of the 1840s and organized revolts led by 
intellectuals and agitators who desired a liberal government and the rise of 
socialism. Nationalism became the popular 
sentiment as they sought to eliminate Austrian 
control.  

The revolution was led by the state of Piedmont, 
one of the four states where the Austrian leaders 
were forced to grant liberal rights. The uprisings also erupted in the Kingdom of 
Lombardy–Venetia, particularly in Milan. 

King Charles Albert, who ruled Piedmont-Sardinia from 1831 to 1849, aspired to 
unite Italy under his leadership. He declared war on Austria and launched a full-
out attack. However, Charles lacked allies and was no match for the Austrian 
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army. He was defeated at the Battle of Custoza on July 24, 1848, and was 
compelled to sign a truce and withdraw from Lombardy. Austria remained in 
power over Northern Italy. 

The 1848 Revolution spread from France, beginning with large demonstrations in 
Vienna on March 13, 1848. A set of revolutions took place in the Austrian Empire 
from March 1848 to November 1849. Once again, the economy contributed to 
the discontent that was manifesting in a nationalist character. The Holy Roman 
Empire had ruled from Vienna until it was defeated by Napoleon. Afterward, 
Austria was really a vassal state of Germany which included ethnic Germans, 
Hungarians, Slovenes, Poles, Czechs, Slovaks, Ukrainians (Ruthenians), Romanians, 
Croats, Venetians (Italians), and Serbs. All of these groups during this period 
became agitated and attempted in the course of the revolution to either 
achieve independence, or in some cases even hegemony over other 
nationalities. Meanwhile, there had been a rising movement in Germany calling 
for the unity of German states and nationalism. Intermixed among all this was 
the intellectual movement toward socialist resistance and the empire's 
longstanding conservatism.  

The Austrian Revolution resulted in 
the resignation of Prince von 
Metternich (1773-1859) of Germany 
who was a German politician and 
statesman, and the chancellor to 
Emperor Ferdinand I of Austria (1793–
1875), who then fled into exile in Brita 
in. 

The French Revolution that 
successfully forced Louis Philippe to 
abdicate and the Revolution in 
Vienna that forced Prince von 
Metternich to flee to Britain inspired 
the 1848 German Revolutions. It was 
in the south and west where large 
popular assemblies were taking 
place.  
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There was an earlier uprising known as the 
Hambacher Fest (May 27-30, 1832), which 
was a German National Democratic 
movement. The present day German flag 
appeared as part of the new movement. 
There were demands for German unity and 
liberty, and protests against high taxation. 

The German State of Baden was the first state 
to experience popular unrest, despite the 
liberal reforms, and it was the most liberal of 
all the states in Germany. In the aftermath of 
the February uprising in Paris, news reached 
Baden and there were several unorganized 
instances of peasants threatening and 
burning the mansions of local aristocrats. The 
first outbursts were clearly class warfare. 

On February 27, 1848, in Mannheim, an assembly of people from Baden adopted 
a resolution demanding a bill of rights. Similar resolutions were adopted in 
Württemberg, Hesse-Darmstadt, Nassau, and other German states. The 
surprisingly strong popular support for these movements forced rulers to give in 
to many of the Märzforderungen (demands of March) almost without resistance. 
Fearing the fate of Louis-Philippe and Prince von Metternich, some monarchs in 
Germany accepted some of the demands of the revolutionaries on a temporary 
basis. The demands were freedom of assembly, written constitutions, arming the 
people, the creation of a parliament, and freedom of the press. 

There was a rising element of class warfare at the core of the 1848 German 
Revolution. The middle-class elements were committed to liberal principles, while 
the working class sought radical socialism and the confiscation of property. As 
the middle class and working class components of the revolution split, the 
conservative aristocrats were able to defeat the uprising. To escape political 
prosecution, liberals were forced into exile where they became known as Forty-
Eighters. Many immigrated to the United States, settling from Wisconsin to Texas. 

In 1843, Karl Marx became co-editor of a new, radical leftist Parisian newspaper, 
the Deutsch-Französische Jahrbücher (German-French Annals), set up by the 
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German socialist Arnold Ruge (1802-1880). The paper 
was imported into Germany with the intent to bring 
together German and French radicals. Marx contributed 
two essays to the paper, "Introduction to a Contribution 
to the Critique of Hegel's Philosophy of Right" and "On 
the Jewish Question," where the latter introduced his 
belief that the proletariat (working-class) was a 
revolutionary force. This is when he began to embrace 
communism. Only one issue was published before the 
German states banned and seized imported copies. 
Arnold Ruge then refused to fund the paper.  

Marx then began writing for the only uncensored German-language radical 
newspaper left, Vorwärts! (Forward!), which was also based in Paris, and furthered 
the idea of a utopian socialist secret society of workers and artisans. In 1845, 
after receiving a request from the Prussian king, the French government shut 

down Vorwärts!, and expelled Marx from 
France. At this point, Marx moved from 
Paris to Brussels, where Marx hoped, once 
again, to continue his study of capitalism 
and the political economy while banished 
from both Germany and France. Clearly, 
this writing fed the civil unrest and 
furthered the class warfare that erupted 
during the 1848 Revolutions. The year 1848 
was also when Karl Marx published his 
Communist Manifesto. 

The 1848 March Revolution in Vienna 
became the catalyst to revolution 
throughout the German states. Popular 
demands were made for an elected 
representative government and for the 
unification of Germany. Fearing an 
overthrow of France and Austria, some of 
the princes and rulers of the various 
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German states conceded to the demand for reform. A pre-parliament 
convened from March 31, 1848–April 4, 1848 in St. Paul's Church in Frankfurt. The 
agenda was to draft a new constitution entitled the "Fundamental Rights and 
Demands of the German People." However, the majority of the delegates were 
in fact the establishment constitutional monarchists who would be giving up 
power. Action was taken only after two republican representatives from Baden 
walked out in protest on April 2, 1848. The pre-parliament passed a resolution 
calling for the formation of an all-German National Assembly. 

Finally, a new National Assembly was selected and on May 18, 1848, with 809 
delegates of which only 585 were actually elected. Progress was slow and 
discontent continued among the republican 
agitators in Baden. The Baden government 
increased the size of its army and asked for 
support from neighboring states. The Baden 
government moved to squash the revolts by 
arresting Joseph Fickler (1808–1865) who was a 
German journalist and a leader of the Baden 
democratic movement. This action only outraged 
the people and led to a sharp escalation in the 
demonstrations.  

As an escalating step, the arrests merely led to a full-scale uprising that broke 
out on April 12, 1848. The Bavarian government suppressed the revolutionary 
forces led by Friedrich Hecker (1811–1881) who was a German lawyer, politician, 
and revolutionary. Prussian troops came to the aid of Baden at Kandern on April 

20, 1848, ending what became 
known as the Hecker Uprising. 
Hecker was completely 
defeated and was forced to 
flee to Switzerland to the 
Canton of Basel where he 
published a radical newspaper 
and wrote his work Die 
Volkserhebung in Baden (“The 
popular uprising in Baden”). He 
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was elected to be a representative of the people twice 
but the chamber of Baden refused to ratify the 
election. After being refused admission to the Frankfort 
Parliament, Hecker simply gave up, and in September 
1848, he migrated to the USA becoming one of the 
Forty-Eighters who fled German repression. He bought 
a farm near Belleville, Illinois. 

In the spring of 1849, revolution erupted in Baden once 
again. Hecker returned to Europe to participate. By the 
time he arrived in Strassburg, he learned that Baden 
once again called in Prussian troops to suppress the 

uprising. Heckler returned to Illinois, became active in the new Republican Party, 
and was a delegate elected along with Abraham Lincoln in 1856. When Lincoln 
called for volunteers for the army, Hecker joined and became a Colonel 
commanding the 24th Illinois Infantry Regiment.  

The 1848 German Revolutions spread from Bavaria to Saxony where some 2500 
men stood on the barricades in Dresden on May 9, 1849. The Prussians crushed 
them, causing many to flee to Switzerland and the United States. While 
technically Greater Poland was not a German state, it had been under Prussian 
control since the First and Second Partition of Poland in the late 18th century. 
The Greater Poland Revolution of 1848 was an unsuccessful military insurrection 
of Polish troops against the Prussian forces. It began on March 20, 1848, and 
resulted in Prussia annexing the Greater 
Polish region as the Province of Posen. 

The 1848 Hungarian Revolution was by far 
the longest of such uprisings within Europe. 
It began on March 15, 1848, and ended 
during August 1849 after an Austrian and 
Russian victory. The Battle of Isaszeg was 
fought on April 6, 1849, between the 
Austrian Empire and Hungarian 
Revolutionary Army, which had been 
supplemented by Polish volunteers. In this 
case, the Hungarians were victorious.  
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Hungarian patriots organized mass 
political demonstrations in Pest and 
Buda (today Budapest) which 
forced the imperial governor to 
accept their 12 points of demands. 
The demands included cries for 
freedom of press, an independent 
Hungarian ministry residing in Buda-
Pest, a popularly elected 
parliament, and the formation of a 
National Guard with complete civil 
and religious equality. They also 
demanded the right to a trial by jury, 
a national bank, a Hungarian army, 

the withdrawal of foreign troops from Hungary (Austrian troops), the freeing of 
political prisoners, and the union with Transylvania. 

After a series of serious Austrian defeats in 1849, the Austrian state came close 
to the brink of collapse. Franz Joseph I (b. 1830–1916; r. 1848-1916), the young 
new emperor of Hungary and Austria, called 
for Russian help in the name of the Holy 
Alliance. Czar Nicholas I (b. 1796–1855; r. 
1825-1855) answered and sent an army of 
200,000 men with 80,000 auxiliary forces. 
Finally, the joint army of Russian and Austrian 
forces defeated the Hungarian forces. After 
the restoration of Habsburg power, Hungary 
was placed under brutal martial law. 

None of these movements succeeded in 
overthrowing the establishment. Instead, the 
1848 Revolutions merely resulted in the 
disillusionment of many liberals. These events 
led to the embracement of Karl Marx’s 
theories and proved to be the practice run 
for what erupted in Russia 69 years later. Effectively, these revolutions sought 
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republican reforms with the aim of overthrowing the elite structures that dated 
back to old times with the desire of creating independent national states. What 
had begun in Sicily spread to France, Italy, Germany, Hungary, and Poland; in 
fact, it engulfed over 50 countries globally. This was a contagion with no 
coordination or cooperation between their respective revolutionaries. 

We can see that the 
contagion and its impact 
depended upon the local 
economic conditions. In 
Britain, for example, the 
middle classes had been 
pacified by general 
enfranchisement in the 
Reform Act 1832. Chartism 
was a working-class 
movement that emerged 
in Britain in 1836, and was 
predominantly influential 
between 1838 and 1848. 
Here the political goals of the Chartists were to gain political rights and influence 
for the working classes. Chartism got its name from the formal petition, or 
People's Charter, that listed the six main aims of the movement. The consequent 
agitations, violence, and petitions of the Chartist movement came to a head 
with their peaceful petition to Parliament in 1848. The repeal in 1846 of the 
protectionist agricultural tariffs, known as the Corn Laws, had defused much of 
the economic objections. The Corn Laws were measures enforced between 
1815 and 1846, which imposed restrictions and tariffs on imported grain. They 
were designed to keep grain prices high to favor domestic producers, but kept 
the price of food high for the people. Without their repeal, things would have 
been much more violent. After 1850, the British government eased its regulations 
and allowed provinces to produce their own coinage.  
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In the United States, the main impact of the 1848 Revolutions and their failure 
resulted in sharp, substantially increased immigration. The authoritarian actions 
of the German government sent waves of liberals from Germany flocking to the 
mid-West. This tended to create the nativist movement or the "Know Nothing" 
movement in the years preceding the American Civil War. The Know Nothings 
were opposed to Catholic immigration, especially immigration of German and 
Irish Catholics, and held Pope Pius IX responsible for the failure of the 1848 
Revolutions.  

The economy turned down from the Panic of 1837. The 1840s brought state 
defaults and wildcat banking failures, and the hard times turned into a nativist 
movement that was anti-immigration. The Philadelphia Nativist Riots erupted, 
under the excuse of religion, as a series of riots that took place May 6–8, 1844 
and July 6 and 7, 1844, in the adjacent districts of Kensington and Southwark. 
The riots were economic but took the form of anti-Catholic sentiment at the 
growing population of Irish Catholic immigrants. 

The resentment against Catholic immigrants gave rise to the Know Nothing Party 
during the late 1840s and early 1850s. Its members, who were mainly white 
Protestants, strongly opposed immigrants and followers of the Catholic Church. 
Many of these people feared Catholics, believing they intended to take over 
the United States of America and place the nation under the Pope's rule. The 
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Know Nothing Party intended to prevent Catholics and immigrants from being 
elected to political offices. Its members also hoped to deny these people jobs 
in the private sector, arguing that the nation's business owners needed to 
employ true Americans. Consequently, the 1848 Revolutions sent waves of 
Catholics to America from Germany. 

 

In 1848, Canada saw the establishment of “responsible government” in Nova 
Scotia, meaning it was the first colony in British North America and the British 
Empire to self-govern. Joseph Howe’s efforts were responsible for this 
achievement. Nova Scotia issued its first postage stamp in 1851. Tory and Orange 
Order in Canada presented opposition to responsible government and came to 
a head in riots triggered by the Rebellion Losses Bill in 1849. They succeeded in 
burning the Parliament buildings in Montreal, but, unlike their counter-
revolutionary counterparts in Europe, they were ultimately 
unsuccessful. 

Nevertheless, Canada's political history began with the 
British North America Act in 1867 (currently called the 
Constitution Act). This act created the modern state of 
Canada by combining the Province of Canada (now 
Ontario and Quebec), Nova Scotia, and New Brunswick 
into a dominion within the British Empire. The 1848 Revolutions did result in Great 
Britain easing its regulations and allowing provinces to produce their own 
coinage after 1850. Nova Scotia responded by issuing pennies and half pennies 
that showed the provincial flower on the reverse side. 

The impact of the 1848 Revolutions also crossed the Atlantic and into Spanish 
Latin America where it appeared in New Granada (Columbia). Colombian 
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students, liberals, and intellectuals all 
demanded the election of General José Hilario 
López Valdés (1798-1869) who became 
president in 1849 and launched major reforms, 
abolishing slavery and the death penalty, as 
well as providing freedom of the press and of 
religion. The clash between the left and right 
raged onward for four decades from 1851 to 
1885. During this chaotic period, the country 
suffered four general civil wars and 50 local 
revolutions. 

In Brazil, a great revolt occurred that was 
influenced by 1848 Revolutions. Here too, we 
see left and right confrontations. There 

remained local resistance to the consolidation of the Brazilian Empire that had 
been proclaimed in 1822. We also find that this rebellion was led by radical 
elements of the Liberal Party of Pernambuco against the ruling Conservatives. 
This became known as the "Praieira Revolt," which lasted from November 1848 
to 1852.  

While some claimed the 1848 Revolutions were about democratic reform 
demands to ensure liberty and equality, the Marxists denounced 1848 as a 
betrayal of working-class ideals by a bourgeoisie indifferent to the legitimate 
demands of the proletariat. For the nationalists, the 1848 Revolutions were a 
springtime of hope where newly emerging nationalities rejected the old 
multinational empires. None of these varying interpretations survived and all 
proved to be delusional in the short run. Essentially, little had visibly changed in 
most regions. Generally, historians consider the revolutions a failure, given the 
lack of permanent structural changes. However, they set the stage for dramatic 
changes to come. 

Austria and Prussia eventually were compelled to eliminate feudalism by 1850, 
improving the lives of the peasants. The European middle classes returned to 
making economic gains over the next two decades, and even Russia, the last 
to free the people from serfdom, was compelled to abolish such schemes on 
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February 19, 1861. The USA ended slavery with its Civil War in the 1860s, and even 
the Habsburgs finally gave the Hungarians self-determination by 1867.  

The 1848 Revolutions also inspired permanent structural reforms in Denmark and 
Netherlands. Across the Atlantic in Chile, the 1848 Revolutions eventually 
materialized as the 1851 Chilean Revolution.  
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The Revolutions of 1917–1923 

 

 

he revolutions of 1917–1923 were a period of political unrest and civil 
revolts around the world inspired by the success of the Russian 
Revolution. This set in motion a contagion that spread thanks to the 

disorder in aftermath of World War I. The uprisings were mainly socialist or anti-
colonial in nature, yet, besides the 
Russian Revolution, many failed.  

The Leninist victories inspired a 
contagion that blossomed into the 
world Communist movement 
surfacing in Germany, Hungary, 
Italy, Ireland, Mexico, Malta, and 
Egypt. It produced the “Red Scare” 
in the United States when fears of 
communists, socialists, anarchists, 
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and other dissidents suddenly 
grabbed the American psyche in 
1919 following a series of anarchist 
bombings. 

The Russian Revolution was actually 
two revolutions that took place 
during 1917. The first took place in 
February and dismantled the Tsarist 
autocracy, thereby opening the door 
to the Soviet Union. This was the 
aftermath of the collapse of the Russian Empire following the abdication of 
Emperor Nicholas II when the army leadership felt they did not have the means 
to suppress the revolution. The royal government was replaced by a provisional 

government during the first revolution 
of February 1917. This was centered 
in Petrograd (now Saint Petersburg). 
In the political chaos, members of 
the parliament (the Duma) assumed 
control of the country. They 
established the Russian Provisional 
Government. During the first February 
Revolution, the Soviets (workers' 
councils) were the Communist, 
radical factions who at first agreed 
and allowed the Provisional 

Government to rule, which created a brief period of dual power. 

The Provisional Government controlled the power while the national network of 
Soviets were supported by the lower classes and political left. The leftists 
continued to protest and strike as we see right now in the United States. However, 
the war was not over and the Provisional Government continued fighting the 
war with Germany. This is where the Bolsheviks disagreed, so the Communists 
campaigned to stop the war. The Bolsheviks began to form militias known as the 
Red Guards (or Red Army) and created military power outside the military. We 
must pay attention to the rise of militias going forward. 
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The second revolution is known as the October Revolution. Here, the Bolsheviks, 
led by Vladimir Lenin, moved to overthrow the Provisional Government in 
Petrograd. They then established the Russian SFSR and moved the capital to 
Moscow in 1918. The Bolsheviks seized control of all government departments 
throughout the countryside, establishing the Cheka, which would then crush any 
dissent. The Bolsheviks ended World War I after signing the Treaty of Brest-Litovsk 
with Germany in March 1918. 

We then see the same trend of overthrowing the monarchy in Germany just one 
year later as this contagion spread. The Bolsheviks sought to coordinate this new 
wave of revolution and harbored ambitions for world revolution, which became 
known as the Comintern movement that was eventually abolished in 1943.  

Nevertheless, the Russian Revolution inspired the German Revolution of 1918. 
Here we see the German Revolution, 
known as the November Revolution, 
which was also a civil war within the 
German Empire at the end of the First 
World War.  

The period of revolution lasted for 10 
months from November 1918 until the 
establishment of the Weimar Republic 
in August 1919. The Germans actually 
invited the Bolsheviks of Russia to come take the country to join the communist 

revolution. This movement within 
Germany sent the finances into 
hyperinflation. No one would lend 
Germany any money and those who 
were rich hoarded money of other 
nations, refusing to deposit anything in 
banks.  
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The contagion spread, giving rise to the Bavarian Soviet Republic, Hungarian 
Revolution, and the Biennio Rosso in Italy, as well as other smaller uprisings, 
protests and strikes, but all failed outside of Russia. The Hungarian Revolution set 
off its own contagion and chaos. There was a period of revolutions and 
interventions in Hungary between 1918 and 1920. The First Hungarian Republic 
was founded by Mihály Károlyi during the Aster Revolution in 1918. In March 1919, 
the republic was overturned by another revolution, and the Hungarian Soviet 
Republic (also known as Hungarian Republic of Councils) was created. The 
unresolved conflicts led to wars between Hungary and its neighboring states of 
Romania, Kingdom of Serbs, Croats, and Slovenes and of course the evolving 
Czechoslovakia.  

The Hungarian Soviet Republic 
ceased to exist after the Romanian 
liberation. The Treaty of Trianon in 
Versailles chilled the conflicts and 
beneficiaries, for this event involved 
Romania, the newly formed states 
of Czechoslovakia, and the 
Kingdom of Serbs, Croats and 
Slovenes. 
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The contagion also spread, 
creating non-communist 
revolutions that were more 
nationalist in nature. The 
United Kingdom saw the 
nationalist Easter Rising of 
1916, which was the 
beginning of the Irish War of 
Independence (1919–21) that 
was inspired by this contagion 

of revolutions. The Irish republican movement was a nationalist movement that 
some saw as a populist uprising. It was clearly left-wing in its propositions but 
included both Socialists and Communists. The Irish did find commonality with the 
Soviets in their opposition to British interests and monarchy. They also established 
a trading relationship with the Communists. 

In the case of Ireland, the fighting continued between 1918 and 1921 when a 
truce was obtained on July 11, 1921, and Ireland petitioned to create the free 
state of Ireland with the British retaining Northern Ireland. An act of the British 
Parliament thus created Northern Ireland by the signing of the Anglo-Irish Treaty 
on December 6, 1921. Ireland became a free state on December 6, 1922. 

 

The Mexican Revolution (1910–20) was also a nationalist revolution where there 
was infighting between competing groups. Then the more radical forces of 
Emiliano Zapata and Pancho Villa lost ground to the more conservative Sonoran 
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oligarchy with its Constitutional Army. Finally, 
revolutionary General Álvaro Obregón (1880-1928) 
was elected president in 1920, providing stability and 
at last signaling the end of the violence. However, 
Obregón was assassinated in 1928 when he was 
elected again before he could take office. 

In Malta, there too was civil unrest of a nationalistic 
movement. The Sette Giugno of 1919 began as a series 
of riots and protests by the Maltese population, which 
was at first due to rising inflation and economic 
decline. The riots began when of hundreds of workers 
from the dockyard were laid-off from their jobs. This 

coincided with popular demands for self-government. The riots began to turn 
more nationalistic at this point. The British forces fired into the crowd, killing four 
local men during the riots, which fueled the unrest. This led to a rising resistance 
to British rule and support for the pro-Italian parties on the island. The Malta 
uprising also was inspired by the Irish Revolution. In fact, on April 30, 1921, the 
Amery-Milner Constitution was proclaimed. The first election of a self-governing 
Malta was held under the new constitution in October 1921, with the Prince of 
Wales inaugurating the new representative chambers on November 1, 1921. 

The Egyptian Revolution of 1919 
was also a nationalistic uprising 
that was inspired by Ireland 
against the British occupation of 
Egypt and Sudan. Both Egyptians 
and Sudanese participated. The 
revolution forced Britain to 
recognize Egyptian 
independence in 1922, and the 
implementation of a new 
constitution in 1923. Britain, 
however, continued in control of what was renamed the Kingdom of Egypt. The 
Anglo-Egyptian Treaty required Britain to withdraw all troops from Egypt by 1949, 
except at the Suez Canal.  
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Immediately following World War I, 
the left organized labor strikes that 
gathered national attention. From 
1913 to May 1919, the cost of living 
rose by 76%, while police wages 
rose just 18%. After repeated 
requests, the American Federation 
of Labor (AFL) began accepting 
police organizations into their 
membership in June 1919. The 
Boston police rank later went on 
strike on September 9, 1919. Of the force's 1,544 officers, 1,117 (72%) failed to 

report for work. 

There were also race riots that took place in over 30 
US cities. These were predominantly whites attacking 
blacks due to poor economic conditions, assuming 
blacks were taking their jobs. The Chicago race riot of 
1919 was a major racial conflict that began on July 27, 
1919, and ended on August 3. During the riot, thirty-
eight people died and over five hundred were injured. 
They call the summer of 1919 the “Red Summer,” which 
referred to the blood from hundreds of deaths and 
casualties across the United States. The race riots 
occurred in more than three dozen cities and one rural 

county. After the riot of May 10 in 
Charleston, South Carolina, the city 
imposed martial law. Other places also 
saw race riots such as the Knoxville Riot 
in Tennessee 

On September 16, 1920, a socialist 
attack occurred when a bomb 
exploded on Wall Street. The blast killed 
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30 people immediately, 
and another eight died 
later of wounds 
sustained from the blast. 
The perpetrators 
targeted a prominent 
building that also served 
as a symbol of American 
capitalism. A wagon 
loaded with a bomb 
containing dynamite 
and 500 pounds of small 
iron weights parked in 

front of 23 Wall Street. The corner building was then the headquarters of J.P. 
Morgan & Co., the nation's most powerful bank. At 12:01 pm, the timer on the 
bomb reached zero and a terrific explosion rocked the street. Despite a three-
year investigation, those responsible for the attack were not officially identified.  

In 1944, however, the FBI revisited the case and concluded that Italian anarchists 
were likely behind the plot — the group had conducted a series of bombings 
across the United States in 1919, which fueled the nation's first Red Scare. The 
1919 United States anarchist bombings were a series 
of bombings and attempted bombings carried out by 
anarchist followers of Luigi Galleani from April through 
June 1919. In late April 1919, at least 36 booby trap 
dynamite-filled bombs were mailed to a cross-section 
of prominent politicians and appointees, including the 
Attorney General of the United States, as well as 
justice officials, newspaper editors, and businessmen, 
including John D. Rockefeller. Twelve packages had 
been set aside for insufficient postage and were never 
delivered. 
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Assassination the Tool for 
Political Change 

 

 

he Marxist view was that the 1848 Revolutions failed and the only way to 
move forward was by assassinating heads of state. A few years after the 
1848 Revolutions, Emperor Franz Joseph I of Austria survived an 
assassination attempt by a Hungarian nationalist on February 18, 1853, 

by the name of János Libényi. This would be the start of a reactionary trend to 
rise from the failure of the 1848 Revolutions. This would become assassination as 
a tool for political change.  
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The very idea of assassinating leaders such as President Abraham Lincoln on April 
14th, 1865 and President McKinley September 67th, 1901 was part of a new 
international trend that began from the aftermath of the 1848 Revolution 
movements. The defeated intellectuals came up with a new theory that some 

dramatic deed was necessary to spark a 
revolution. They called this the “propaganda of or 
by the deed,” and it advocated physical violence 
in a very dramatic, provocative, and public act 
perpetrated against political enemies with the 
goal of inspiring others to act in a popular mass 
rebellion or revolution. This political philosophy was 
part of the rising radical thought process that was 
emerging alongside Marxism. 

The first assassination from the 1848 Revolutions 
was Pellegrino Rossi (1787–November 15, 1848). 
Rossi was an Italian economist, politician, jurist, 
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and an important figure of the July Monarchy in France. Rossi was given the task 
of drawing up a revised constitution in 1832, which was known as the Pacte Rossi, 
but it was rejected so he moved to France. 

The 1848 Revolution severed his connection with the French crown, so he 
remained in Rome and became Minister of the Interior under Pius IX. Rossi was 
very unpopular given his conservative views. He was assassinated on the stairs 
at the opening of the Parliament in the Palazzo della Cancelleria on November 
15, 1848, by a stab wound to the neck in a very public display. This event resulted 
in Pope Pius IX himself fleeing from Rome and the beginning of a series of events 
that led to the proclamation of the Roman Republic. 

The assassinator of Rossi was said to be Luigi Brunetti, who acted with political 
conspirators. After the assassination, the senate adjourned and took no action. 
That night, crowds formed at the house of Rossi's widow 
and began chanting, “Blessed is the hand that stabbed 
the Rossi.” 

The first Italian Socialist who advocated assassination as a 
new radical political-philosophy was Carlo Pisacane 
(1818–1857), who wrote in his Political Testament (1857) 
that “ideas spring from deeds and not the other way 
around.” While he did not attempt to assassinate anyone, 
he too took part in the 1848 Revolutions. The failure of 
those revolutions, no doubt, led him to ascribe to the idea 

that heads of state 
simply had to be 
assassinated since 
one could not gain liberty on the barricades. 

Another anarchist of the period, who was 
perhaps the most influential figure of the 
anarchism movement and one of the 
principal founders of the “social anarchist” 
tradition, was Mikhail Bakunin (1814–1876). 
Bakunin gathered tremendous prestige as 
an activist and became one of the most 
famous ideologues throughout Europe. 
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Bakunin gained substantial influence among radicals throughout Russia and 
Europe and in one of his surviving letters from 1870 to a Frenchman concerning 
what he labelled the “present crisis,” Bakunin clearly stated, “[W]e must spread 
our principles, not with words but with deeds, for this is the most popular, the most 
potent, and the most irresistible form of propaganda.” 

The French socialist-anarchist Paul Brousse (1844–1912) popularized Bakunin’s 
words. In 1877, he cited the 1871 Paris Commune as an example at a workers’ 
demonstration in Berne by provocatively using the Socialist red flag. By the 1880s, 
the slogan referred to bombings and tyrannicides. Years later in 1895, reflecting 
this new understanding of the term, Italian anarchist Errico Malatesta (1853–1932) 
described “propaganda by the deed” as violent communal insurrections 
designed to ignite an 
imminent revolution. 

Mihailo Obrenović (1823–
1868) was the Prince of 
Serbia. He and his wife 
were assassinated and his 
daughter was wounded. 
His last words were, “Well, 
it's true.” It was never 
determined the reason, but 
he had advocated a federalized government. 

The anarchist movement that began in Russia in 1878 was known as Narodnaya 
Volya (Народная Воля in Russian; “People’s Will” in English). This was a 
revolutionary anarchist group inspired by Sergei Nechayev (1847–1882) 
and “propaganda by the deed” theorist Pisacane. The Russian group evolved 
and believed killing the “leaders of oppression” was the correct path for all 
political movements, advocating that even small non-state groups should 
employ violence. They advocated using modern technologies such as the 
invention of dynamite. This was the first anarchist group to employ dynamite on 
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a widespread basis. The group originated the Russian 
Revolution in 1917 and the bloodbath that followed.  

They assassinated Russia’s Tsar Alexander II (1818-
1881) on March 13, 1881, with a bomb that also killed 
the Tsar’s attacker. Alexander II was born in the same 
year as Marx – 1818. This assassination failed to 
inspire a revolution, but it was taking a step in that 
direction and eventually led to the Russian 

Revolution, curiously 37 
years later (8.6 x 4.3). 

Individual Europeans also engaged in politically 
motivated violence during the 19th century. For 
example, in 1893, Auguste Vaillant (1861-1894), who 
was a French anarchist, bombed the French 
Chamber of Deputies on December 9th of that year. 
The anarchist movement was expanding through a 
contagion process across seas from nation to 
nation.  

Between 1894 and 1896 during the economic 
decline, the President of France Marie Francois Carnot, Prime Minister of Spain 
Antonio Cánovas del Castillo, and Austria-Hungary Empress Elisabeth of Bavaria 
were all assassinated by anarchists.  

This was the backdrop to the assassination of 
President William McKinley in 1901. William 
McKinley, the 25th President of the United 
States, was assassinated on September 6th, 
1901, inside the Temple of Music on the grounds 
of the Pan-American Exposition in Buffalo, New 
York. He was shaking hands with the public 
when Leon Czolgosz, an anarchist, shot him 
twice in the abdomen. McKinley died six days 
later.  
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Leon Czolgosz worked in a Cleveland factory until he lost his job in a labor 
dispute in 1893. Inspired by the economic turmoil of the Panic of 1893, he 
embraced the political theory of anarchism. This philosophy was becoming 
widespread and discussed even on college campuses. By 1901, New York’s 
Supreme Court ruled that the act of identifying oneself as an anarchist in public 
was a breach of the peace. 

World War I broke out as a direct result 
of an assassination aimed at forcing 
political change. The assassination of 
Archduke Franz Ferdinand of Austria, 
who was the heir presumptive to the 
Austro-Hungarian throne, and his wife 
Sophie, took place in Sarajevo on June 
28, 1914. The assassin was Gavrilo 
Princip. Princip acted as one of a 
group of six assassins composed of five 
Serbs and one Bosniak. This was an act 
of the Black Hand, which was a secret 
society. Their political objective was to 
break off Austria-Hungary's South Slav 

provinces so they could be combined into Yugoslavia. 
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The Contagion of Revolution 

 

 he 1848 Revolutions demonstrated the realization that civil unrest and 
revolution emerge as contagions on a global scale that are directly 
linked to economic declines in the business cycle. To put it bluntly, 

people are content as long as they 
are fat and happy. As the Romans put 
it, give them free bread and circuses 
and those in power will remain in 
power. 

Consequently, we can see civil unrest 
and revolutions emerge as 
contagions even in modern events. 
The contagion that led to the fall of 
communism began with the 1989 
Tiananmen Square massacre in 
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China. In May 1989, there was an uprising of nearly a million Chinese, mostly 
young students, who crowded into central Beijing to protest for greater 
democracy and call for the resignations of Chinese Communist Party leaders 
deemed too repressive. For nearly three weeks, the protesters kept up daily vigils, 
and marched and chanted. Western reporters captured much of the drama for 
television and newspaper audiences in the United States and Europe. On June 
4, 1989, however, Chinese troops and security police stormed through 
Tiananmen Square, firing indiscriminately into the crowds of protesters. Turmoil 
ensued as tens of thousands of young students tried to escape the rampaging 
Chinese forces. Other protesters fought back, throwing stones at the attacking 
troops and overturning and setting fire to military vehicles. Reporters and Western 
diplomats on the scene estimated that at least 300, and perhaps thousands, of 
the protesters were killed and as many as 10,000 were arrested. This incident in 
China during 1989 influenced the fall of the Berlin Wall about five months later 
on November 9, 1989.  

The Roman monarchy was overthrown after a political revolution (around 509 
BC) that resulted in the expulsion of the last king of Rome, Lucius Tarquinius 

Superbus, and the establishment of the Roman 
Republic. Lucius Junius Brutus led the revolution and 
became the founder of the Roman Republic and one 
of the first consuls. He was proclaimed an ancestor of 
Marcus Junius Brutus, the most famous of Julius 
Caesar's assassins. 

Likewise, in Athens, there was the assassination of 
Hipparchus (around 514 BC), a member of Athens’ 
ruling class. He was one of Peisistratos’ sons and a 
tyrant of the city of Athens from 528–527 BC until his 
assassination by the tyrannicides, Harmodius and 

Aristogeiton. This led to the birth of Democracy. 

 

The Roman revolution acted as a blueprint for the American Revolution in 1776, 
which led to the downfall of absolute rule under the British monarchy. Thirteen 
years later, this event inspired the French Revolution in 1789.  
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The Irish Rebellion of 1798 followed the French Revolution. This event was an 
uprising against British rule and lasted from May to September 1798. The Irish 
Rebellion was part of the contagion that influenced the ideas of the American 
and French revolutions. We must be vigilant because the cycle for the possibility 
of such a revolutionary contagion comes into play in 2020. 
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Revolution & Taxes 

 

ne of the major issues behind civik unrest that leads to Revolution has 
been the tax burden. Most revolutions emerge from tax rebellions. 
Government reaches a point where iver lives within its means and 

always demands great and great levels of taxation. Of course most people are 
familiar with the American Revolution’s slogan – No Taxation Without 
Representation. But most people are not familiar with the straw that broke the 
back of the French people that led to the French Revolution. 

 Perhaps the most famous saying from the French Revolution was attributed to 
Marie Antoinette who journalists reported 
she said "Let them eat cake" or in French 
"Qu'ils mangent de la brioche" upon 
learning that the peasants had no bread to 
eat, which back then was enriched with 
eggs and butter.  There is no evidence that 
she actually said that, yet it was used to 
enrage the people. 

O
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History repeats because the passion of 
man never change. We are looking at 
France in the same strange position as 
when Louis XVI ascended to the throne. 
Then too the country was in the middle 
of a financial crisis and France was on 
the verge of bankruptcy. This was due 
in part to France's costly involvements 
in the Seven Years' War. In May 1776, 
finance minister Turgot was dismissed, 
after failing to enact reforms to correct 
the crisis. 

On August 8th, 1788, the royal treasury 
was declared empty, and the 
Parlement of Paris, which was an assembly of nobles, refused to reform the tax 
system or loan the Crown any more money. To win their support for fiscal reforms, 
the Minister of Finance, Étienne Charles de Loménie de Brienne (1727–1794), 
declared May 5th, 1789 for a meeting of the Estates General, which was an 
assembly of the nobility, clergy and commoners (called The third Estate), which 
had not met since 1614. Then on August 16th, 1788, the treasury suspended all 
payments on government debts going into default. Finally, on August 25th, 
Brienne resigned as Minister of Finance. He was replaced by Jacques Necker 

(1732–1804), a foreigner who was a Swiss banker. 
Necker was appointed Comptroller-General of 
Finance but could not be made an "official 
minister" of Finance because he was a 
Protestant.  Nevertheless, Necker was very 
popular with the common people. 

 On September 23rd, 1788, Necker reassured 
French bankers and businessmen should agree 
to loan the state 75 million livers, on the condition 
that the Estates General will have full powers to 
reform the system. The political turmoil was 
unleashed. On December 27th, 1788, over the 
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opposition of the nobles, Necker announced that the representation of the Third 
Estate will be doubled, and that nobles and clergymen will be eligible to sit with 
the Third Estate. 

The financial crisis was astute. Necker realized that the country's tax system 
subjected the lower classes to a heavy burden and was extremely regressive, 
simultaneously, numerous exemptions existed for the nobility and clergy. Necker 
warned that the country could not be taxed higher. He further argued that 
the tax exemptions for the nobility and clergy had to be reduced. He also 
proposed that the government borrow more money to solve the country's fiscal 
shortages. 

Necker actually published his report to support this claim showing the 
accounting of the crisis. He 
actually underestimated the 
deficit by more than 36 
million livres or 6 million silver 
Ecu. Necker proposed 
restricting the power of the 
Parlement to protect the 
nobility. Necker also argued 
to be made a minister giving 
him the power to push 
through reforms. The King 
refused and Necker was 
dismissed. 

We have reached that crossroads of economics/civil unrest that runs throughout 
history. We are on the verge of a serious Sovereign Debt Crisis once again. Here 
too we have governments seeking to track every penny and to eliminate cash 
to begin to just seize money from people's accounts while cancelling passports 
to prevent anyone from leaving a country if the government believes you have 
money they can tax. 

Mix in the same factors, regardless of the century, and you end up with the same 
result. Only a fool ignores the past and says this is the 21st century. That is how 
history repeats because those people never look back and ask - if we do this, 
what will happen?   
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The Thinking Process that 
Changed the World 

 

here can be no question that perhaps the most influential person in 
modern times is Karl Heinrich Marx (1818-1883). No doubt, some would 
name Hitler, Lenin, Mao, or Roosevelt. Yet in truth, Marx influenced each 

of those men and far more people, possibly even surpassing all of them 
combined. More importantly, while all the others are forgotten, Marx continues 
to dominate our future and will remain the destroyer of Western civilization 
moving forward into 2032.  

The fate of Western civilization completely changed in 1842 when Marx met with 
Friedrich Engels (1820-1895) for the second time at the Café de la Regence in 
Paris on September 28, 1844. The Café de la Regence was an important 
European center where people 
gathered and played chess during the 
18th and 19th centuries. Virtually all of 
the important chess masters of the time 
played there. It is said they did not hit it 
off well on their first meeting, but by the 
end of their meeting they discovered a 
way to legitimize class warfare. 

T 
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Engels stayed in Manchester, England, between 
1842 and 1844, which was the city at the heart of 
the Industrial Revolution. Engels' own observations 
of poor worker conditions at the beginning of the 
Industrial Revolution formed the foundation of his 
entire philosophy. Engels drew upon his experiences 
to write, The Condition of the Working Class in 
England, which he published in 1845. 

Engels grew up in a Protestant family loyal to Prussia. 
His family was of respectable means since his father 
was a partner in a textile factory located in 
Manchester, England. His mother always ensured he 

was financially supported, even though he was becoming a revolutionary that 
was dead-set against his own family's livelihood. Engels was so caught up in his 
ideas that he never went to college and dropped out of high school. 
Consequently, Engels became deeply involved in radical journalism and his stay 
in England only pushed him over the edge. Upon his father’s insistence, Engels 
worked for the family business between 1838 and 1841. He would meet Marx in 
Paris one year later. 

When the Industrial Revolution first began, creating factories was entirely a new 
concept. The working conditions were deplorable. The entire Industrial Revolution 
was still new and businesses did not 
comprehend worker safety. After all, 
under feudalism, there was no concern 
for worker safety since there were no 
conditions other than nature. Any 
tragedy was perceived as an act of 
God, which is an act insurance 
companies still support to avoid paying 
claims. 
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One memorable tragedy that would 
help spark union movements took place 
on March 25, 1911, when a fire broke 
out at the Triangle Shirtwaist factory in 
New York City. The employer had 
locked the doors to ensure the workers 
could not leave early unnoticed. 
However, when the fire broke out, this 
policy created a death trap. Within 18 
minutes, 146 people died. This profound 
tragedy contributed greatly to the trend 
of safer working conditions. 

The entire Industrial Revolution 
represented a structural change in 
many ways. Accountability for 
employee safety shifted from acts of 
God to employers and was truly 
profound for implicit within this was the 
development of class warfare philosophy. This intensely altered politics and will 
contribute to the destruction of Western civilization. 

Nevertheless, there is always truth hidden behind the curtain even if the person 
investigating is blind to that reality. In this case, Engels argued that the Industrial 
Revolution worsened living standards for workers. He noted that large industrial 
cities, such as Manchester and Liverpool, were experiencing higher mortality 
from various diseases such as smallpox, scarlet fever, etc., at a rate that was four 
times greater than the rural surrounding countryside. Engels was attributing the 

difference between urban and rural life to 
the Industrial Revolution, despite the fact 
that contagions always spread more rapidly 
in cities even if there is no factory work. 

No one seemed to distinguish that the 
higher mortality rate was simply a difference 
between urban and rural life. Still, Engels 
focused on wages and living conditions, 
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arguing that incomes were actually lower for industrial workers compared to 
pre-industrial workers. This proved to be a very successful argument that led 
many to believe that the Industrial Revolution was pure evil. 

Communism was attractive during the 18th century as it first sprang from the 
anti-monarch movement that was beginning to emerge in Europe and America. 
The idea was born from the commune concept. The French word “commune” 

appeared in the 12th century from the Medieval 
Latin word communia (a large gathering of 
people sharing a common life) and from the 
Latin word communis (things held in common). 
The idea that people lived together in union was 
originally a republican concept as the people 
voted for someone to represent them.  

This anti-monarch movement caught fire after 
the American Revolution and spread to France. 
Paris had long been the center of liberal free 

thinkers and produced pioneers in everything from economics, such as Francois 
Quesnay (1694-1774) who led the Physiocrats, to mathematicians like Blaise 
Pascal (1623-1662). 

 The Physiocrats emerged as an 18th-century group of French economists who 
believed that agriculture was the source of all wealth and that agricultural 
products should be highly priced. Advocating adherence to a supposed natural 
order of social institutions, they stressed the necessity of free trade. This may have 
contributed to the French idea of the commune in 1793. However, it also greatly 
influenced Adam Smith (1723-1790) who wrote 
Wealth of Nations (1776), which was in direct 
opposition to the Physiocrats. Smith essentially 
demonstrated that the wealth of a nation was not 
simply agriculture, but the total productive 
capacity of a nation.  

The Physiocrats inspired empire building, for if 
agriculture was wealth, then a nation could 
increase its wealth by acquiring more land. To the 
Physiocrats, a blacksmith who made the horseshoes 
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and harnesses was really a parasite living off the farmer since only he created 
wealth. Smith argued that a blacksmith and a farmer selling their products 
overseas would both return with gold and thus were indistinguishable in the 
creation of wealth. 

The idea of communism springs forth from the Physiocrats side of the argument. 
We can also see how the Physiocrats would be the counter-argument against 
the Industrial Revolution, whereas Smith would be in favor of the freedom to 
evolve the economy rather than control it from a governmental central planning 
objective.  

Communism emerged during the French Revolution. It was an experiment known 
as the Parisian Commune of 1793. Marx had gone to Berlin University, which was 
still dominated by the teachings and ideas of Georg Wilhelm Friedrich Hegel 
(1770-1831). Hegel had argued that previous philosophical speculation had 
failed to provide a glimpse of reality because it lacked the realization that reality 
could only be understood as a totality — "The truth is the whole." Hegel argued 
that one could not study the individual separate from the elements of nature, 
history, and society because they were all connected. Hegel caught a glimmer 
of the interconnectivity and dynamic structure of the whole that is directly 
related to the component parts working in harmony. Failure to respect this 
dynamic left all previous philosophical pursuits simply mistaken.  

 Hegel's core understanding centered upon a unifying metaphysical process 
underlying the entire structure. This he called the “dialectic.” Hegel saw that 

society moves forward from crisis and 
conflict. Hegel perhaps confused many 
as trying to see deep into the process. For 
example, there is “being” and then there 
is “nothingness” (thesis v esis). Each of 
these concepts contains both elements 
and the movement between these two 
extremes is "becoming," which is the 

synthesis. He extends this basis structure into history, viewing it through this lens as 
it passes through primitive tribal life toward a more rational state that might be 
called civilization. Hegel argues that tribal life contains being and nothingness, 
and that progress cannot be understood by merely examining each separately. 
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His dialectical process leads to understanding the "absolute." Most who interpret 
Hegel posit that the absolute is the totality of everything that exists. Hegel 
thought the fundamental dialectical process was "real" and "rational." 

Hegel applied this dialectical process to politics, religion, history, ethics, and logic 
that culminated in a comprehensive philosophical system. Due to the complexity 
of his ideas, competing groups emerged out his concepts. These groups argued 
over what Hegel meant or should have meant, which is the classic evil of putting 
words into a dead man's mouth to use his respect and reputation to support 
one's own version of his ideas. These competing schools of Hegelian thought 
emerged quickly after his death in 1831.  

On the one side, there were the traditional Old Hegelians who were traditionally 
conservative Christians. They saw the Prussian state as the culmination of society 
and the next empire after Rome that would be absolute much as Americans 
view the United States government today. This movement failed when the 
Prussian state became eclipsed by the 1860s.  

 

Precisely in line with Hegel's dialectic were the observations of the Young 
Hegelians. This left-winged group interpreted Hegel in a revolutionary tint. They 
argued that the current religious and political reality was inadequate and 
required a revolution to make it more rational. They took Hegel's dialectic and 
argued that reality had not been achieved in the Prussian state or the Lutheran 
religion.  

Engels became engrossed in banned revolutionary works from Young Hegelians 
in Germany including Karl Ludwig Börne (1786–1837), Karl Ferdinand Gutzkow 
(1811-1878), and Heinrich Heine (1797-1856) who was a German poet with an 
international reputation. Heine met Marx in 1843 and began to become a 
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radical. He was seen by many as unpatriotic and a subversive scoundrel. He was 
Jewish in a time of rising anti-Semitism in Germany. After his death, efforts to 
erect monuments to him sparked riots in many German cities. His memory 
remained hotly debated and many of his songs were still popular in the 
beginning of the 20th century, which forced the Nazis to claim that the author 
was unknown.  

Engels fit in with these young 
Germans, but he soon found 
them too undisciplined and 
engrossed in Hegel. They saw 
the natural process of conflict 
between two poles as the 
driving force, but they tended 
to believe that they could 
speed up the process. They did 
manage to convert Engels into 
an atheist, however.  

In 1842, Engels met Moses (Moshe) Hess (1812–1875) who then converted Engels 
to communism. Hess believed that the logical conclusion of Hegel's dialectic 
was communism. Hess argued that the working class in England, the home of 

the Industrial Revolution, was oppressed and that 
England would emerge as the birthplace for 
communism. Engels used his family's wealth 
gained by the very exploitation of the working 
class to further his writing. 

Uninfluenced by religion, Engels rejected the 
institution of marriage and lived with Mary Burns, 
an Irish working girl, as if she were his wife. When 
Mary died in 1863, he seems to have struck a 
similar arrangement with her sister Lizzy. Engels 
wrote articles for the German French Yearbooks 
in 1844, which were edited by Marx in Paris. He 

argued against private property and considered the world composed of 
"millionaires and paupers." They became partners in their ideas, for Engels had 
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convinced Marx that communism was the way 
to go with the confiscation of all private 
property. Their first joint work was written in 1845, 
The German Ideology. They attacked the 
Socialists for not going far enough.  

The demands for changes in religion caught a 
voice in the work of David Strauss (1808–1874). 
Strauss was a German liberal Protestant 
theologian and writer who scandalized 
Christian Europe with his portrayal of the 
"historical Jesus," whose divine nature he 
denied. Strauss’ Das Leben Jesu kritisch 
bearbeitet (“The Life of Jesus, Critically Examined”) became one of the most 
influential books of the time. He interpreted the life of Christ as a parable of the 
Hegelian thought that attempted to unify the divine nature with human nature 

- the dialectic.  

Strauss' contemporary, Ludwig Feuerbach 
(1804-1872), went even further than the Young 
Hegelians and greatly influenced Marx in his 
Das Wesen des Christentums (1841) ("The 
Essence of Christianity"). Feuerbach said quite 
eloquently that man is to himself merely his own 
object of thought, and religion was thus a 
consciousness of the reflection of himself. God 
now existed because man created him. Marx 
would later buy into the idea that Feuerbach 
captured the very essence of religion. “Religion 

is the opium of the people,” Marx later said. He believed materialism fueled 
religion to gather wealth and donations to build massive churches. Feuerbach 
denied that he was an atheist; he still maintained that the God of Christianity 
was simply just an illusion. Feuerbach saw things in a Hegelian hue, but with a 
materialistic slant that Marx did criticize in his Thesen uber Feuerbach (1845). 
Feuerbach and a teacher of Marx, Bruno Bauer, had migrated from pure 
Hegelian ideas to a state of naturalism.  
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 The Young Hegelians were becoming very 
revolutionary, and thus, gained a reputation as 
radicals. Others, such as Johann Kaspar Schmidt (1806–
1856), better known as Max Stirner, interpreted Hegel’s 
work as stating that self-consciousness was the highest 
manifestation of reality. This group was moving toward 
anarchy. Karl Marx was caught up in these ideas that 
claimed to be Hegelian in nature, but were going 
down the path of revolution. These concepts saw the 
dialectic process as a roadmap for upheaval that 
culminated in the Revolutions of 1848, which engulfed 
50 nation states.  

The Revolutions of 1848 were essentially democratic in nature, with the aim of 
removing the old feudal structures and creating independent national states. 
The revolutionary wave began in France in February and immediately spread to 

most of Europe. Over 50 countries 
were affected, but with no 
coordination or cooperation 
between their respective 
revolutionaries. This was certainly 
inspired by the economic 
depression of the 1840s. Even in 
the United States, the Panic of 
1837, which Andrew Jackson set in 
motion after closing the central 
bank of the United States, led to 
wildcat banking with every bank 
issuing their own currency.  

The net result was that the banks failed, states issued debt to try to bailout the 
banks, and then the states failed and defaulted on their debts. The economic 
chaos was taking place because there were great changes within society. 
Nobles were frustrated with the absolute rule of monarchs inspired, no doubt, by 
the American and French Revolutions a generation before. 
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It was against this backdrop that Hegelianism spread throughout Europe. 
Versions of Neo-Hegelianism emerged in Britain, Italy, France, and even the 
United States. Among the Anglo-Saxon culture of the English-speaking people, 
Hegelianism emerged as an alternative to the philosophies of utilitarianism and 
empiricists. Hegelianism gave birth to people seeing the claim of individual 
freedom as an opposing force to the state’s claims of power.  

Others saw this as the conflict between science and religion that continues 
today. Some religious extremists insist that the world is only 6,000 years old and 
go as far as to claim that dinosaurs’ fossils were planted on earth by the devil to 
confuse man. Yet, the Neo-Hegelian school of thought has survived into the 20th 
century. In truth, one can only understand reality by comprehending the whole 
or totality.  

Unfortunately, while Hegel did catch a glimpse of the dynamic structure and 
interconnected nature of everything, he was unable to truly articulate the entire 
process or grasp the reasons for it. His work in its raw form was ripe to be 
plundered by both sides and seriously distorted. The existence of a cycle 
between two extremes is at the core of all systems right down to the pulse of 
the human heart that is indistinguishable from the pulse of the sun, which is a 
thermodynamic system cycling between maximum and minimum energy output 
on a cyclical duration of about 300 years.  

Yet, Hegel opened the door to observing the cyclical nature of all things that 
move between two extremes like the pendulum on a clock. The Young Hegelians 
took this as justification for revolution to force change by casting it as a battle 
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between rich and poor. They ignored his very central observation that no system 
will ever retain power forever.  

In politics, one side will conquer the enemy and occupy their place of power. 
However, once consumed by that power, they will become the enemy. Power 
changes even revolutionaries into the very thing they revolted against, 
perpetuating the cycle throughout history.  

Hegel unquestionably influenced Marx. The Young Hegelians clearly saw that 
there was a path between the two extreme poles that could be forced, yet 
failed to grasp the same reality that no system could be sustained at the extreme 
of one pole. Nevertheless, the Young Hegelians were in fact radicals as they 
justified their actions to compel political change by sheer force. They became 
a core group of the anti-establishment philosophy.  

Marx completed his doctoral thesis, but when his 
mentor in this field, Bruno Bauer (1809–1882) was 
dismissed from his teaching post at the University for his 
Radical Ideas in Hegelian Philosophy, Marx returned to 
the more liberal Rhineland and became an editor of 
the Rheinische Zeitung. Engels approached the 
newspaper, but Marx would have nothing to do with 
him seeing his close link to the radical Young Hegelians. 
It was not that Marx believed that the Young Hegelians 
were too radical, but rather he saw their ideas as limited and impractical. Marx 
felt that they failed to direct the effort at the materialistic driving force that he 
saw as evil.  

In a letter Marx wrote to Arnold Ruge (1802-1880) on January 25, 1843, he 
revealed that the Rheinische Zeitung newspaper was given a death sentence. 

“You probably already know that the Rheinische Zeitung has been banned, 
suspended, and is under sentence of death. The termination of its life has been 
fixed for the end of March. During this period of grace before execution, the 
newspaper is being subjected to a double censorship. Our censor, a decent 
fellow, is under the censorship of von Gerlach, Regierungspräsident here, a 
passively obedient blockhead. When ready, our newspaper has to be 
presented to the police to be sniffed at, and if the police nose smells anything 
un-Christian or un-Prussian, the newspaper is not allowed to appear.” 
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Engels lacked the formal university training of Marx, 
which is why Marx receives most of the credit for their 
ideas. However, it was the collaboration of Marx and 
Engels that changed the world. Had Marx not 
collaborated with Engels, it is debatable whether there 
would have been a communistic movement at all. 
Engels moved to Manchester, England, and Marx 
moved to Paris, which at that time was the center of 
socialistic thought. It was there that Marx would truly 
move beyond socialistic ideas and become a real 
Communist with the idea of confiscating all property.  

Hegel’s Philosophy of Right was the subject of Marx’s 
criticism. Marx's early writing, Critique of Hegel's Doctrine of the State, published 
in 1844, sought to expose the existing political state in contrast to the social 
institutions as rational created internal inconsistences.  

Hegel wrote:  

“In contrast with the spheres of private rights and private welfare (the family 
and civil society), the state is from one point of view an external necessity and 
their higher authority; its nature is such that their laws and interests are 
subordinate to it and dependent on it. On the other hand, however, it is the 
end immanent within them, and its strength lies in the unity of its own universal 
end and aim with the particular interest of individuals, in the fact that 
individuals have duties to the state in proportion as they have rights against it.” 

 

Marx wrote:  

“From one point of view the state is contrasted with the spheres of family and 
civil society as an external necessity, an authority, relative to which the laws 
and interests of family and civil society are subordinate and dependent. That 
the state, in contrast with the family and civil society, is an external necessity 
was implied partly in the category of ‘transition’ (Übergangs) and partly in the 
conscious relationship of the family and civil society to the state. Further, 
subordination under the state corresponds perfectly with the relation of external 
necessity.” 
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Marx notes that Hegel’s definition of “dependence” 
comes from a footnote mentioning Montesquieu (1689-
1755) and his work L’Esprit des Lois where he tried to 
work out the dependence of laws concerning the 
rights of people, laws concerning the specific 
character of the state, and the philosophic notion of 
always treating the part in its relation to the whole. 

We can see that Marx sees the state as necessary and 
that private rights exist from the state. He further wrote: 

“[T]he family and civil society are parts of the state. The material of the state is 
distributed among them by the individual's 'circumstances, his caprice and his 
personal choice of his station in life'. The citizens of the state are members of 
families and of civil society.” 
 

We can see that Marx was starting down the path that separates the individual 
and collective state. This is contrary to Roman law where the family prevailed 
above all. Americans have the Fifth Amendment, but that privilege is limited to 
the individual and denied to family members and anyone working for a 
corporation. Under American law, the family is still very much subordinate to the 
state, as Marx's dangerous path of thinking relates.  

In Rome, the privilege extended to all members of a family, which prevented 
children from testifying against their parents as seen in communism or American 
law. Roman law extended this privilege to all family members, even by marriage, 
as well as to employees and slaves. Thus, under Roman law, the sanctity of the 
family was superior to the duty owed to the state. The first step in the loss of 
personal freedom occurs when the duty to a state supersedes that owed to 
family. “[I]n other words the political state cannot exist without the natural basis 
of the family and the artificial basis of civil society," Marx further acknowledged. 
Marx cites Hegel and concludes necessity requires the subordination of freedom.  

“They are, therefore, the firm foundation not only of the state but also of the 
citizen's trust in it and sentiment towards it. They are the pillars of public 
freedom since in them particular freedom is realized and rational, and therefore 
there is implicitly present even in them the union of freedom and necessity.” 
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 Marx departs from Hegel and argues that he is inconsistent. Marx concludes 
ultimately that the power of the state, and the duty of citizenship, must be 
subordinate to the state by necessity. If that principle stands, there can never be 
liberty. If right or left wing movements seek to employ the power of the state to 
compel the people to comply with whatever they 
believe is prim and proper, then such a state can 
never be free. This amounts to the majority rule and 
that presents the greatest danger of all, for the 
majority then has the power to oppress, enslave, and 
force conformity to whatever they personally believe 
at that moment in time.   

For example, if the majority of the United States 
became Puritan, which is what took place in England 
in the 17th century under Oliver Cromwell and the 
Glorious Revolution, they could make it criminal to kiss 
one's wife in public, play sports, or celebrate 
Christmas. They could even enlist spies to peek in 
windows. If the majority became Islamic, women could be forced to wear veils 
under criminal penalty. There would be no freedom of religion, association, or 
the freedom of career. 

The rights of the people quickly vanish and change with the majority.  

 

Thomas Paine (1737-1809) introduced the concept that the government always 
confounds itself as superior; therefore, the government is what needs to survive 
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– not the people. The American Revolution was 
inspired by one pamphlet entitled, Common Sense 
by Thomas Paine. Paine identifies that those in 
government have always “confounded society with 
government, as to leave no distinction between 
them.” This is exactly what Marx was advocating. We 
even find British political tokens with the saying “END 
OF PAIN,” which was obviously a pun on his name. 

  Marx clearly despised the government of Prussia and wrote that it was 
embarrassing internationally in France and Holland. Yet, despite the despotism 
he complains about, he ultimately advocates handing power to government. 
Marx wrote in a letter to Arnold Ruge in March of 1843: 

“I am now travelling in Holland. From both the French papers and the local 
ones I see that Germany has ridden deeply into the mire and will sink into it 
even further. I assure you that even if one can feel no national pride one does 
feel national shame, even in Holland. In comparison with the greatest Germans 
even the least Dutchman is still a citizen. And the opinions of foreigners about 
the Prussian government! There is a frightening agreement, no one is deceived 
any longer about the system and its simple nature. So the new school has been 
of some use after all. The glorious robes of liberalism have fallen away and the 
most repulsive despotism stands revealed for all the world to see.” 

 

In 1843, Marx wrote a letter criticizing the world as "perverted" and stated that 
Prussia is a despotic state that dehumanizes mankind. Yet, he failed to see the 
results of his own suggestions. Marx gets lost in the maze of his own thoughts, 
arguing that man should be free to think and a commune "can fulfill their highest 
needs, a democratic state." Marx relays the underlying sentiment and writes to 
Arnold Ruge in March 1843, where he writes, “Revolutions are not made by 
shame.” Ultimately, that sentiment burst forth in 1848 as a revolution.  
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Marx states that the established order is the "system of industry and commerce, 
the exploitation of man." Marx builds upon his idea that "Man makes religion, 
religion does not make man." Stemming out of his break with religion, he takes 
the position that man "has only one hurdle to overcome, namely, his religion, in 
order to dispense with religion altogether, and hence to become free."  

 

Marx has clearly gone far beyond Hegel. He recognizes change but then 
assumes that the dialectic can be defeated by creating a utopian state. The 
dynamic force of two poles attracting opposite extremes in a perpetual cyclical 
dance exists in all fields of natural phenomenon. The cyclical nature of the 
universe cannot be defeated, yet Marx has drowned it out. I have stated many 
times that when I was in school the physics professor would say that nothing is 
random, and then the economics professor would say that you cannot predict 
the business cycle because it is random. If the economy is random, then that 
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lends itself to state manipulation. Therein lies the reason why Marxism is still 
embraced in economics, even under Keynesian economics. 

With the dialectic dynamic force lost in the meanderings of Marx's mind, he saw 
only a battle between rich and poor over wealth as if this were the two poles in 
electricity of positive and negative. In his critique of Hegel's Philosophy of Right, 
Marx developed what he identified as the "proletariat" (working class) and the 
“bourgeois” (establishment). Marx referred to the lower working class as the 
proletariat and portrayed them as Prometheus bound in chains by Zeus for 
stealing fire and giving it to man. He 
saw wealth, rather than political 
power, as the source of tyranny and 
the true destruction of liberty. Keep in 
mind that at that point in time, 
governments did not interfere so they 
practiced laissez-faire economics — 
non-interference. Marx failed to 
comprehend that taking all the 
wealth from private individuals and 
handing it politicians would not end 
corruption. All he managed to do was thoroughly corrupt government.  

Marx was also influenced, as we all are, by the events that shape our lives. Some 
experiences open doorways that allow us to see another aspect of the dynamic 
forces in life that make up the whole of everything. Other experiences may open 
doors to mistakes from which we learn and grow if we are capable of learning 
from mistakes. Unfortunately, those who cannot see the worth of a mistake and 
the lesson it teaches become doomed to repeat it over and over again.  

Marx lost three children to tuberculosis, pneumonia, and bronchitis within just five 
years. A parent who loses a child is always affected. Marx saw this as caused by 
the bourgeoisie and seldom blamed himself for any consequence. He got the 
maid pregnant and blamed Engels. When the child was born looking much like 
Marx, he was put up for adoption. Marx avoided taking responsibility and did not 
learn from his mistakes. 
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The essence of Marx’s ideas boiled down to the view that nothing had any value 
except for the labor it took to produce or gather it. Gold was worthless unless 
someone dug it out of the ground. Of course, this fails to comprehend that gold 
refined 1,000 years before is still worth the same as newly mined gold. So, was it 

the inherent labor value or the intrinsic 
value of the item in question? If everything 
were its labor value, then that would mean 
a rise in property values is the product of 
the evil bourgeoisie. 

Marx simply believed the amount of labor 
determined the value of a product. This 
seriously flawed principle led Marx to 
believe that workers who were not 
receiving the full value of their labor were 
being exploited. Marx ignored how a free 

market functions. The value of a product is determined by emotional excess 
demand relative to its supply. Some products become hot and explode in 
demand. His idea that the sole worth of any product is the labor that created it 
can hardly account for those who record a song in one day, film a movie, or 
play a sport. His utopia is impractical.  

Marx was also emerging at a time when the Industrial Revolution meant that 
machines were displacing labor. For example, war became more efficient with 
each advance in technology. The rock was replaced by the club, which was 
replaced by a slingshot, followed by the sword, the bow and arrow, muskets, 
rifles, and then handguns. Guns advanced in 1867 with the Gatling gun, followed 
by machine guns, missiles, and then lasers. The advancement in weapons 
technology has enabled a single person to be able to kill an ever-increasing 
number of people more efficiently, but does not change the nature of man. If 
someone seeks to kill, he can do it with a rock or a club. Marx saw advancements 
in technology that increased production as evil since they diminished the value 
of labor in each product. This became a Hegelian confrontation in his mind 
where capital (employers) sought to increase profit at the expense of labor.   
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During the spring and summer of 1844, Marx wrote 
Excerpt Notes of 1844, which reviewed James Mill’s 
(1773-1836) Elements of Political Economy (1821). Mill’s 
work dealt with philosophical radicals arising from the 
work of David Ricardo (1972-1823). Mill was the 
prominent representative of the rising school of 
utilitarianism that was based on the need for a scientific 
foundation for philosophy and included the humanistic 
approach to economics and politics. His son was 
perhaps more famous, John Stuart Mill (1806-1873), who 

wrote A System of Logic (1843), Principles of Political 
Economy (1848), On Liberty (1859) and 
Considerations on Representative Government 
(1861).  

Jeremy Benthan (1748-1832) founded utilitarianism 
in 1808. James Mill became the chief supporter of 
Benthan, and he wrote an article entitled, 
Government that had enough influence in the 
1820s to lead to the creation of the Reform Bill in 
Parliament in 1832. His criticisms also led to major 
changes in the government of India. However, Mill 
advocated shifting the focus from the rights of the 

individual to the stability of the state. This element 
would strike a chord in the later development of 
communism. James Mill summarized the political 
theories developing at this time: 

1. The value of a thing depends entirely upon the 
amount of labor required to create it;  

2. That the primary objective was to limit population 
growth that in turn would maintain the value of 
labor; and  

3. That it is the "unearned increment" of land that is 
the proper object of taxation  
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With a slight amount of energy, one can see the raw elements underlying in 
Marxism, especially the concept of labor value and the limit of population 
growth to support the value of labor. James Mill’s son, John, on the other hand, 
took the position in his monumental work On Liberty that the state had no right 
to restrain the liberty of a citizen unless it was essential to protect another citizen. 
Essentially, prison would be limited to violent crimes. Instead, they use prison for 
not paying taxes or lying to a government officer, which is what Martha Stuart 
did, even though government officials can lie to the public all the time. It is 
always a one-way street. Unfortunately, handing power to the state incorporates 
far more than evening the score with wealth to eliminate the business cycle. 

Marx naturally grasped some of these ideas from James Mill but ignored state 
power. In his Excerpts, he writes that money, wage-labor, credit, and banking 
are all forms of human alienation. Marx argued that these elements transform 
mankind from a real living individual into the abstract derivative of himself. He 
then said that there is an intercourse, not among men, but between men, and 
objects that they are alienated from social interaction. This system of exchange 
is obsessed with the value of these objects as if it were still in a feudal state where 
the contract was as straight forward as land for service. That model changes in 
an industrial world where the value of an object can also depend upon 
innovation of the human mind, which Marx does not consider. To Marx, the value 
of labor is everything and he ultimately discounts human nature entirely.  

Indeed, modern Marxists are still repeating the same problem. 
French economist Thomas Piketty continues the Marxist view, 
ignoring the fundamental principles of a free economy. 
Piketty writes in his introduction of Capital, "The question of 
what share of output should go to wages and what share to 
profits - in other words, how should the income from 
production be divided between labor and capital?” he goes 
on to say that this “has always been at the heart of 
distributional conflict." One only needs to look at a Federal 
prison. Each inmate is supposed to work and have a job, but 
most work for half a day or less simply because there is not enough work to do. 
The greater the prison population, the greater the disparity since the number of 
jobs does not increase in proportion to the increase in population.  
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Wages were introduced following the 
Black Death in the 14th century because 
about 50% of the population died. 
Landlords previously provided serfs with a 
place to live in addition to 20% of the crop 
they raised. With the sharp drop in 
population, labor became rare and to 
attract. This caused land owners to switch 
from serfdom to wages. Clearly, Marx and 
Piketty failed completely to understand 
there is a supply and demand equation 
between labor and the number of jobs 
available. In a recession or depression, people contract and hoard their cash. 
When people contract, it, results in rising unemployment. Marx and Piketty 
wrongly believe that the business cycle can be flattened out perfectly. However, 
if those in power cannot understand the business cycle, they cannot tame 
something they are incapable of understanding.  

We must understand the political atmosphere of the times to understand Marx. 
Unless we understand how Marx arrived at where he did, we are in peril of not 
merely repeating the same mistakes at the price of liberty for all, but we risk the 
consequence of failing to understand the reason why we are where we are at 

this point in time. We cannot reach a 
solution for the immediate future without 
fully understanding how we ended up with 
the current economic nightmare.  

David Ricardo (1772-1823), the father of 
comparative advantage, came from a 
Sephardic Jewish family who traditionally 
do not marry a non-Sephardic Jews. 
Against his father's wishes, David converted 
to the Unitarian Christian faith at the age of 
21 to marry a Quaker girl. This religious 
difference resulted in estrangement from his 
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family whereby his father disowned him and his mother never spoke to him 
again.  

Prior to David’s father disowning him, his father made a fortune trading stocks 
on the London Exchange. At just 14, Ricardo entered his father's business and 
acquired trading skills that would enable him to see the economy in ways 
theorists never could. David thus embarked upon life as an independent thinker, 
which he carried over into economics. 

David went into business for himself with 
the support of Lubbocks and Forster, an 
eminent banking house. He became a 
member of the stock exchange and his 
trading skill won him the backing of a 
banking house. David made the bulk of 
his fortune as a result of speculation on 
the outcome of the Battle of Waterloo 
that the British would win. The story of 
Nathan Mayer von Rothschild (1777–
1836) speculating on the same battle 
and making a fortune really originated in an anti-Semitic French pamphlet in 
1846. 

Similar to many other innovators throughout history, David Ricardo never 
attended college and developed his economic theory of comparative 
advantage through actual observation. Adam Smith also came to the realization 
of the collective pursuit of each individual's self-interest combined into creating 
an invisible hand, which developed the social economy greater than the mere 
sum of the parts. It would be Ricardo who gave a more classical systematic form 
to the rising new field of economics.  

Ricardo was indeed part of the school of laissez-faire ideas in economics. Yet, 
he developed his iron law of wages that took the position that the real income 
of workers would remain near the subsistence level. We must keep in mind that 
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this was the period when Thomas Robert Malthus 
(1766-1834) who first published his highly 
influential thesis on population growth that 
discussed the collapse of society by 
overpopulation and the lack of food. This work 
was entitled Principle of Population, which raised 
him to prominence following its first publication 
in 1798. Malthus argued that the overall human 
population multiplies geometrically overtime, 
but food expanded only arithmetically. Malthus 
thus concluded that as the food supply 
increased, population would rapidly grow to 

eliminate the abundance. Between 1798 and 1826, he published six editions. His 
thesis has proven to be wrong, for modern 
innovation has greatly expanded the 
production of food during the 20th, century, and 
more recently, rising taxes have reduced the 
standard of living and reduced population 
growth.  

The thinking of the time was still very much 
trapped by the feudal contract of land for 
service. The Physiocrats, of course, viewed that 
only agriculture created wealth. This was clearly 
a feudal concept. However, it was this 
fundamental principle put forth by Physiocrats 
that support the entire notion of empire building 
since agriculture was wealth and that required 
land. 

When David Ricardo became financially secure, 
he was free to explore and his interest in 
economics came after reading Adam Smith's 
Wealth of Nations in 1799. Ricardo studied economics on his own for the next 
ten years. He then began to observe the interesting problem of introducing 
paper money by the Bank of England. It took someone who was a trader to 
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comprehend how the world economy moves after witnessing the capital flows. 
This is when he wrote The High Price of Bullion, a Proof of the Depreciation of 
Bank Notes (1810) in which he notes in the introduction:  

“His fears have been augmented by observing, that by a great part of the 
public this depreciation is altogether denied, and that by others, who admit the 
fact, it is imputed to any cause but that which to him appears the real one. 
Before any remedy can be successfully applied to an evil of such magnitude, it 
is essential that there should be no doubt as to its vause. The writer proposes, 
from the admitted principles of political economy, to advance reasons, which, 
in his opinion, prove, that the paper-currency of this country has long been, 
and now is, at a considerable discount, preceeding from a superabundance in 
its quantity, and not from any want of confidence in the Bank of England, or 
from any doubts of their ability to fulfil their engagements." 

 

Ricardo was observing the 
effects of issuing more paper 
money, which was driving the 
price of gold higher. This effect 
had been taking place in 
China for hundreds of years. 
Because of the war with 
Napoleon, the government 
forbid the Bank of England to 
redeem its paper with gold. 
Many argued that this was the 
cause of the depreciation of 
the currency. Clearly, the 
value of the pound fell into 
1813 before it began to recover. 

There was debate as to who was at fault for the rising inflation. Was it the 
increased supply in bank notes or the demand from war and the costs 
associated with that effort? Ricardo argued it was the increase in the supply of 
notes. Ricardo was observing foreign exchange and the fall of the pound 
against other currencies. Finally, in 1821, Parliament eventually agreed with 
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Ricardo and ended the Bank 
Restriction Act of 1797, which closed 
the convertibility of the bank notes 
to gold. Ricardo was now gaining 
respect and friends, among which 
were Malthus, and James Mill.  

 A second controversy arose in 1815 
due to the war. The Corn Laws pitted 
the farmer against the industrialist. 
The price of wheat had soared 

during the war thanks to an embargo by Napoleon. Now that the war was over, 
the price of crops would naturally plunge, ruining the farmers. The industrials, who 
were a new rising group, relied on labor and if food prices were maintained at 
artificially high levels, this meant their workers would require high wages. Ricardo 
argued that the landlords would profit at the expense of the industrialists. At the 
age of 42, Ricardo retired one 
year before his essay on the 
Corn Laws.  

By 1817, he undertook his 
monumental work, Principles of 
Political Economy and Taxation. 
He divided the economy into 
three classes: workers, landlords, 
and owners of capital. He did 
argue that the domestic value of 
commodities depended upon 
the cost of labor. This would 
influence Marx. He eliminated 
rent from the cost of production. This was not correct, for one should not try to 
grow corn in a desert or overcome cheaper land values by increasing the 
number of workers. Profits, he concluded, varied inversely with the cost of labor 
that increases with the cost of necessities.  

Malthus clearly influenced Ricardo, for he did not see a rise in unemployment 
unless there was a rise in population that would increase the supply of labor and 
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diminish its value, contrary to Marx. But he also 
believed it would force an increase in 
cultivated land by keeping prices in check 
and thus suppressing the formation of capital. 
These concepts were wrong, yet he caught a 
glimpse of international trade and flows that 
varied among countries, resulting in different 
labor costs, which led to his comparative 
advantage among nations. Ricardo saw that 
one nation would have resources others did 
not and its cost of labor would be different 
based upon the total cost of living. This aspect 
of his economic theory was based upon 
actual observation. Marx and others seized 
only his supposition on the value of labor that 
was inspired by the theory of Malthus, which was riddled with error. They were 
only interested in his view of labor value and ignored his international 
comparative advantage observation.  

Marx rejected both Ricardo and Smith and 
lacked the skill set of being a trader, which 
compels anyone to face how markets truly 
function rather than theory. Marx thus focused 
on class warfare while ignoring the market 
forces, including supply and demand. Marx had 
already made up his mind. Hence, his research 
was all about trying to prove a predetermined 
conclusion. This is what seriously prevented Marx 
from conducting a serious investigation of what 
rules society – nature. 

As mentioned, Marx had joined the newspaper 
Rheinishe Zeitung (Rhinelander Gazette) in 1842, where he met Moses Hess (1812-
1875) who was the Paris correspondent (1842-1843). Hess was a utopian-socialist, 
who had great influence on Marx, although Marx eventually rejected socialism 
and mocked Hess in the Communist Manifesto.  
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Moses Hess had first published 
Heilige Geschichte der 
Menschheit von einem Junger 
Spinozas (1837) ("The Holy History 
of Mankind, by a Young 
Spinozist"). This showed Hess had 
been deeply influenced by Hegel 
and Benedict (Buruch) Spinoza 
(1632-1677) who was a Dutch 
philosopher and theologian. 
Spinoza was a Dutch-Portuguese-Jew whose family had fled to Holland when 
Portugal expelled Jews. Spinoza was born into a family of merchants in 
Amsterdam. He was raised Jewish, but his mother died when he was only six and 
his father died when he was 22-years-old. His step-sister claimed the estate. He 
eventually followed the general sentiment of rebellion in the air during the 17th 
century.  

 Spinoza began to adopt the view that nothing in the Bible supported the 
proposition that God had no body or that angels even existed. He also 
concluded there was nothing that supported the belief that the soul was 
immortal and that the author of the first five books in the Bible was clearly no 

wiser than the current understanding of the physical 
world. The Jews excommunicated him in July 1656, 
banishing him from Amsterdam, but this was short-lived.  

Spinoza became familiar with what was called the 
"New Philosophy" of Rene Descartes (1596-1650) 
whose most famous quote was "I think, therefore I am." 
Descartes' most famous work, Discourse on Method 
(1637), was one of the most widely read books of the 
time. It announced four rules for the acquisition of 
knowledge: 

1. Accept nothing as true unless established as such;  
2. Analyze all problems systematically piece by piece;  
3. Proceed always from the simple to the more complex; and  
4. Review everything in detail to ensure nothing is omitted.  
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This was perhaps the best guide to obtaining real knowledge, but human bias 
prevents most from following this path. Spinoza acknowledged that Descartes 
was, in his view, the father of modern philosophy. Spinoza developed his own 
views that disagreed with Descartes on a metaphysical level regarding God, the 
dualism of mind and body, and free will. Spinoza would eventually come to 
believe that these ideas made the world impractical. He concluded it was 
impossible to explain the relationship between God and the world with such 
injustices, or between the mind and the body, no less to account for events that 
simply were random and occasioned by free will.  

This was Spinoza’s Tractatus Theologico-Politicus, which he published 
anonymously in Amsterdam in 1670. It was a foundation that gave rise to the 
idea of Socialism, for it was designed "to show that 
not only is liberty to philosophize compatible with 
devout piety and with the peace of the state, but 
that to take away such liberty is to destroy the 
public peace and even piety itself." Spinoza 
argued that the Bible was not literal and extended 
only to the moral and that their factual beliefs were 
only relevant to their time. He thus advocated 
complete freedom of scientific exploration.  

Hess, therefore, was a Socialist that in those days 
was strikingly different than today. Marx attacked 
the Socialists for they did not go far enough. Marx 
attacked a prominent Socialist of the day, Pierre 
Proudhon (1809-1865), who was born into poverty 
in France. Proudhon often masked his real intent. He did like the one-liners and 
was famous for saying, "I am an anarchist." Yet he did not actually attack 
property as Marx did. Proudhon believed it was the right of the farmer to 
"possess" the land he works and the craftsman to own the tools of his trade.  

This view was limited to the means by which labor earns a living. He did regard 
that it was paramount for the preservation of liberty that this right of property be 
respected. Within this respect, Proudhon's ideas clashed with Marx who was a 
convert to the idea that the state must own all property. 
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Engels was the marketing force that brought these 
ideas into the mainstream. Marx had the schooling, 
but Engels had the business know-how. Engels was 
intent on converting German worker groups to 
communism and called the movement the League of 
the Just. He then went to convert the French Socialists 
and set up the first congress in London during June 
1847. Engels worked to bring about the Communist 
League. A second meeting in London adopted their 
views and the group agreed that Marx and Engels 
should create a statement of the Communist 
principles to act as the platform. In 1848, these 
principles appeared in The Communist Manifesto. This 

included Engels’ earlier work, The Principles of Communism (1847). Marx became 
the talent for writing the ideas, while Engels was the marketing genius.  

The timing was perfect. The Communist Manifesto was published in February 
1848. The Revolution of 1848 began when German states attempted to revolt 
against the old feudalism to create a constitutional government. This was their 
opportunity to get involved in a revolution.  

They dreamed of turning the revolution into a Communist victory. They used their 
journalistic status and sought to cloak their goals as much as possible. The 
revolution died down and their communistic dreams failed. They regrouped 
back in London and reformed the Communist League. They expected a second 
revolution there.  

 

Exiled to London in 1849, Marx lived there for the rest of his life. He was banished 
from Germany and France. Much of his time was spent in the reading rooms of 
the British Museum, which then housed the British Library collection. The library 
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records show his entry on July 21, 1873, in the 
admissions register. There he worked on his 
most celebrated book, Das Kapital. It puts 
forward his theory of the political economy, 
with its celebrated phrase, “From each 
according to his ability, to each according to 
his needs.” 

Engels was running out of cash. He had to 
work in the textile company where he 
remained a good businessman despite his 
political beliefs. He began to support Marx 
financially. Engels sold his partnership in 1869, 
making enough money to live quite 
comfortably until his death in 1895.  

Engels was the businessman who made Marx’s ideas salable. Marx relied on 
Engels for questions in economics, science, military, and international business. It 
was Engels who made communism salable, for after all, he sold it to Marx. When 
Marx died in 1883, Engels became the authority on Marx and actually 

completed volume II and III of Das Kapital (1885 
and 1894). Engels was the real driving force, but 
he gave the credit to Marx, believing that Marx 
was more credible than he was since he had 
dropped out of high school.   

The evolutionary process drove much of this idea 
of socialism and communism from the feudal 
state. The Physiocrats were a reflection of this 
thinking whereby wealth derived from land and 
agriculture that implicitly incorporated labor. 
Mercantilism existed in China and Europe, but this 
nurtured cottage industries and excess production 
of agriculture, thereby creating markets. The 

Industrial Revolution shifted labor from agriculture into the industry of 
manufacturing, which created factories and fueled the urbanization of society. 
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This displaced the traditional feudal land for service contract (serfdom) and was 
the same trend Aristotle (384-322 BC) saw in Athens as evil.  

In Ethics, book X, chapter X, Aristotle argued that making money from money 
was unnatural. He encouraged money made from the villa economy or 
household, and saw the former as crude and connected to barter. Making 
money from money, therefore, Aristotle saw as unnatural and “robbing of man 
from man.” This view of a market economy deeply influenced Marx.  

Consequently, the same transition that Aristotle saw as transforming the villa 
economy into a market economy, Marx attributed to the Industrial Revolution. It 
was the transition of the economy from the villa economy, aided by 
mercantilism, which Marx saw as robbing the labor of men. He further saw the 
Industrial Revolution as merely accelerating the trend of decay within society. 
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Adam Smith saw this production and then attempted to define what actually 
constituted wealth in his colossal work Wealth of Nations (1776). Smith argued 
that all activities contributed to the wealth of a nation, not just agriculture. 
Because there were growing pains, as with anything new, mistakes were made 
but this was by no means the exploitation of labor as characterized, for the 
freedom of choice existed to determine one’s associations and type of 
employment. This is liberty!  

 

The phenomenon of unemployment became much more visible and attributed 
to man during the Industrial Revolution rather than to crop failures within an 
agricultural economy. The former was man’s creation whereas the latter was 
merely the will of God. For this reason, when unemployment rose in industry, its 
cause was seen as the personal greed of the employer. Clearly absent was any 
understanding of capital flows and business in general, no less the business cycle. 
In 1894, unemployment emerged in the United States following the Panic of 1893. 
The Industrial Revolution created a larger class of citizens dependent upon 
employment to sustain life rather than agriculture.  

 The solution proposed that the government 
should create public works to provide 
employment to those who were out of work. A 
leader came forward with this idea of creating 
public works to create employment, 
something that would take hold as the WPA 
during the Great Depression of the 1930s. This 
leader was Jacob S. Coxley (1854-1951), an 
Ohio businessman who organized a march 
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upon Washington with about 100 men 
that began on March 25, 1894. By the 
time they reached Washington, the 
number grew to about 500. This novel 
idea of creating public jobs would later 
become popular in the Great Depression 
by FDR. 

Coxley’s Army grew to 500 men who 
were joined by many other groups from 
around the country. Those further west of 
Ohio reached Washington on April 30, 
1894. Some 6,000 jobless men used the 
Shreve farm site in Colmar Manor, 
Maryland, as a campsite. Coxley’s 
expectations of Constitutional rights 
proved to be a pipe dream. Petty 
government officers always pretend that 
some other reason justifies the denial of 
constitutional rights. In this case, Coxley 
and other leaders were arrested the next 
day for walking on the grass of the United 
States Capitol. This had the desired effect to break up the march.  

This demonstrated that the Supremacy Clause of the Federal Constitution has 
no real force of law when minor rules and statutes can be used to deny 
fundamental rights and government can simply pretend to prosecute something 
else. If the net effect is to deny a fundamental right of liberty, then the claimed 
minor infraction should not be allowed to trump constitutional rights. 

Supremacy Clause Article VI, Clause 2: 
 
“This Constitution, and the Laws of the United States which shall be made in 
pursuance thereof; and all treaties made, or which shall be made, under the 
authority of the United States, shall be the supreme law of the land; and the 
judges in every state shall be bound thereby, anything in the constitution or 
laws of any state to the contrary notwithstanding.” 

Coxey’s Speech 

The Constitution of the United 
States guarantees to all citizens 
the right to peaceably assemble 
and petition for redress of 
grievances, and furthermore 
declares that the right of free 
speech shall not be abridged. 
We stand here to-day to test 
these guaranties of our 
Constitution. We choose this 
place of assemblage because it 
is the property of the people. . . . 
Here rather than at any other 
spot upon the continent it is 
fitting that we should come to 
mourn over our dead liberties 
and by our protest arouse the 
imperiled nation to such action 
as shall rescue the Constitution 
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A second march was 
organized in 1914, and when 
they reached Washington 
DC, Coxey once again 
addressed a crowd of 
supporters from the steps of 
the United States Capitol. L. 
Frank Baum (1856–1919), a 
keen observer of the Coxley 
Army, used this overall model 
for the foundation of his classic work published in 1900 – The Wonderful Wizard 
of Oz.  

The scarecrow was the American farmer. The 
tinman represented the industrial worker, and 
the cowardly lion was William Jennings Bryan 
(1860-1925), the leader of the Silver Democrats 
who advocated raising the price of silver 
relative to gold to create more money 
(inflation). The Wonderful Wizard of Oz was the 
first American book to recast the politics of the 
era into a novel. This was the era of the great 

confrontation between gold and silver as money. This was reflected right down 
to the color of the bricks that formed the “yellow brick road,” which of course 
was the gold standard. They were off to see the wizard to solve unemployment. 

Of course, The Wonderful Wizard of Oz served as the 
model for Ann Rand (1905-1982) who also used this 
concept of a story to relay political ideas. She 
achieved fame with her 1943 novel, The 
Fountainhead, which was followed by the 1957 
best-seller (yet highly criticized by the press) Atlas 
Shrugged.  

The essence of Keynesian economics was also born 
in the movement of Coxley's Army. Thus, this 
obscure businessman set in motion profound 
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political influences that we have 
failed to attribute to him while 
crediting others. Today, The 
Wonderful Wizard of Oz is seen as just 
a children’s epic far removed from 
the monetary crisis of the 1890s. 

Jacob Coxley had a tremendous 
influence politically, which has 
reverberated throughout history 
ever since, despite the fact that he 
did not receive credit for his ideas of 

creating government work projects adopted by Franklin D. Roosevelt during the 
Great Depression in 1935 and the WPA -  Works 
Progress Administration with a $1.3 billion budget 
back then.  

Indeed, Coxley’s Army was an early mobilization of 
the unemployed. Keep in mind that in 1870, about 
70% of the civil work force was in agriculture. 
Therefore, unemployment from the Industrial 
Revolution was still in the minority during recessions. 
Consequently, the Coxley Army also supported the 
growing trend that advocated abandoning the gold 
standard. This was reflected in the famous speech of 
William Jennings Bryan (1860-1925) at the 1896 
Democratic Convention known as the “Cross of 
Gold” speech. 

This rising trend of socialism was unfolding even in 
America without anyone quite understanding why. 
Employers were seen as exploiting the poor, whereas 
under feudalism, a crop failure was not blamed on 
the landlord. This was an act of God usually 
perceived as some punishment for transgressions by 
the individual.  

Bryan’ Cross of Gold 
Speech 

“If they dare to come 
out in the open field and 
defend the gold standard 
as a good thing, we shall 
fight them to the 
uttermost, having 
behind us the producing 
masses of the nation and 
the world. Having 
behind us the 
commercial interests 
and the laboring 
interests and all the 
toiling masses, we shall 
answer their demands 
for a gold standard by 
saying to them, you 
shall not press down 
upon the brow of labor 
this crown of thorns. 
You shall not crucify 
mankind upon a cross 
of gold.” 
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From ancient times, people have always prayed to 
one god or another in times of need. In a 
fascinating town in Greece known as Epidaurus 
(Επίδαυρος), people went to pray to the god 
Asclepius for their own health. This god looked over 
personal health and his image of holding a staph 
with a serpent still provides the symbol of medicine 
to this day. His daughter looked over the health of 
the community. Her name 
was Hygieia, from which the 
word hygiene is derived.  

Thus, under feudalism, there 
was no blame assigned to 
the landlord. Everything was 
simply an act of some god. 
When this changed during 
the Industrial Revolution, it 
marked a stark change in the 

thinking process of man that fed into the rise of 
communism and socialism. The wealth of the employer started to become the 
focus rather than some act of a god. 

The turmoil of the period was profound and led 
to many problems and misconceptions about 
the economy and the role of business. There was 
the misconception about mergers and 
acquisitions. This led to the observation that as 
businesses merged, there would be a reduction 
in the combined labor force. Therefore, we have 
this misconception of how the economy evolves 
that led to the Sherman Antitrust Act, which 
enacted  July 2, 1890 (ch. 647, 26 Stat. 209, 15 
U.S.C. §§ 1–7). 

This act was portrayed as a monopoly buster. In 
reality, this was the period of inefficient railroads 
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that suffered for other reasons. This is similar to how there were numerous start-
up internet companies that were absorbed by larger companies who lacked 
the ability to create such innovation. The larger companies were buying up the 
smaller operations that were in fact hampering the national rail system. A small 
company could monopolize the whole system by charging excessive fees to 
cross a small piece of territory. John Sherman simply did not understand the 
economic evolutionary process.  

The difficult problem emerging 
was unemployment. Once 
industry formed, the blame for 
the failure of a business 
became human greed 
instead of the act of God. The 
labor value within a 
commodity reflected the cost 
of planting, growing, and harvesting, which provided an abstract view of wealth 
under the Physiocrats. This concept of the value of labor was also incorporated 
into the slave trade (purchasing of labor at fixed prices). The historical prices of 
slaves is a good reflection of the rising value of labor thanks to the sharp rise in 
money supply after 1849, and it reflects the evolution from an agrarian society 
to an industrial nation. As more people migrated from agriculture to industry, 
slave labor was filling in this gap. 

This feudal direct relationship between labor and output dramatically changed. 
With the development of the combustion engine in the early 1900s, the concept 

of linking the inherent value of a 
commodity to its labor value was driving 
labor values lower. Marx never realized 
that the labor value of a commodity 
might decline due to Industrial 
Revolution innovations. Currently, the 
development of robots are taking it to 
the next level by replacing workers. Bill 
Gates has put forth the absurd solution 
of taxing robots. The internet is replacing 

AE #5
473

8



91 
 

physical stores as shipping costs have declined and are extremely efficient. It 
only takes a few days to deliver anywhere within the USA.  

The railroad was originally credited with creating the mail order business. Sears, 
Roebuck & Co. is an American department store that was founded by Richard 

Warren Sears (1863–1914) and Alvah Curtis 
Roebuck (1864–1948) back in 1886. Originally 
based in Chicago, Sears joined the birth of the mail 
order industry. It was the Amazon of the 19th 
century. Sears issued catalogs that were distributed 
throughout the country by the railroads. You could 
order products from Sears and everything would 
be delivered by railroad. 

Sears began opening retail locations in 1925. The 
company was eventually taken over by the 
American Kmart chain in 2005, which had just 
emerged from bankruptcy itself, and they 

renamed the company Sears Holdings. Sears was the largest retailer in the United 
States and peaked with the Economic 
Confidence Model on 1989.95. It was in 
1989 when Walmart surpassed Sears. Sears 
was still the fifth largest in sales in 2013. The 
internet has provided the 20th century 
version of the 19th century mail order 
business. 

 In 1860, the employment involved 
in agriculture was 70%, but declined 
to 41% by 1900. This trend would 
continue, and by 1980, it fell to just 
3%. Without fully understanding the 
dynamic evolution of the economy, 
Marxism was creating a distorted 
view of the world. This dynamic 
transformation through the Industrial 
Revolution was reshaping the 
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economy in the United States as well as Europe. The countries who have not yet 
made this transition retain their high agricultural dependency. China has 
exploded with exceptional growth by transforming its economy away from 
agriculture. 

 Obviously, Marx did not 
comprehend the natural 
evolutionary process of 
society and the economy 
with innovation. Aristotle also 
failed to comprehend the 
evolutionary process. Both 
saw change as evil. After the 
fall of the Persians, Athens 
emerged as the new financial capital of the Western world. Its currency, the 
Athens Owl, was imitated in other foreign lands. As the market economy grew, 
Aristotle saw the old villa economy transform into a market economy. With that, 
the Greeks invented both central banking as well as insurance to cover the risk 
of delivering product to foreign lands. 

 

In Marx’s most celebrated work Das Kapital (1867), he reveals his obsession with 
the labor component in all products whether they are manmade or produced 
in the agricultural sector. In section I, chapter, part I, book I, Marx unrealistically 
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argues that corn and iron are exchangeable at some fixed rate, so that a 
quantity of corn equals a specific weight of iron. Marx totally ignores the natural 
cycle in everything, including weather.  

"There exists in equal quantities something common to both. The two things 
must therefore be equal to a third, which in itself is neither the one nor the 
other. Each of them, so far as it is exchange-value, must therefore be 
reducible to this third,”  

Marx claimed. Marx argues that is a "use-value" and climbs over this by ignoring 
the dynamics at this level, stating: 

"If then we leave out of consideration the use-value of commodities, they 
have only one common property left, that of being products of labour.”  

Moreover, Marx discounts everything in the entire economy, pushing supply and 
demand aside, to focus only on his vision of the labor component to produce 
the product be it naturally grown or manufactured. Everything else he attributed 
to the profit of the greedy capitalist as pure profit.  

The Socialist concedes that the ownership of property is the essence of liberty 
and allows the people to own property, but then they tax them excessively. 
Marx’s entire theory is cast in light of a class struggle. He ignores everything to 
force the outcome to arrive at his predetermined expectation. Instead of solving 
problems, he created a dark cloud that has plagued the world from further 
development. 

Lenin never actually read Marx's 
Critique of Hegel's Philosophy of 
Right, since it was not published in 
Russian until 1929 by David Riazanov 
(1870–1938). Lenin was simply 
confused, for what he read was 
Franz Erdmann Mehring’s (1846–
1919) Karl Marx: The Story of His Life 
(translated to Russian 1920), and he 
assumed he included Marx's 
critique.  
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Lenin did read Marx's texts On the Jewish Question and the Marx-Engels book 
The Holy Family. In reality, the very principles that Marx had set forth stood in 
direct confrontation to what Lenin assumed was the correct interpretation. Lenin 
did not follow Marx's treatment of religion, for he really had no interest in Judaism. 

Lenin also did not equate Jehovah with capital as Marx did, nor did he find the 
Jewish merchants to be worse than their critics. Nevertheless, Lenin was even 
more hostile toward religion in general than Marx. Lenin thereby took Marx a bit 

further regarding religion, stating the 
importance of "the active struggle 
against political and economic 
oppression." (The New Factory Law LCW, 
II, 292) 

Lenin thus inspired the Russian Revolution, 
with a critical book like Marx entitled What 
is to be Done?  Lenin wrote this work while 
serving a sentence of exile. The book was 
first published in Germany during 1902, but 
it was outlawed for publication and 
distribution in Russia. Lenin argued from 
standpoint of the “proletariat”, who he 
regarded as workers or working-class 
people collectively, was being driven 
spontaneously to revolutionary Socialism 
by capitalism itself, which he further 

contended had predisposed the workers to the acceptance of Marxism. This 
class in Roman times of people were called the plebeians and they too revolted 
and installed tribunes who could charge any corrupt politician and could not 
be prosecuted themselves. 

Nevertheless, what is clear is that Marx failed to comprehend the evolutionary 
process within the economy. He failed to understand the transformation of the 
economy from an agricultural to an industrial world. The economy today is 
transforming from a manufacturing economy into a service economy that is 
migrating to the internet, creating deflation on the one hand, mixed with the 
reduction in the value of labor, which Marx never contemplated.  
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Socialism Empowering 
Government Never the People 
 

ost assume that socialism is about helping people. Marx completely 
failed to comprehend that the difference between a greedy politician 
and a greedy CEO is simply that the former has the guns and loves 

power, while the latter has no army but loves money. Therefore, the majority 
remain oblivious to the reality that socialism’s core tenet is to empower the state 
to rule over everyone and everything while pretending to help people.  

Society must be controlled for their own good, according to those in power. Of 
course, socialism’s failures are always attributed to the fact that the state lacks 
total control. Socialists maintain the delusion that we live under capitalism when 
we do not. They exploit class warfare to gain power, but in doing so, they place 
civilization itself at risk by turning one segment against another in an uncivilized 
manner. 

The red flags and marching songs of Syriza during the Greek crisis, the cries of 
the Occupy Wall Street movement, and 
numerous protests around the world have 
all have claimed that capitalism is 
inevitably collapsing, yet they have no 
idea what it will be replaced with.  

M
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During the 2007-2009 crisis, protesters cited with glee the expectation for the 
banks to become nationalized, which they saw as the 
failure of capitalism rather than an oligarchy. The 19-20th 
century dream that the forced destruction of the free 
market was inevitable has survived. Indeed, ever since Karl 
Marx, the left has claimed that the working class would 
force upon the world the first stage of an economy beyond 
capitalism, which they would achieve either at the ballot 
box or on the barricades. The lever, they assumed, would 
be the state and this would defeat the business cycle, 
thereby ending frequent episodes of economic collapse.  

Former Chairman of the Federal Reserve, Paul Volcker, explained in The 
Rediscovery of the Business Cycle (1979) that the business cycle was the 
common enemy that socialism set out to eradicate. John Maynard Keynes 
(1883-1946) actually embraced the core tenet of Karl Marx that the government 
could manipulate the economy and thereby the people controlling both their 
supply and demand. Communism advocated taking all private property, 
reducing the individual to an economic slave of the state. Socialism was to avoid 
that harsh reality by allowing private ownership, yet all private ownership would 
be regulated from a central position of government. Volcker explained: 

“The Rediscovery of the Business Cycle – is a sign of the times. Not much more 
than a decade ago, in what now seems a more innocent age, the ‘New 
Economics’ had become orthodoxy. Its basic tenet, repeated in similar words in 
speech after speech, in article after article, was described by one of its leaders 
as ‘the conviction that business cycles were not inevitable, that government 
policy could and should keep the economy close to a path of steady real 
growth at a constant target rate of unemployment. 
 
Of course, some minor fluctuations in economic activity were not ruled out. But 
the impression was conveyed that they were more the consequence of 
misguided political judgments, of practical men beguiled by the mythology of 
the old orthodoxy of balanced budgets, and of occasional errors in forecasting 
than of deficiency in our basic knowledge of how the economy worked, or in 
the adequacy of the tools of policy. The avant-garde of the profession began 
to look elsewhere – to problems of welfare economics and income distribution 
– for new challenges.” 
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The central proposition of socialism envisioned by Karl Marx would entail 
regulating everything to achieve the perfect world where the business cycle 
would be eliminated. That proposition has completely failed, as did communism 
whose goal was also to stop the business cycle. First of all, politicians are simply 
human and government, therefore, succumbs to Adam Smith’s invisible hand no 
different than anyone in the private sector. They are still human. Greed will grab 
hold of someone in government the same as someone running a multi-national 
corporation. Secondly, the business cycle is not within the scope of any single 
nation to control. We are all connected, but then there is Mother Nature herself. 
Capitalism began its comeback from the Dark Ages and serfdom only because 
of the Black Death. About 50% of the population died. 
Landlords faced a shortage of labor. Under serfdom, 
people were given a house and could keep up to 20% of 
the crop. With the shortage in labor, landlords began to 
offer wages. So nature also plays a role. 

Capitalism, the left maintains, is evil because of the business 
cycle. The boom and bust is portrayed in the light of greed. 
The “rich” have something they do not have so the state 
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should take it away from them to be fair. When politicians are bribed (e.g. Hillary 
Clinton’s Foundation), the blame lies with the capitalists and not the politician. 
Somehow, this distinction between the two is cast in a light of fairness. 

Of course, their vision of fairness is a bit strange when applied to other aspects 
of society. Imagine if schools simply gave every student an “A,” regardless of 
whether they studied or how many questions they answered correctly on an 
exam. Surely it is not fair that one person gets and “A” and another fails. What 
would soon happen is that the students who are capable of getting an “A” 
would no longer study and put the effort in because it would be pointless. The 
end result would not make society better, but it would be reduced to the lowest 
possible denomination – failure. 

 

Consequently, Adam Smith’s invisible hand emerged, not from theory, but from 
observation. Smith stood at the threshold of the birth of economics that was 
taught under moral philosophy. Economics did not become a separate field until 
1902 when it was first taught at Cambridge. There was no concept of left and 
right. Smith similarly observed that government’s attempt to interfere with the 
economy always led to disaster. The 1720 collapse of the South Sea Bubble in 
England and the Mississippi Bubble in France opened his eyes to government 
folly, as he wrote: 

“It is the highest impertinence and presumption, therefore, in kings and ministers 
to pretend to watch over the economy of private people, and to restrain their 
expense...they are themselves always, and without any exception, the greatest 
spendthrifts in the society.” 

 

AE #5
473

8



99 
 

 

 

If we look at the accumulative interest expenditures in the national debt, we 
can see that government is still far from equitable. In 2001, about 90% of the 
entire national debt was interest expenditures. It did not serve any Socialist goals 
whatsoever. It merely proved what Smith wrote in 1776; government was always 
the greatest spendthrift within society. 

Is capitalism is collapsing? It looks more so as if socialism is failing. The former 
allows control of the economy to follow the invisible hand, whereas the state 
dictates the latter through regulation. Yet to regulate something, one must first 
understand its nature. Since career politicians are human and not benevolent 
individuals without a monetary incentive to make a particular decision, under 
socialism, they are merely up for sale to the highest bidder. Is that socialism or 
some hybrid created by corruption? AE #5
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In reality, we do not live in a free society. As we 
will explore, even George Soros' Open Society 
plan is attempting to force political change to 
conform to his theory rather than 
allowing economic freedom to take place by 
the laws of nature as observed by Adam Smith 
and the invisible hand. Soros, I believe, is really 
subscribing to Marxism for as soon as you 
believe the state can manage the economy, 
you are against free markets. 

Government has sought to manipulate the 
invisible hand according to its own self-interests. 
When the people rise up and vote against them, they call it populism, implying 
it is just stupidity for the people do not understand what they do. Hence, we live, 
not in a democracy, but an oligarchy where special interests have access to the 
government who will carve out exceptions to regulations they impose under the 
pretense of socialism. People like George Soros then have the ear of those in 
power only because of their wealth directed at regulating the people to 
manipulate the invisible hand. 

Thomas Piketty, the French economist, has taken up the banner of Karl Marx and 
argued that the disparity of wealth is the evil. Piketty is only focused on the 
disparity between rich and poor, which is exploiting class warfare. He too sees 
this as evil rather than trying to figure out how the economy functions. Piketty is 
off on a quest to control the world and place even more of our rights, privileges, 
and immunities into the hands of — guess who — government! Government’s 
self-interest means they would rather listen to Piketty because he boosts their 

power. Failure to control the business cycle is not 
seen as government’s mismanagement, but by the 
lack of power handed to government. 

Piketty, of course, fails to address the fact that we 
have payroll taxes and that the government is 
borrowing from the poor every year and handing 
them refund checks that they are too stupid to 
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realize is their own money. The politicians do not even have the decency to pay 
them any interest.  

Piketty claims the current level of rising wealth inequality imperils the very future 
of capitalism. He claims he has proved it with his book, Capital in the Twenty-
First Century. He totally fails to comprehend how the global economy functions. 
Even John Maynard Keynes, who embraced 
government intervention to flatten out the 
business cycle, in the end admitted his ideas were 
wrong and that he had hoped that Adam 
Smith’s invisible hand would save Britain. Here is a 
picture of Keynes with Roosevelt’s Secretary of the 
Treasure, Henry Morgenthau Jr. (1891- 1967), at 
Bretton Woods discussing how to save the world 
with government intervention. 

Piketty fails to understand that capitalism is not 
about money, rather it is about freedom, and 
socialism is all about government control. “Social 
justice” has not been achieved under 
Keynesianism or government intervention that 
Volcker called the age of “new economics.” 

Piketty actually argues that capitalism and inequality need each other insofar 
as capitalism requires the inequality of wealth to function. Capitalism, he argues, 
stimulates risk-taking where the counter-balance is governments stemming this 
inequality with taxes on wealth, capital, inheritance, and property to 
create “social justice.” Yet, that risk-taking inspired people to create small 
businesses, which employ 70% of private sector jobs. Even the example of Apple 
is applicable. Lawyers and accountants dominated the board and they quickly 
voted Steve Jobs out, for he was only the man with the visions, the creator. They 
quickly discovered that management could not provide the creativity and they 
needed to bring back Steve Jobs. Government creates nothing. It consumes 
wealth, but creates no products. 

Piketty amazingly claims he has studied 200 years of data to prove capitalism is 
wrong. Capital, he argues, is blind. Investing in anything from buy-to-let property 
to a new car factory exceeds the real growth of wages and output, as 
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historically they always have done (except during a few periods such as 1910 to 
1950). Then inevitably, the stock of capital will rise disproportionately faster within 
the overall pattern of output. Wealth inequality rises exponentially.  

In other words, those who invest and save make more money than those who 
do not. Piketty completely fails to understand human nature and disregards the 

invisible hand, which is human 
nature. People will dream and 
speculate on a stock based on 
what they believe might happen 
in the future. Yes, the stock 
appreciation will exceed the 
wages of the worker. But this is 
paper profits betting on the future. 
It is not real. Piketty, within his little 
sample of just 200 years, has to 
concede there are exceptions to 

his theory because he fails to understand that assets rise based upon demand, 
which is driven by human nature — not calculated math. If the weatherman 
says there is a big hurricane coming, people run out stock-up on food. This is 
acting out of anticipation for a possible future need. It does not reflect a perfect 
world of supply v demand. 

 Thomas Piketty then argues you should not be 
allowed to leave your children anything because it 
belongs to the state. He claims the process is made 
worse by inheritance. He then argues against 
performance pay for a job and that CEOs of 
companies should not be allowed extravagant pay 
for being what he calls “super managers.” High 
executive pay has nothing to do with real merit, 
Piketty argues. He then refers to Europe and Japan 
as examples, but fails to mention their economies 
are the worst in economic growth. He argues that 
these “super managers” are unique to Anglo-Saxon culture where it is the social 
norm permitted by the ideology of “meritocratic extremism.” 
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The cornerstone of Piketty’s thinking is the same as Marx’s thinking. Therefore, he 
argues against the very same thing as Marx — the inequality of wealth. This 
inequality of wealth in Europe and US, he points out, is twice the inequality of 
income for the top 10%. Piketty focuses on what they have, rather than what 
they produce, and is fixated with their wealth being 60% to 70% of all wealth 
while their income is only about 25% to 35%. He argues that this concentration 
of wealth is at pre-First World War levels and will move only higher. He argues 
that the interaction between wealth and income is key and that the great 
wealth adds unearned “rentier” income to “earned” income. However, 
government mandated pension schemes also mandate that money is invested 
in government bonds. The very means of wealth creation for the rich is 
investment, which government denies to the poor and middle classes by 
usurping their savings for their own use. 

Piketty glosses over a lot of critical issues here. First, Marx was especially angry at 
the British system of long-lease where the poor paid the value of the property 
once every 100 years but could never own it (i.e. freehold). This is what sent many 
packing to the US where no such system was in place. He totally fails to realize 
that the British long-lease system has merely been displaced with local taxes in 
the USA. The average person will pay an equal amount of taxes on the property 
over the course of 30 years and then they are fooled into thinking they made a 
profit. They look at only their original cost excluding taxes on the current value 
of the property. Just as under the British 
long-lease, government has exploited 
the same result with property taxes. If you 
retire and earn no income, you still have 
to pay taxes or they will seize your home. 
You can never own your property free 
and clear. 

Piketty argues that the period between 
1910 and 1950 is when that inequality 
was reduced from the old extravagances of the robber baron era in 
America. He totally misreads this period and claims that it took war and 
depression to arrest the inequality dynamic, along with the need to introduce 
high taxes on high incomes. This he sees as the solution to wipe out unearned 
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incomes (investment income), which 
he claims will lead to sustained social 
peace. This assumes government is 
good and not corrupt and will not 
steal more for themselves. He also 
ignores the huge capital inflows 
created by European war that took 
the USA from nearly bankrupt in 1896 
to the financial capital of the world. 

Piketty calls the alarming speed that 
the rich can make more money from 
investment “potentially terrifying.” In 
Europe during World War I and II, the 
capital fled to the USA and created 
such a boom from that concentration 
of global capital that everyone 
benefited within the United States. It 
was not from raising taxes or the New 
Deal. His timeline is completely exaggerated. Piketty completely failed to 
recognize that the USA was virtually bankrupt in 1896 and it was World War I that 
sent the capital to America and that capital reserve then bailout Europe – New 
Old bailed out Old World. 

 Piketty simply fails to comprehend 
that capital has always flowed 
around the world, even within the 
ancient Roman Empire. As Rome 
conquered the Western World, they 
created roads and infrastructure that 
allowed investment to flow from 
Rome to the provinces. Interest rates 
declined with risk and reached a 
lower point during the Roman Empire 
compared to Babylon, Egypt, 
Greece, or even before them. 
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Indeed, pictured here is the ancient Wall 
Street of its day, known as the Via 
Sacra (Sacred Road) in the Roman 
Forum. Cicero (106-43 BC) wrote that any 
time there was news of a disaster in Asia 
Minor (modern Turkey), a financial panic 
would run down this street because of all 
the money that was lent to that region. 
This is an early account of international 
capital flows. 

Cicero also tells us that the infamous Brutus (85-
42 BC), who participated in the assassination of 
Caesar, had lent money to the King of 
Cappadocia (Turkey) and to the city of Salamis 
at a 48% rate of interest. Clearly, we know very 
well that capital flows have been taking place 
internationally since ancient times. Piketty seems 
clueless as to the movement of capital, 
misconstruing the inflow of capital to the USA 
during times of war as helping to lower the 
inequality of wealth. 

With the rise of government and regulations 
trying to rewrite the Ten Commandments, we 
are facing a trend that is scary indeed. The only 
entities that are prospering and growing are the 

big corporations, for they are the only entities capable of dealing with 
government and willing to pay their bribes in the form of campaign contributions. 

Look at Obamacare and the new regulations that kick in if you have more than 
25 employees. This would keep small business small. In Europe, where taxes and 
regulation are higher, there are virtually no new entrepreneurs because people 
are conditioned to work for major companies rather than experience the risk to 
start something on their own. 

Healthcare companies buy access to government to keep the money flowing 
to them. This is not democracy, but an oligarchy. Healthcare spending grew 5.8% 
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in 2015, reaching $3.2 trillion or $9,990 per person. The per capita income for the 
overall population in 2008 was $26,964. As a share of the nation’s Gross Domestic 
Product, health spending accounted for 17.8%. Healthcare is bankrupting the 
entire economy. 

In fiscal year 2017, total US 
government spending, federal, state, 
and local, is estimated to be $7.04 
trillion. The annual GDP is estimated 
at $18.855 trillion. Therefore, the total 
cost of government is 37.3% of GDP. 
Adding healthcare, this means that 
non-productive forces have now 
reached 55.1% of the economy, 
which produces NOTHING and 
simply consumes disposable income 

while reducing the standard of living and increasing the inequality of wealth.  

In China, entrepreneurship exploded and so did their economy. China’s 
economy rose from the dust of communism to become the second largest in 
the world, even passing Europe. In Russia, communism was replaced with 
oligarchy and economic growth declined. Over-regulation can suppress 
economic growth faster than Piketty’s imagined threat of the disparity of wealth. 
Still he argues the same nonsense as Marx claiming the “past devours the future.” 

Piketty is completely fixated with people who earn more than he does or 
inherited something from their parents. He argues that if you have the capacity 
to own in an era when the returns exceed those of wages and output, you will 
quickly become disproportionately and progressively richer. The incentive is to 
be a “rentier” rather than a risk-taker. Piketty sees no value in anything, 
essentially, and claims further that big companies do not need money for 
innovation, rather they should just sit back and harvest their returns and tax 
breaks, tax shelters, and compound interest will do the rest. This is stagnation 
without progress.  

Piketty saw no value in anything, yet cannot grasp the simplest concept that 
someone needs to create jobs. He argues that the “rich” are effective at 
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protecting their wealth from taxation and that progressively the proportion of 
the total tax burden shouldered by those on middle incomes has risen.  

If you look at the numbers, even in Britain the top 1% pays 33% of all income tax. 
The consumption taxes account for 45% of all revenue. Piketty fails to address 
the total cost of government or the fact that they produce NOTHING towards 
the wealth of a nation and only consume it. You cannot reasonably expect the 
“rich” to continue to work as hard and pay 80% of all taxes as he advocates. 
Why work if you cannot keep your earnings? The more social programs 
government creates, the higher the burden as public services fall on the people 
who use them. Yet, politicians always argue they will force the rich to pay so 
they can get something for nothing. 

Piketty only looks at the fact that the 
rich get richer and more detached 
from the societies of which they are 
part of and not by merit or hard work, 
he insists, but simply because they 
are lucky enough to be in command 
of capital he does not have. Sounds 
like Marx and it is simply envy. He fails 
completely to grasp the idea that if 
you smile at another person, the odds 

are they will smile back at you. Be critical of others, and they’ll respond in kind. 
Try to grab their money, and they will hide it and not invest. This you may call the 
Law of Reciprocity where whatever you project, you will get back. Even the Bible 
states, “Each one must give as he has decided in his heart, not reluctantly or 
under compulsion, for God loves a cheerful giver” (Corinthians 9:7). But Marxism 
is all about taking, not giving. The Bible was never as greedy as government for 
it simply stated you should give a tithe, which is defined as one tenth of your 
annual produce or earnings, formerly taken as a tax for the support of the church 
and clergy. 

Piketty focuses on this inherent sense of social justice. He fails to address the wild 
changes in tax rates or the introduction of the payroll tax for World War II. Yet, 
he further argues that the solution is more economic slavery where the top 
income tax rate should be raised to 80%, effective inheritance tax, proper 
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property taxes, and, because the issue is global, 
a global wealth tax. Piketty claims that 
the goal of economists is to make social 
justice and support total economic slavery 
where we are all just mindless drones working for 
the state. 

Wolfgang Streeck (b 1946), a German sociologist 
and director emeritus at the Max Plank Institute 
for the Study of Societies, thinks capitalism's end 
is inevitable and quickly approaching. Yet he 
has no idea what, if anything, can possibly replace it. He writes: 

“The end of capitalism can then be imagined as a death from a thousand 
cuts... No effective opposition being left, and no practicable successor model 
waiting in the wings of history, capitalism's accumulation of defects, alongside 
its accumulation of capital, may be seen...as an entirely endogenous dynamic 
of self-destruction.” 

Rome fell because of social justice and corruption. Julius Caesar (100-44 BC) 
ordered the first real census. He knew there was much corruption with people 
on the welfare rolls who did not exist. Caesar ordered a census whereby they 
checked each property house by house to see who was living where. The rolls 
were greatly reduced after 
knocking on every door to 
collect a census. The need for 
more and more taxes led to 
raising taxes on property that 
people just walked away from. 
Rome was the first city to ever 
reach 1 million in population in 
180 AD. After the fall of Rome, 
no city ever reached that size 
again until London in the 
Victorian period of the 19th 
century. Government created 
social injustice with excessive 
taxation. 
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Those who pretend to research the history of economics start with an assumption 
and construct everything they look at to support that assumption. Only Adam 
Smith approached his research to try to understand how it functions. Piketty 
began with an idea and merely extracted the data that supports it while 
ignoring any other possible conclusion. When I read this stuff, I just want to leave 
and live on a boat, sailing in circles, to stay as far away from these crazy people 
as possible. They will destroy the world under the pretense of making it better. 
The scary part is that people are listening. 

 

 

The socialists are married to this idea of wealth inequality. They are incapable of 
progressing in life because they are unwilling to review and change their minds. 
They ignore human nature and assume they can suppress human nature to 
eliminate the business cycle. They have been trying this for centuries without 
success. To them, when plan A fails, they have a whole alphabet left to label 
plans with the same end goal. 
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The Evolution of Career 
Politicians 

 

oday, politics has been transformed into a Hollywood event. If one looks 
at the previous political conventions in the United States, they look like 
boring gatherings that are very businesslike. Today, it’s all showmanship 
and extravaganzas to make people think they will see real change. Most 

people seem to follow the heard and are motivated by decades of class 
warfare indoctrination. The response to Trump winning the election has been 
truly amazing with riots and deliberate acts by 
the Democrats to sabotage the Trump 
Administration. What are they really fighting?  

Trump made it to the White House for one 
reason — Obama. Of course, Obama’s slogan 
was “Change we can believe in,” which 
proved to be just BS. What it did was raid the 
hopes of so many who thought, here is the first 
black president, and he could really make a difference. What happened was 
the stark reality that everything Bush, Jr. did, Obama continued in spades. 

T
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A list of political slogans shows the same general theme. John F. Kennedy used 
“We can do better.” Ronald Reagan used, “Are you better off than you were four 
years ago?” Warren G. Hardy, back in 1920, used the campaign slogan, “Back 
to normalcy.” Of course, there was Franklin D. Roosevelt’s “I propose a new 
deal,” from the 1932 presidential campaign. In 
1936, Alfred Landon challenged FDR and tried the 
slogan, “Let’s get another deck.” Then there was Bill 
Clinton in 1992 who used the slogan, “It’s time to 
change America.” William McKinley’s 1900 
presidential campaign slogan was “Let well enough 
alone.” Then there was Ike’s slogan, the second 

time around, “Don’t 
change the team in 
the middle of the 
stream,” which was a twist on Abraham Lincoln’s 
1864 slogan, “Don’t swap horses in midstream.” 
George Bush, Jr. used the slogan, “Time for a 
change.” 

Of course, there have 
been the clever slogans 

like “Hillary for prison” or Wendell Willkie’s slogan in 
1940, “Roosevelt for Ex-President.” There have also 
been shocking ones. The 1868 presidential candidate 
Horatio Seymour actually used a campaign slogan 

after the Civil 
War that said, 
“This is a white man’s government!” 

Nevertheless, what Karl Marx did was 
justify that politicians have the right to 
control society and a moral duty to do so 
against all forces including Adam Smith’s 
invisible hand. Consequently, prior to 
Marx, the economy was a capitalist 
laissez-faire (govt. non-interference) 
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system that prevailed before socialism. 
What has transpired is rather shocking. 
Government has been unleashed. Once 
those chains that bound government 
were broken, everything changed. The 
Constitution, which was negative and a 
restraint upon government, turned upside 
down. Now, government agents can do 
anything they desire and it has become 
your burden to prove your rights were violated.  

 In Harris v. McRae, 448 U.S. 297 (1980), the Supreme Court made it very clear 
that the Constitution is a negative restraint upon government rather than an 
entitlement to certain rights. The Court wrote, “It simply does not follow that a 
woman’s freedom of choice carries with it a constitutional entitlement to the 
financial resources to avail herself of the full range of protected choices.” In that 
abortion case, they upheld the woman’s right to choose, a negative restraint 
upon government, but it rejected that this created a positive right that 
compelled the government to pay for it. Socialism created programs and 
interjected the state into private lives in a way that was never foreseen by the 
framers of the Constitution. 

Today’s economic philosophy is nothing of the sort, but a hybrid of socialistic 
capitalism, which is really an oligarchy — the fate of every republic in history. We 
do not live in a democracy when politicians reject the will of the people and sell 
favors to the highest bidder. We live in a republic where we pretend to elect the 

same career politicians selected by the 
parties who “represent” us in government. 
The “Pledge of Allegiance” still recited in 
schools reads:  

"I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the United 
States of America, and to the Republic for 
which it stands, one Nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all." 
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Democracy, which was born in Athens, is rather different. In ancient Athens, only 
the head of each household voted, for he was the representative of everyone 
within the household from the wife, sons, daughters, to slaves. So, while women 
did not have the right to vote, it still provided a much more direct system since 
her husband or father was the politician, so to speak, rather than a stranger. 
Additionally, there were no social laws that intruded into a private obligation. 
Under the law, only crimes against the state or the gods were prosecuted by the 
state. If someone killed a member of one’s family, it was the obligation of that 
family to prosecute the individual. Socrates was placed on trial and there were 
some 600 jurors who were the heads of households. His crime was teaching 
against the gods. 
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The Roman system created the Republican form of 
government in 509 BC, and, within one year, their 
revolution spread as a contagion. Athens overthrew 
their tyrants and created the first democracy, but the 
Roman Republic created a much more corrupt system. 
All Republics die engulfed in corruption because the 
representative is for a district who claims to represent 
numerous households. Unlike the Greek democracy, 
there was no direct access to your representative and 
they gathered to themselves status and wealth. 

The elections in the Roman Republic of 53 BC illustrate the fact that Republics 
are always inherently corrupt. The elections of 53 BC in Rome effectively 
degenerated into a bidding war between the various factions. This was done 
under the pretense of helping candidates with their expenses, but the bottom 
line was simple bribery. We know from various contemporary authors of the time 
that the bribery was so intense that interest rates jumped from 4% to 8% during 

those elections. This bidding war 
was so serious that the Senate of 
Rome was forced to act. 
Pompey the Great (106-48 BC) 
professed to be shocked at the 
entire affair, which was highly 
unlikely given his part in the 
dealings. The Senate was forced 
to announce prosecutions 
against all concerned, and the 
offices of Consul were given to 

other parties following a confession by one candidate, Gaius Memmius. Gaius 
Memmius was married to Fausta Cornelia, the daughter of the dictator Lucius 
Cornelius Sulla. Memmius was the tribune of the people in 66 BC and a supporter 
of Pompey, but then quarreled with him and turned to support Caesar. He stood 
in the election for the consulship, but lost Caesar's support by revealing a 
scandalous transaction in which he and his fellow candidate had been 
implicated to rig the election.  
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Political contribution scandals are still taking place today as they did thousands 
of years ago. The notorious election of 2016 and the bogus Clinton Foundation 
sold Hillary’s influence to foreign governments including Saudi Arabia. As soon 
as she lost the election, all foreign governments withdrew their donations to the 
Clinton Foundation’s Global Initiative, and it shut down, confirming it was indeed 
pay-for-play. Hence, no matter what century we look at, all Republics are 
inherently corrupt because career politicians become the agents of the highest 
bidder. 

Our present republic government is in the same death throes as every republic 
throughout history that has gone before us. Socialism has led to the real downfall 
in republican governments because governments have assumed power over 
everything and sells exceptions to the 
highest bidder. When socialist-republican 
governments are corrupt, they tax the rich 
and create extensive regulation to control 
the people. They then take bribes to carve 
out exceptions from the very rich and big 
businesses who they pretend to be 
targeting. This is really an organized crime 
that is indistinguishable from the local 
mafia shaking down businesses for 
protection money.  
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Socialist-republics post-Karl Marx have become the most corrupt in history and 
are by no means a capitalistic system. Rather, they have devolved into 
oligarchies. By no means are these forms of government laissez-faire capitalism, 
for politicians are acting only in their own self-interest the same as in Adam 
Smith’s invisible hand, which governs human behavior.  

Politics became a career 
choice in America back in 
the late 1700s. When 
Congress first met in Federal 
Hall in New York City, the 
question of pay arose. On 
September 14, 1789, they 
discussed what would be a 
fair salary for a member of 
the Senate. The framers of 
the Constitution avoided the 
hot topic. It was believed by 

some that because senators would probably come from the well-to-do classes, 
they should receive no salary at all. Actually, the government began to function 
under the Articles of Confederation in 1787 before the constitution was drafted. 
Salaries varied and were decided by their individual states. If a state legislature 
became dissatisfied with one of its representatives in the Continental Congress, 
it could simply suspend his salary. 

The Constitution’s framers provided that congressional salaries would come from 
the Federal Treasury, with Congress setting the actual amount rather than the 
states. Indeed, we find this provided for directly in the Constitution in Article I, 
Section 6, which authorizes compensation for Members of Congress “ascertained 
by law, and paid out of the Treasury of the United States.”  AE #5
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The House of Representatives formed a committee to draft congressional pay 
legislation as one of their very first orders of business. The panel recommended 
six dollars for each day a member attended a session. That was a lot of money 
back then, but it was not a full-time job. However, James Madison, the 
Constitution’s principal architect, irritated his fellow House members by proposing 
that senators be paid more than representatives because they presumably had 
greater responsibilities under the Constitution. The House ignored Madison and 
accepted the six-dollar rate for both chambers. 

When the House sent the pay act to the Senate chamber, senators were 
preoccupied with major legislation, establishing cabinet departments, locating 
the permanent seat of government, and creating the Bill of Rights. Nevertheless, 
they found time for a heated debate on 
salaries. Pennsylvania’s Robert Morris 
(1734-1806), the financier of the 
American Revolution, stated that 
senators should receive two dollars more 
than House members did so that they 
would not have to live in substandard 
boarding houses and associate with 
“improper company.” 

Finally, on September 14, 1789, in the 
face of solid House opposition, the 
Senate agreed to an arrangement 
where the senators would receive one 
dollar more than House members did, but 
not for another six years, and the higher rate would remain in effect for one-year 
only — very strange. George Washington received a salary and was paid $25,000 
a year, but not the Senate or House. Congress remained on a per diem pay 
schedule until 1856 when they first took an annual salary of $3,000.  
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 Once Congress paid itself a salary in 1856, career 
politicians were born. Andrew Jackson (1767-
1845) only served briefly in the House between 
September 26, 1797 and April 1, 1798, and later in 
the Senate between March 4, 1823 and October 
14, 1825. Compare Jackson to James Garfield 
(1831–1881) who was president briefly in 1881 
between March 4 and September 19, before 
being assassinated. Garfield had served nine 
terms in the House of Representatives, and had 

been elected to 
the Senate before his candidacy for the White 
House, though he declined the Senate seat 
once he was elected president. Garfield was 
the only sitting House member to be elected 
president. Clearly, Garfield was a career 
politician. He was succeeded by Chester Arthur 
(1829–1886), another career politician with a 
questionable reputation concerning his earlier 
political career. Rutherford B. Hayes (1822–1893) 
also preceded him and was a career politician 
from 1865 onward. 

While most politicians from the outset seem to 
be career oriented, very few stand out as 
genuine fathers of our country. Thomas 
Jefferson (1743 – July 4, 1826) is one such man 
who stands out. Pictured here is his tombstone 
that he wrote himself. Note how he lists his 
accomplishments: “Author of the Declaration of 
Independence and the Statute of Virginia for 
Religious Freedom and the father of the 
University of Virginia.” He did not include being 
president of the United States. Such men are 
rare and are our greatest role models in life.   
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Legitimizing Class Warfare 
 

nce Karl Marx and Friedrich Engels published their famous Communist 
Manifesto (1848), class warfare was legitimized. Marx and Engels began 
writing this work in late in December 1847, and finished it in January 

1848, which was a program of action for the Communist League. The Communist 
Manifesto was first published on February 21, 1848, and became the most 
influential book ever written alongside the Bible. The book presented an 
analytical approach to give class struggle an academic 
feel. They portrayed how they saw the world and 
highlighted what they said were the problems of 
capitalism and the capitalist mode of production. 

The Communist Manifesto bluntly stated Marx’s and 
Engels' theories about the nature of society and politics. 
"The history of all hitherto existing society is the history of 
class struggles," they wrote. They began with a 
proposition and sought to prove it rather than actually 
investigate the nature of the subject matter. The world 
was recast into the light of their predetermined theory, for 
they ignored the most important aspect at the center — 

O 
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human nature. Never did Marx or Engels ask the fundamental question of why. 
Instead, they viewed everything from greed and money while failing to 
comprehend the very core of society. There are those who create innovation 
and those who are content to follow the leader. 

Marx and Engels legitimized class warfare and identified all evil as stemming from 
wealth. What they failed to comprehend is that the evil was not wealth; it was 
simply within human nature. It is akin to blaming a gun for a murder rather than 
the person who pulled the trigger. Taking all the toys away from the “rich” and 
handing it to politicians did not eliminate the business cycle. All they did was 
hand the wealth from one person and corrupted the political class. 

Das Kapital (1867) was written by Karl Marx and became the foundational 
theoretical text in Communist philosophy, economics, and politics. He sought to 
reinterpret the world as class struggle that had to be eliminated and revealed 
the economic patterns underpinning the capitalist mode of production. His 

theories were in contrast to all of the classical political 
economists such as Adam Smith, Jean-Baptiste Say, David 
Ricardo, and John Stuart Mill. 

Marx saw the world in a very strange materialistic light. He 
argued that the motivating force of capitalism was in the 
exploitation of labor. He saw all profit as exploitation rather 
than the human motivation behind creativity. Marx saw 
unpaid work as the ultimate source of surplus value. If Henry 
Ford paid workers to manufacture a car that was $500 and 
he then sold the car for $600, that difference of $100 was 
the exploitation of labor or the “surplus value.” In other 

words, the owner of the means of production claims the right to this surplus value 
because they are legally protected by the ruling government through property 
rights, which Marx argued were acquired chiefly through plunder, conquest, and 
the activity of the merchant or the men who made money from money in 
Aristotle’s view. 
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In producing goods, workers continually reproduce the economic conditions by 
which they labor, and this is the source of all capital. Therefore, Marx proposes 
an explanation of the "laws of motion" of the capitalist economic system by 
describing the dynamics of the accumulation of capital. Marx thus takes the 
surplus value or the profit simply at the manufacturing level and calls this 
exploitation. He fails to comprehend that the manufacturer sells to a distributor 
(a middleman who makes money from money), who in turn sells to a store, which 
then hires more workers to sell the product. That store owner is then exploiting 
labor in Marx’s world. When Marx came to this conclusion, agriculture 
represented about 70% of GDP. Today, according to CIA World Fact Book (2016), 
agriculture is now only 1.1% of GDP; industry comes in at 19.4%, and services are 
79.5%. This, however, is only the U.S. private-sector gross domestic product (GDP), 
which ignores government who produces nothing and is a “public servant” that 
accounts for just under 40%.   

What Marx unleashed was effectively the legitimization of class warfare because 
he failed to analyze the true nature of the economic trends. He advocated 
eliminating this surplus value by handing all property to the state; therein lies our 
problem, for he justified tyranny in trying to 
defeat the business cycle. Hence, Marx 
justified employing career politicians to 
possess greater power while rejecting laissez-
faire capitalism.  

Marx failed to grasp that only kings, ministers, 
and state governments create wars of 
conquest. Politicians were the problem, not 
the solution. Indeed, Adam Smith made it 
very clear” 

"[i]t is the highest impertinence and presumption …[of] kings and ministers to 
pretend to watch over the economy of private people, and to restrain their 
expense...they are themselves always, and without any exception, the greatest 
spendthrifts in the society."  
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Politicians love Marx because he empowered 
them to rule the world. Marx became the 
justification to override the economy while 
ignoring Smith altogether and all subsequent 
economists who followed Marx. John Maynard 
Keynes even declared The End of Laissez-Faire 
in a book he wrote in 1926. Politicians 
embraced Marx and economists all relied 
upon Marx without endorsing him after the 
Russian Revolution of 1917. They did rely upon 
Marx’s notion that 
government could 

control the economy, and therefore economists could tell 
them how to do it. Keynes even arrogantly declared:  

“The day is not far off when the economic problem will 
take the back seat where it belongs, and the arena of 
the heart and the head will be occupied or reoccupied, 
by our real problems — the problems of life and of 
human relations, of creation and behaviour and 
religion.” 

 

Politicians thereafter sought restrictive regulations, taxes, tariffs, and enforcement 
against monopolies, which they also did not understand, 
but always invoking the people (socialism). As the 
Industrial Revolution expanded, so did regulations. Once 
this was set in motion with republican governmental 
structure, corruption fostered and capitalism converted 
into an oligarchy.  

One great example was the development of the 
automobile. Britain was really the leader. However, 
corruption ensured Britain would fall to third place. How 
did the oligarchy destroy Britain? The Industrial 
Revolution began in Great Britain but the oligarchy 
killed the trend.  
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Nicolas-Joseph Cugnot (1725-1804) demonstrated his fardier à vapeur ("steam 
dray"), an experimental steam-driven artillery tractor, in 1770 but it proved to be 
impractical. New innovation shifted to Britain where the Industrial Revolution 
began. However, by 1784, William Murdoch (1754-1839) had built a working 
model of a steam carriage, which was probably the first steam locomotive 
without tracks. It may have been English regulation that inspired tracks. Murdoch 
was also the inventor of gas lighting. In 1801, Richard Trevithick (1771–1833) built 
a full-sized functioning road locomotive known as the “Puffing Devil.” These early 
vehicles came at the dawn of the Industrial Revolution. 

Naturally, these early attempts began to show potential for mass transit, until a 
backlash unfolded with the enactment of the Locomotive Act (1865), which 
required self-propelled vehicles on public roads in the United Kingdom to be 
preceded by a man on foot, waving a red flag, and blowing a horn. Clearly, 
these early attempts that would have put England on the map were effectively 
killed by legislation orchestrated by the status-quo of the English oligarchy. Once 
you empower government to regulate the economy, you create a situation 
where such regulation can be 
influenced for a price. 

Britain would not regain that status as 
the Industrial Revolution shifted to 
America and continental Europe. 
Inventors and engineers abandoned 
the idea of creating automobiles and 
turned to improving railway 
locomotives instead. The British 
oligarchy stopped the innovation 
square in its tracks. They did remove 
the need for the red flag in 1878, and 
finally went on to abolish the law entirely only in 1896 due to the fact that 
automobiles were becoming far more common in America and Germany. The 
regulations left Britain behind in the Stone Age in comparison.  

Unleashing government truly altered the future and led us to the brink of disaster. 
Historically, the king had no right to tax the people. He survived by his own 
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property and enterprises, which is why the English 
monarchy to this day still owns much property even in 
New York City. The king would summon Parliament to 
represent the people in time of war. The people had to 
consent taxation to defend the country. This is why to this 
day all legislation must begin in Congress or Parliament 
and then the president or monarch consents. The 
president of the United States has no power to impose a 
tax without the consent of Congress. Even the income tax 
is legally “voluntary” and they cannot imprison you for 
not paying your taxes. The crime becomes the failure to 
file a tax form that tells government what you made. They put Al Capone in 
prison for tax evasion; he was not arrested for Mafia crimes.  

 

Keynes made the same mistake as Marx. They both assumed government was 
1) honest, 2) capable of comprehending the economy, and 3) would be 
unpersuaded by lobbyist asking to bend the rules. Both Keynes and Marx failed 
to comprehend that Adam Smith’s invisible hand was driven by human nature. 
Just before his death in 1946, Keynes told Henry Clay, a professor of Social 
Economics and Adviser to the Bank of England, that he hoped the invisible hand 
would help Britain out of the economic hole. “I find myself more and more relying 
for a solution of our problems on the invisible hand which I tried to eject from 
economic thinking twenty years ago,” Keynes said. 
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Clearly, we do not live under a democracy. The people have no right to vote 
on bills and spending. All we can do is elect our “representative” and hope for 
the best. Everyone pretends we live in a democracy under laissez-faire 
capitalism. In truth, we live in a republic dominated by career politicians who 
are up for the highest bid. When Hillary Clinton was running for office, she told 
her big donors that you had to have two policies — one for the public fools that 
voted and one for the private special interests who funded campaigns. It is an 
oligarchy, not capitalism, when big business owns politicians. 

 

Socialism/communism came to power with the 
1848 Revolutions, but World War I gave birth to 
fascism. Fascism became a form of radical 
authoritarian nationalism in response to World War 
I. The first fascist movements emerged in Italy and 
then spread to other European countries. Fascism 
opposed liberalism, Marxism, and anarchism, 
which promoted change by assassination. Fascism 
is usually placed on the far right, yet it completes 
a circle of power that still embraces the idea of 
Marxism by granting power to the state.  

In 1912, Benito Mussolini (1883-1945) was the leading member of the National 
Directorate of the Italian Socialist Party (PSI). Fascism grew out of Marxism. Prior 
to World War I, Mussolini was an avid supporter of Marxism and the Socialist 
International, which began as a series of meetings in Switzerland that organized 
the Communist revolutions and insurrections that swept through Europe from 
1917.  
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Nevertheless, according to Benito Mussolini's own account, the Fascist 
Revolutionary Party (Partito Fascista Rivoluzionario or PFR) was founded in Italy in 
1915. In 1919, Mussolini founded the Fasci Italiani di Combattimento in Milan, 
which became the Partito Nazionale Fascista (National Fascist Party) two years 
later. 

Socialist parties actually supported and cheered 
World War I when it began. Keep in mind it was born 
out of the assassination of the Archduke Franz 
Ferdinand (1863–1914) on June 28, 1914. The Socialists 
cheered because they saw this as a rebellion against 
monarchy. Once the war began, Austrian, British, 
French, German, and Russian Socialists followed the 
rising nationalist current by supporting their country's 
intervention in the war. The outbreak of the war had 
resulted in a surge of Italian nationalism as well. 

One of the most prominent and popular Italian nationalist supporters of the war 
was General Gabriele D'Annunzio (1863–1938) who promoted Italian irredentism 
and helped persuade the Italian public to join the war. The Italian Liberal Party 
also promoted intervention in the war on the side of the Allies by promoting 
Italian nationalism.  

It was Mussolini who first took a position against the war. The Italian Socialist Party 
decided to oppose the war after anti-militarist protestors were killed, which 
resulted in a general strike called Red Week. 

In August 1914, Mussolini wrote in an article "Down with the 
War. We remain neutral." He saw the war as an opportunity 
for Socialists and Italians. He was influenced by anti-
Austrian and Italian nationalist sentiments, believing that 
the war offered Italians in Austria-Hungary the chance to 
liberate themselves from the rule of the Habsburgs. 

Eventually, however, Mussolini declared support for the war 
by appealing to the need for Socialists to overthrow the 
Hohenzollern and Habsburg monarchies in Germany and 
Austria-Hungary who he claimed had consistently repressed socialism. Mussolini 
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then denounced the Central Powers who were pursuing imperialist designs 
against Belgium and Serbia, and had historically against Denmark, France, and 
Italy. He argued that the fall of Hohenzollern and Habsburg monarchies would 
benefit the working class. Mussolini thereby supported World War I only as a 
Socialist uprising. 

Mussolini also supported the war and was correct in saying that Tsarist Russia’s 
authoritarianism would be overthrown in a social revolution. He then argued that 
the war would unite the Italians in Austria-Hungary into Italy and allow the 
common people of Italy to participate in Italy's first national war. Mussolini said 
that World War I would be supported as a revolutionary war. 

 

Fascism was born in Italy in 1915. Italian fascism emerged from Italian nationalism 
combined with a hybrid of Marxism, which was an admixture of socialism 
meeting communism. This new economic theory emerged out of the desire to 
restore and expand Italian territories, which was the nationalist part, and 
syndicalism, which was viewed as the replacement for capitalism. Under 
syndicalism, private ownership was maintained, however, the workers owned the 
industries that became systematized into syndicates. Syndicalism was a system 
of economic organization whereby industries are owned and managed by the 
workers. In their theory, the strategy replaced the greedy owners who suppressed 
wages to create the surplus profit. Syndicalism thus became an advocacy of 
workers in each field to negotiate and manage the economy. The problem was 
rather obvious. As soon as one worker rises to the top to “manage” the company, 
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the structure reverts to the capitalistic system that it was supposed to replace 
since that person has the power. That is indistinguishable from a CEO of a public 
corporation. The focus was simply wealth. A common worker could easily own 

shares in a public corporation and achieve the same 
economic objective.  

Italian Fascists saw this syndicalism as a necessary step 
in nationalism to assert superiority and strength and to 
avoid the economic decay that they assumed was 
caused by the business cycle. Therefore, the syndicalist 
leaders in the movement were among the founding 
fathers of the Fascist movement who then assumed key 
political positions within Mussolini’s regime. Benito 

Mussolini 
ruled the 

kingdom of Italy from 1922 until 1943. 

During July 1943, the Allies invaded 
Sicily and bombed Rome. This resulted 
in the Italian high command and King 
Victor Emmanuel III removing Mussolini 
from power and placing him under 
house arrest. Then in September 1943, 
Nazi paratroopers staged a 
commando raid to rescue Mussolini 
from the Apennine Mountain ski resort 
where he was being held. Hitler then 
installed Mussolini as the figurehead of the Social Republic of Italy, which was a 
Nazi puppet state in German-occupied northern Italy. 

However, on April 25, 1945, the Third Reich was quickly losing its hold on northern 
Italy. Mussolini learned that the Nazis had begun negotiations for an 
unconditional surrender and fled Milan with his 33-year-old mistress, Cara 
Petacci, in his 1939 Alfa Romeo sport car. The following day, he joined a convoy 
of fellow Fascists and German soldiers who were heading north toward Lake 
Como toward the Swiss border. Mussolini dressed in a German disguise, wearing 
a Luftwaffe helmet and overcoat. When Communist partisans stopped the 
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convoy at the lakeside town of Dongo on April 27, 1945, they seized Mussolini 
and his girlfriend. Fearing that the Nazis would once again try to liberate him, the 
Communist partisans quickly drove to a small village on the shores of Lake Como. 
There, the Communist partisans executed Mussolini and his girlfriend by machine 
gun fire. The corpses of Mussolini, his girlfriend, and 14 fellow fascists were placed 
in a truck and dumped like garbage in Milan’s Piazzale Loreto. The people of 
Milan threw garbage at Mussolini’s corpse before kicking, beating, and spitting 
on it. 

We can see where the Socialist is not 
that far removed from the Fascist 
insofar as they both allow private 
ownership. They both are against the 
concentration of wealth and give no 
credit to the incentive to create new 
innovations that ultimately lead to 
the creation of new jobs.  Like Henry 
Ford’s assembly line. Socialists and Fascists both begrudge inventors for making 
greater wealth and undermine the very core quality of humanity — freedom — 
which only comes with capitalism. 

 

Communists simply went all the way by seizing private property and handing it 
to government. They too failed to understand that innovation comes only from 
observation and imagination. All three approached the business cycle from 
what they thought it should be rather than understanding what actually made 
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it function. Government officials are incapable of creating anything new and 
cannot manage something they could never understand. This is why laissez-faire 
capitalism is the only system that works. 

Adam Smith’s invisible hand is the very essence 
of freedom. It allows the individual to be what 
he wants to be and create what he sees as 
possible. This differs from Socialists who do not 
view the economy as having individual rights, 
but as the sum of the whole. To them it is unfair 
that one student gets and “A” and one flunks, 
even if they partied all night or lack the talent to 
see the future. Socialists justified taking property 
and legally created the doctrine of eminent 
domain, whereby the state can take your 
property if they need it. The power of the state 

supersedes the rights of the individual. This is what socialism is all about — 
empowering government at the expense of the individual. 

A Socialist or Communist looks at an expensive sports car and remarks to the 
owner, “I wonder how many people could have been fed for the money that 
sports car cost.” The owner replies that he is not quite sure, but answers, “It fed 
the families of the people who built the car from steel, the people who made 
the tires, the people who made the electrical components, the people in the 
mines who mined the metals, and those who made the trucks to deliver the raw 
materials. It also helped to feed the families of the truckers who delivered the 
car to the dealer, the salesman who sold it to him, and the service department 
needed to visit to maintain it, along with the fuel it consumes.” The owner 
continued by noting, “Then there are the taxes I had to pay in income before 
buying the car, as well as the sales taxes I paid when I bought the car, and the 
fees paid to register the vehicle. Not to mention all the insurance people 
employed to cover liability.” He then stops and says, “You are right. I really don’t 
know how many people it fed. An awful lot I suppose.” 
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The Socialist looks merely at possessions. They will never acknowledge that 
innovation comes from only the imagination of an individual and not the state. 
This is why communism died and now it is destroying our Western civilization with 
the same theory of Karl Marx. As Margaret Thatcher said, “The problem with 
Socialism is you eventually run out of other people’s money.” 
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Socialists always promise to rob other 
people and tell their supporters that they 
will receive the spoils if they vote for them. 
Hillary Clinton was a master at pretending 
she was fighting for the lower classes 
while amassing great wealth for herself 
simply working for government. The 
Clintons created a “foundation” using 
loopholes to escape taxes. The message 
is always the same; somehow the “rich” 
are to blame and do not contribute to 
the economy or society by paying their 
“fair share.” What if you went into a movie 
and the first 50 people they let in did not pay. You go to buy a seat and they 
say, “Oh, your fair share is to pay for a seat of the first 50 who entered for free.” 
The term “fair share” is not intended to reflect what you owe like splitting a dinner 
bill among a party of 10 friends. This is simply government saying you should pay 
more because you have more. An American living overseas still owes income 
tax in the United States even though they use absolutely nothing.  
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The debate for socialism is simply that they regard it as unfair when anyone has 
more than another does. Marx’s idea was that if you work for someone else, his 
profit on your labor is exploiting your value. But if you are doing work, Marx sees 
this as the only value. Having ideas that create jobs is somehow worthless. 

Socialists merely use government to rob others to improve their own lives. It is like 
taking a gun, robbing your neighbor, but justifying it by declaring he has two TVs 
and you have none so it’s not a crime but equitable distribution. If you take this 
philosophy as your own, then you rob others because they have more, which is 
no different than robbing someone on the street or breaking into their home (a 
crime resulting in you living tax-free in prison).  

Voting for politicians to rob others is like the Mafia boss sending out his men to 
rob other people. What is the difference? Ah, some will say one is a crime and 
the other is politics. If a politician were to pass a law that a man could rape a 
woman just because he feels he needs sex, would that make it moral or legal? 
Just because a politician writes a criminal act on paper, transforming it into law, 
does not make it justice or moral. 

Europe has a death wish. Since World War II, they have been infected with 
socialism that is reflected in the unemployment. The highest unemployment is 
confined to nations with the highest degree of socialism. If you attack 
investments, you do not create jobs, and the end result is rather bleak. People 
are not getting married because they cannot find employment or earn enough 
to fund a family.  

 

Marx effectively legitimized class warfare. This is a very dangerous position for 
therein lies the seed to revolution by turning man against his brother until man 
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exists no more. It is fascinating that the Ten Commandments expressly prohibits 
anyone from coveting what their neighbor has. Clearly, Socialists must reject 
religion and all morality in order to justify robbing 
other people. Was Marx correct and God got it 
wrong? God obviously cannot be all knowing 
since Marx must be right under socialism 
because he does not comprehend what is really 
fair. Well, perhaps Bill Murray got it right. The best 
what to comprehend socialism and its 
disproportionate tax rate is simple. “The best was 
to teach your kids about taxes is by eating 30% 
of their ice cream,” Murray said. 

Marx legitimized class warfare and economic tyranny. Equal protection of the 
law applies to race, religions, and gender, but if you make more than someone 
else does, you are no longer entitled to equal protection of the law. 
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The Battle Lines Were Drawn 
Long Ago 

 

arl Marx legitimized class warfare by planting the seeds of civil unrest 
that can easily erupt in a new contagion of global revolution. As 
previously mentioned, in his Topics, Aristotle complained about the 

changing social values in the market economy in Athens. Aristotle shunned the 
people who made money from money who were effectively market brokers. 
Aristotle did not understand that there would be a broader change as Athens 
rose to become the new financial capital of the world following the defeat of 
Persia. Brokers encouraged farmers to grow more crops that could be sold 
overseas, thereby changing Athens from what I have called a “villa economy” 
into a market economy.  
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 The Temple of Delos became the 
central bank of the ancient world. This 
was actually one of the smallest islands 
in the Aegean at just 6.85 km. It was the 
most famous and sacred of all islands in 
antiquity, for it was the legendary 
birthplace of Apollo-Helios, god of 
daylight, and Artemis-Selene, goddess 
of night light. People could deposit 
bullion at the Temple of Apollo and write 
checks to transfer from one account to 

another without having to physically having to withdraw metal to pay someone. 
The first sovereign default recorded took place at least in the 4th century BC 
when ten out of thirteen Greek municipalities in the Attic Maritime Association 
headed by Athens defaulted on loans from the Delos Temple of Apollo. Yet, 
central banking was not the only invention of Athens.  

 

The Athenians also invented marine insurance to take the risk of a shipment 
being lost at sea. The most famous Athenian Decadrachms, pictured 
above, formed a two-tier coinage used for international trade in large 
transactions. They were too big for normal circulation. The Decadrachms were 
much like a $10,000 bill. They are found typically in ports of trade around the 
Mediterranean rather than in Athens, attesting to their use in trade. 
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Communism first appeared in historical records back in Ancient Greece. Athens 
was the capitalistic system that had its own internal battle between the oligarchy 
and democracy. Sparta was the communistic state, so much so that 
they never adopted any money or coinage. Instead, pictured here are spits, 
which were maintained as the medium of exchange in barter transactions 
to prevent people from hoarding wealth. 

Unlike Athens, there is not much left of Sparta today. This is because they were 
not into building impressive 
buildings. Hence, little survives 
to this day. This is a testament to 
their Communist state. People 
were second and the state 
came first. 
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Sparta became very jealous of Athens, for it gained in power and prestige 
following the victory over the Persians. Sparta was in league with its neighbors, 
especially Corinth whose own coinage competed with Athens in trade. So 
Sparta was the Communist state, but it was aided by other capitalistic cities to 
knock out the financial capital of the world, Athens, which Corinth saw as 
competition. This became the Peloponnesian War with Sparta against Athens.  

Karl Marx probably came to believe that communism would prevail because 
Sparta defeated Athens in 404 BC, destroying the first democracy. However, it 
was this conflict that created a division among city-states that eventually 

opened the door to the northern Macedonians to take all of 
Greece under Philip II (359-336 BC) and his son Alexander the 
Great (356-323 BC). 

Thucydides (460-404 BC) is perhaps the first great Greek 
historian who preserved the history of 
the Peloponnesian War between 
Sparta and Athens. Thucydides was in 
Athens for the great plague of 430-429 

BC where he fell sick, but survived unlike many others 
including Pericles, his wife, and sons. In fact, the plague 
returned in 429 BC and again in the winter of 427-426 BC.  
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Thucydides was given a 
military command but lost the 
city of Amphipolis to a surprise 
Spartan attack. He was then 
recalled, stripped of his 
command, made to stand 
trial, and sentenced to exile 
for 20 years, which only 
ended with the defeat of 
Athens in 404 BC. 

Thucydides’ work most clearly 
shows a conflict of character 
whereas the Athenians were portrayed as more reactionary in their thinking and 
individualistic compared to the conservative Peloponnesians.  

Sparta was dedicated to a military oligarchy that rejected the arts, philosophy, 
and literature as being impractical. Sparta was the closest thing that we had to 
an ancient communistic state where the bureaucracy truly controls power and 
reduces individual liberties to achieve a standardized world where the people 
are essentially treated the same. Thucydides cast Pericles as a leader of a new 
age who combined caution and moderation with a daring imagination and 
intellect. 

Sparta was founded in the 9th century BC and its political system was that of a 
rigid oligarchic constitution. This system was maintained for centuries where two 
kings would be co-rulers and arbitrated in time of war. During peace, there was 
a Senate composed of 30 members. Especially from the 5th century onward, 
Sparta was devoted to war, diplomacy, and power. Its communistic lifestyle 
precluded any real incorporation with classical Greece. While Sparta defended 
Greece at the time of the Persian invasion with the famous 300 who held-off the 
entire Persian army at the Battle of Thermopylae in 480 BC, the Athenian naval 
victory at Salamis revealed a rival in Sparta's eyes. After the Persians were 
defeated, eventually the Greek Peloponnesian War broke out as 1) jealousy of 
a rising Athenian empire, and 2) a conflict in philosophy. Athens was defeated 
in 404 BC given that Sparta was a land-based entity and Athens had become 
a bit of a tyrant causing member states to support Sparta. Thereafter, Sparta 

AE #5
473

8



140 
 

over-extended itself and eventually antagonized Rome, which led to the 
conquest of Greece in 146 BC.  

 

We can see the impact of this battle against Athens as its coinage was debased. 
The coinage going into the collapse 406-404 BC became bronze, which was 
then silver plated to provide the image of silver coinage. The same instance 
occurred in the later Roman Empire during the 3rd century AD and in modern 
times as we saw with the removal of silver from coinage in 1965. 

Furthermore, this idea of the state owning everything, 
which we refer to as communism, is not unique to 
Sparta. Rome had its ancient Marxist who seized 
power and was feared by everyone known as 
Maximinus I (235-238 AD). He declared that all wealth 
simply belonged to the state. Maximinus created an 
army of spies who would report those who appeared 
to have wealth. Today, we have federal agencies 
such as the Internal Revenue Service (IRS) and the 
Whistleblower Office, which pays money to people 
who blow the whistle on people who fail to pay taxes. If the IRS uses information 
provided by the whistleblower, it can award the whistleblower up to 30% of the 
additional tax penalty and other amounts the IRS collects. This is exactly what 
Maximinus I was doing — paying bribes to turn in anyone hiding money. 
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Maximinus’ version of the IRS Whistleblower Office had the devastating effect of 
driving the economy into a state of near hibernation. This despotic act set in 
motion the complete collapse of the monetary system of Rome, for once money 
began to be hoarded, it did not return to investment as openly as it had prior to 
this tyrannical act.  

Maximinus had doubled the soldiers’ pay to buy their loyalty. He employed the 
crime of conspiracy, which is still a crime in the United States. Conspiracy is the 
law of tyrants, for it allows people to be convicted for a crime they did not 
commit or even attempt to commit. Yet, the US government can claim they 
“intended” to commit the crime purely as a mental state to commit in the future. 
Maximinus I engaged in legal persecution by using conspiracy in his quest to 
raise money. He essentially tore the Roman economy apart at its seams. He 
charged a noted Senator by the name of Magnus with conspiracy against the 
emperor, found him guilty, executed him, and then arrested 4,000 others claiming 
they conspired with him and intend to depose him. Naturally, this conspiracy 
then justified the emperor to confiscate all their property. 
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As long as the cruelty of Maximinus was confined to the rich, including the 
illustrious senators, the people viewed their sufferings with indifference and 
pleasure. However, this proved to unleash the avarice of the army and more 
and more funds were required to retain his power supported by the army. The 
soldiers began to attack public property and citizens. 

Where there had once been golden statues of former emperors, Maximinus 
ordered their seizure so they could be melted down. The rule of law collapsed 
and Historia Augusta tells us that he “condemned all whoever came to trial” 
and “reduced the richest men to utter poverty.” America’s conviction rate today 
is about 99%. Once again, the rule of law collapses in the face of government 
avarice. 

The Roman courts abandoned the people. There was truly nothing left. Nowhere 
could a person turn for justice. With the people under siege from their own 
government, they hoarded wealth to conceal it from state spies. This caused a 
collapse in the velocity of the flow of money as commerce foundered and sent 
the economy into a Great Depression spiral. This was open warfare against the 
possession of wealth. 

The structure of the Roman Empire was quite different insofar as the provinces 
and cities were independent and funded by local revenue. Maximinus declared 
in a single act that the whole mass of wealth within the empire was legally the 
property of the state, which was then legally confiscated for the use of the 
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Imperial Treasury. The temples were stripped of their most valuable offerings of 
gold and silver, and the statues of gods, heroes, and emperors, were melted 
down and coined into money.  

Maximinus’ decree was to many an attack upon their religious beliefs. As a result, 
those who resisted on religious grounds were massacred, often choosing to die 
in defense of their beliefs. The soldiers gained by this religious plunder were void 
of religion. The collapse in morality and civility spread as money replaced 

everything that had once stood for. Acts of violence 
became commonplace and friends vanished as nobody 
would trust old friends who could gain by turning them in. 
Once a state turns brother against brother, it will end in 
disaster. Such an instance took place in the Venetian 
Empire where anonymous people could drop slips on others 
into the Mouth of Truth. It did not take long for Venetian 
society to breakdown, and with it, the Venetian Empire. 

Under Maximinus, friendships and even family relations 
broke down, and this, more than anything else, set the tone 

for the collapse of the Roman Empire during the 3rd century AD. Throughout the 
Roman world, a general cry of indignation was heard, imploring vengeance on 
anyone who disagreed or resisted. The common enemy became wealth. This 
fueled the discontent leading to the uprising of provinces by driving them into 
rebellion against Maximinus. 

These draconian acts of Maximinus drove wealth 
underground and money was hoarded, causing velocity 
to collapse as cash flow in circulation vanished. 
Investment became nonexistent for fear it would attract 
the informants. Commerce ceased, fostering an 
economic depression, which naturally reduced tax 
revenues and the money supply. The more people 
hoarded, the less money was in circulation. This 
necessitated Maximinus to become more ruthless.  

What Marx failed to grasp was that progress comes from human interaction. A 
child learns how to speak from its parent, not the state. Removing that human 
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innovation and transforming our human society into a beehive strips not only the 
liberty of the people, but their very humanity. 

Civil war broke out because of Maximinus’ crazy actions from a central position 
of federal power. Marcus Antonius Gordianus (157-238 AD) became the leader 
of the inevitable rebellion that came in the African provinces. In 238 AD, the 
troops of Africa convinced the 81-year-old Gordian I, who was proconsul in 
Africa at the time, to accept the office of emperor. Gordian finally accepted on 
March 22 of that year and raised his son, Gordian II, to be joint-emperor. A formal 
request was sent to the Senate of Rome for recognition. 

Gordian was quite distinguished and noted for his intellect and character. For 
this reason, the Senate of Rome granted the petition and confirmed Gordian as 
the new emperor and Maximinus was declared a public enemy. However, even 
before the news had reached Carthage in northern Africa, Capellianus, who 
was the governor of Numidia, marched upon Carthage. Gordian II was 
unprepared and was killed in the battle. Upon learning of his son’s death, the 
elder Gordian committed suicide after a reign of only twenty-one days on April 
12, 238 AD. 

It is truly amazing that any coins have survived at all from a 
reign of just 21 days. A die has even survived from which 
coins were struck. This demonstrates that sufficient quantities 
of coin had to be struck quickly in order to pay the troops. 

 

The Senate, after supporting the Gordians and declaring Maximinus a public 
enemy, had little choice but to find someone to defend the Senate itself against 
Maximinus who would certainly march upon Rome. It was finally decided to elect 

AE #5
473

8



145 
 

two of their own members, Balbinus and Pupienus, two ex-consuls, to be joint 
rulers of the empire. 

Pupienus had risen through the ranks of the military and was selected to take an 
army and head north to confront Maximinius I who was now marching upon 
Rome. Pupienus was adopting a scorched earth 
policy. Maximinus I decided to take the northern 
city of Aquileia. This siege delayed his advance. 
Meanwhile, Rome was in a stage of complete 
panic. Balbinus stayed in the city of Rome, but the 
mob was rioting, fearing the worst. Anyone 
suspected of being rich or hiding money was 
attacked; homes were plundered, and there were 
murders on the streets. The rich became the hated 
enemy as under socialism/communism, and 
Maximinus’ policies justified these actions. There 
was no rule of law. Rome nearly ended in a sea of 
blood motivated by class warfare. 

Maximinus I was now laying siege to Aquileia where people defended the city 
with their lives. The citizens scorched the surrounding land to deprive Maximinus 
of supplies. To the shock of everyone, the valor of the common citizens could 
not be overcome by the troops of Maximinus. Thus, his own men, humiliated by 
the common citizens of Aquileia, entered the tent of Maximinus and murdered 
him. To demonstrate their new loyalty to Rome, they cut off his head and sent it 
to Rome. This was the first time that the Senate showed any courage since the 
age of Augustus (27 BC-14 AD). In their celebration, the Senate spoke unwisely 
and insulted the soldiers while patting themselves on the back. 

The army was outraged. In retaliation, they dragged Balbinus and Pupienus from 
the palace and executed them on the streets of Rome. They then hailed 
Gordian III (238-244 AD) as the new emperor. Some soldiers stormed the Senate, 
but the senators were armed and struck down the soldiers as they entered the 
chamber. It appeared Rome would be plunged once again into civil war, but 
the soldiers accepted Gordian III provided he ruled alone despite the fact he 
was about 13 to 16 years of age. 
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Nevertheless, Maximinus had seriously disrupted the entire economy. The velocity 
of money came to a near halt as spies were everywhere and people were afraid 
to show any wealth at all. This economic implosion was similar to the Communist 
Revolutions in Russia and China. 

The battle lines were drawn long ago. Throughout history, class warfare has 
always been the deadliest of all civil unrest. Tapping into this raw human nature 
has proven to be devastating to say the least. Once Maximinus declared that 
all wealth belonged to the state, Rome continued to spiral downward. 
Confidence never truly returned thereafter. People would remain cautious, 
fearing their neighbors would once against go on a rampage. 
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New Age of Anarchy to Force 
Political Change 

 

he anarchists of the 19-20th centuries adopted the act of assassination 
to force political change. Today, the victory of Donald Trump and the 
British vote for Brexit have resulted in a new style of anarchy in response 

to what people see as a misguided popular movement.  

George Soros established the Open Society Foundations to “help countries make 
the transition from communism.” He claims in his mission, “The Open Society 
Foundations work to build vibrant and tolerant societies whose governments are 
accountable and open to the participation of all people.” Soros claims the Open 
Society aims to “strengthen the rule of law; respect for human rights, minorities, 
and a diversity of opinions; democratically elected governments; and a civil 
society that helps keep government power in check.” 

Yet, Soros is funding civil unrest and may possibly be playing the role of the 21st 
century modern-day anarchist. Back in August, hackers from a group called DC 
Leaks got into the private documents of his Open Society, which DC Leaks 
referred to as “the architect and sponsor of almost every revolution and coup 
around the world for the last 25 years.” Soros is playing the role of God; he says 
he does not believe that God exists, so he is doing God’s work instead. 

T 
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The DC Leaks released a lot of documents from multiple departments of Soros’ 
organizations. The Open Society Foundation had perhaps the greatest number 
of documents in the leak. The documents come from sections representing 
virtually all geographical 
regions in the world. This 
included the USA, Europe, 
Eurasia, Asia, Latin, America, 
Africa, and even the World 
Bank. The Daily Caller noted 
that there were documents 
dating from at least 2008 to 
2016. 

This incredible production of 
documents in the leak 
ranges from research papers 
covering the refugee crisis, 
to Ukraine, and updates on 
specific financials of grants. 
They also revealed plans, strategies, and the top priorities along with other 
activities of George Soros. There was even an email leaked by WikiLeaks that 
showed Soros was advising Hillary Clinton during her tenure as Secretary of State 
on how to handle unrest in Albania. 

The damning evidence on Soros showed that he provided $33 million to activists 
in Ferguson, Missouri, to escalate the protest to a siege level. The Washington 
Times reported: 

“…liberal billionaire George Soros, who has built a business empire that 
dominates across the ocean in Europe while forging a political machine 
powered by nonprofit foundations that impacts American politics and policy, 
not unlike what he did with MoveOn.org.” 
 

According to interviews with key players and financial records reviewed by The 
Washington Times, George Soros was allegedly lurking behind the scenes, fueling 
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the Ferguson protest movement by 
activating years of funding and 
mobilizing groups across the United 
States.  

The type of civil war that we face is 
extremely dangerous. This is ironically 
class warfare funded by billionaires. 
Obama has established his bunker in 
Washington, DC, refusing to leave 
town and encouraging resistance.  

Soros claims, “We help to shape 
public policies that assure greater fairness in political, legal, and economic 
systems and safeguard fundamental rights.” It appears that Soros is trying to fund 
another 1848 Revolution contagion to play his visions of how the world should 
be ruled. Soros wrote in 1998, “The sovereignty of states must be subordinated to 
international law and international institutions.” 

Hillary Clinton aligned herself 
closely with a vision for America 
laid out by Soros who is very left-
winged and believes in 
“international governance” and 
a one-world government with 

open borders. He appears to believe in a diminished United States to achieve 
his dream. 

There is little doubt that the left loves Soros because he believes in subjugating 
states to an international power. This is drawing a line in the sand between left 
and right. On March 28, 2017, Hillary told a crowd, “Resist. Insist. Persist. Enlist.” 
Obama continues to use Twitter from his home against Trump. 

Trump’s victory was not about him. It was about the collapse in faith in 
government. Trump is merely a symptom of the problem, not the cause. The 
battle lines are drawn. This philosophical war is taking shape in words, for right 
now, but it could move rapidly to violence. This is especially true if you have 
someone deliberately funding civil unrest.  
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George Soros allegedly even backed Tides Foundation, which reportedly 
donated $50,000 to fund Refuse Fascism and the riot in Berkeley where Trump 
was declared a fascist. However, as explained previously, fascism is corporate 
ownership being replace by the socialist system of workers. Trump is certainly not 
a fascist. 

Last October 25, 2016, the Polish people decisively elected a new government, 
delivering the largest popular mandate in modern Polish history (the post-1989 
period) to the right of center Law & Justice Party. This election marked the first 
time that the Polish electorate rejected the mainstream political parties. So 
again, we saw the rise of a populist movement rejecting government. However, 
following the election, suddenly a protest movement sprang into action called 
KOD (Komitet Obrony Demokracji) - the Committee for Defense of Democracy. 
They claimed to be non-partisan and apolitical, but again they were far-left 
social activists.  

KOD was founded in November 2016, and Polish mainstream media outlets lined 
up behind them to reject the populist vote. There are many people alleging that 
George Soros and his Open Society Foundations are also funding this group. The 
press in Poland will not expose the connection for they appear to be in on the 
corruption, as the mainstream press commonly is in many countries. Soros, who 
claims to support “accountability” and “transparency” in his mission statements, 
prefers not to reveal what anarchy he is funding or where. 

Soros, I believe, is an extremely 
dangerous man practicing 
anarchy by funding protests 
rather than assassinating 
leaders. Consequently, the more 
appropriate model of an 
unfolding civil war is not found in 
American history, but in that of 
Spain or Russia. I believe Soros is 
contributing to this war cycle by promoting his ideas. 
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The Spanish Civil War took place from 
1936 to 1939, and was fought between 
the Republicans versus the Nationalists. 
Most have called this a war between 
democracy and fascism. However, the 
true character is more akin to a struggle 
between a leftist revolution and rightist 
counter-revolution, in which the 
Nationalists won, and Franco then ruled 
Spain for the next 36 years as a dictator. 

The Spanish Civil War was brutal. They executed dissent as pictured in the famous 
painting by Goya. In Spain, the Nationalists won against the leftists. This was 
opposite of the end result in China and Russia. Not that this took place in 1936, 
but the seeds were sown in 1933, as was 
Hitler, Mao, and FDR in the United States. 
It was not a period of war where one 
side was uniformly victorious worldwide. 
We are talking about civil war where it is 
a clash of ideals and philosophies. 

Therefore, when I warn that we could go 
into civil war, keep in mind this is not one 
region against another, although that 
too is raising its head. This is more 
philosophical, as was the case of civil 
wars in Spain, Germany, China, and Russia. There are no clear borders within the 
United States. For security, it is better to live in a more conservative state rather 
than one that is prone to leftist movements. Historically, the left always feels 
righteous and anyone who has more than they do is pure evil and deserves 
what the mob can inflict. Mobs are always the judge and jury if not the hand of 
God in their minds. 
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 Above is a Colonial note issued by the State of Georgia in 1778. It states clearly 
that it was backed by seizing assets from those who disagreed and supported 
the king. Targeting the rich has been a sport over the centuries. Henry VIII seized 
all the property of the church when he was broke. Napoleon did pretty much 
the same in France. King Philip IV of France seized the Papacy and took it to 
France to gain access to its wealth. Additionally, he then used the French anti-
Pope to justify the seizure of the Knights Templars who were really the bankers 
for the wealthy in Europe. 

This is a new age of anarchy designed to force political change against the 
people. The least safe areas will be those prone to leftist philosophy, for they will 
inevitably rise to seize the assets of everyone else when the promises of socialism 
come crashing down. Movable assets are best in such circumstances. However, 
we all need a place to live. It should just not 
be the bulk of your assets. Keep in mind that 
there are dark figures behind the curtain 
funding civil unrest with an agenda of 
dominating the governments at all levels to 
force their design upon the whole.  

They will not prevail because their dream is 
anti-human nature. Such schemes have 
always collapsed. However, they also spill a 
lot of blood in the process.  

AE #5
473

8



153 
 

The Cycle of War 
 

 
 

verything has a natural cycle — the rise and setting of the sun, the four 
seasons, the beat of your heart, a woman’s menstrual cycle, the 9-month 
cycle of life, the precession of the equinox every 25,800 years, the moon’s 

impact upon creating high and low tides, the waves in the ocean that reflect 
the movement of energy through water, and the oscillating trends in weather. 
Therefore, there is also a cycle to the political rise and fall of empires, nations, 
and city-states.  

Without a doubt, one of the more interesting studies we have conducted was 
cataloguing of the cycle of war. Simple corrections of war and economics 
reveals a very basic link. People do not go to war when they are fat and happy. 
Yes, there were the days of conquest that targeted the fat and happy. One of 
the earliest such wars was that of Cyrus the Great against Lydia. The former won 
the battles and the latter became the captive. However, the cycle of war also 
interfaces with the Economic Confidence Model frequency. If we use the Cuban 
Missile Crisis of 1962, the confrontation with Russia should have resurface in 2014. 
It did since that is when they invaded Ukraine. 

E
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No matter what the data series 
might be, the single factor that 
emerges is always a cyclical pattern. 
The physics professor would say 
nothing is random, which was 
probably best articulated by Albert 
Einstein’s famous quote, “God 
doesn’t play dice with the universe.” 
This, however, stood in open conflict 
with the professors in social sciences and economics who proclaimed that the 
world was random and therefore it was putty in their hands; society could be 
manipulated for its own good. This was the core of Marx, even though they would 
never admit they adopted Marx’s empowering of government. 

Nonetheless, the core theory of Karl Marx and John Maynard Keynes in 
economics was that the business cycle could be flattened out and controlled. 
Consequently, one field of real science states that there is order hidden amid 
the superficial appearance of chaos, whereas social science assumes the world 
can be manipulated by economists, ruled by lawyers, and directed by 
politicians. No one has yet been able to defeat the business cycle. 

On the surface, data series may appear to be pure chaos, but cycles are hidden 
below. Even in programming a computer, it is impossible to create a pure 
random number generator. No matter what you do, a pattern will emerge and 
the sequence will repeat. It is just impossible to eliminate a cycle, yet this is the 
cornerstone of all social science — the presumption that man can rule the world 
and eliminate the business cycle.  

When we look even deeper and catalogue human activity, a cycle will always 
emerge. Nothing moves in a straight line, for cyclical waves will always appear 
just as the wave motion within the ocean. So it is not a question of whether we 
can determine that there is a cycle to warfare, rather it is a question of how 
could someone possibly believe there is no such cycle when one cannot find 
the absence of a cycle? 
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In collecting the data of war, revolution, and civil unrest, it became possible to 
determine the cyclical frequencies involved in such human aggressive activity. 
This yielded our War Cycle Index from 600 BC to the present. In cataloguing both 
internal civil unrest and revolution alongside international conflicts, what 
emerged was a data series that is very interesting and demonstrates that cyclical 
activity is indeed complex.  

After interfacing this data 
series with that of our 
Economic Confidence Model, 

we revealed that war typically 
follows sharp economic 
depressions and declines. 
When people lose their safety 
nets, they go to war to get 
even. Turn the economy 
down and what you get is political unrest. Our models turned back up in 2014 
and are now pointing to a first important high by 2017 where civil unrest is to rise. 
We have seen civil unrest rise sharply in this new age of modern anarchy that is 
being funded covertly to establish an all-powerful socialist estate. 
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World War I, World War II, the Tonkin Gulf incident, and the fall of Communism in 
1989, all took place precisely on the targeted turning points on the Cycle of War. 
Then in 2014, Russia made several military incursions into Ukrainian territory 
precisely on target with this Cycle of War and 51.6-years from the Cuban Missile 
Crisis. We warned that the regional model was targeting Ukraine. The corruption 
simply led to the revolution erupting.  

After the Maidan protests, the fall of Ukrainian president Viktor Yanukovych was 
quickly followed by Russian 
soldiers taking control of 
Crimea. Russia then 
annexed Crimea after a 
disputed referendum in 
which Crimeans voted to 
join the Russian Federation. 
Of course, the West 
disputed the vote. 
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Subsequently, demonstrations by pro-Russian groups in the Donbass area of 
Ukraine escalated into an armed conflict between the Ukrainian government 
and the Russian-backed separatist forces of the self-declared Donetsk and 
Lugansk People's Republics. In August, Russian military vehicles crossed the 
border in several locations of Donetsk Oblast. The incursion by the Russian military 
was seen as responsible for the defeat of Ukrainian forces in early September. 
However, lost in this account is the simple fact much of Eastern Ukraine speaks 
Russian, not Ukrainian. Even Crimea was a Russian territory that they gave to 
Ukraine to control under the Soviet era. 

If America had occupied a region in Mexico and suddenly Mexicans were 
attacking the American settlement within Mexico, such an incident would 
provide the basis for war. In 1853, the United States invaded Nicaragua on March 
11 to 13, to protect American lives and interests during political disturbances 
there. Then in 1854, the US invaded China on April 4 to June 17, again to protect 
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American interests in and near Shanghai during 
Chinese civil strife. In 1855, the United States 
invaded the Fiji Islands, occupying it from 
September 12 to November 4, to seek 
reparations for attacks on American residents 
and seamen. The list goes on and on. 

The German occupation of Czechoslovakia 
(1938–1945) began with the German annexation 
of Czechoslovakia's northern and western 
border regions. Adolf Hitler also declared the 
alleged privations suffered by the ethnic 
German population living in those regions as the 
justification for war. 

Consequently, a country like Russia invading the Eastern portion of Ukraine to 
claim it is protecting ethnic Russians living there is by no means unprecedented. 
On November 2014, the Ukrainian military reported intensive movement of troops 
and equipment from Russia into the separatist controlled parts of Eastern Ukraine. 
The majority of members of the international community condemned Russia for 
its actions in post-revolutionary Ukraine, accusing it of breaking international law 
and violating Ukrainian sovereignty. Yet, each of them had done the same on 

countless occasions. In the 
case of the USA, it was 
becoming known as Gunboat 
Diplomacy. They then imposed 
sanctions against Russia, 
including Russian individuals 
and companies, to which 
Russia responded in kind. 

AE #5
473

8



159 
 

 

The Cycle of War, therefore, turned up in 2014 right on target. It has key targets 
due where we can see bursts of activity with important volatility starting in 2017. 
We still see tensions in Syria and in North Korea. There will be another burst of 
volatility in this cycle come 2019. World War I began in June 1914 and ended 
with Germany surrendering to Britain on November 21, 1918, which was about 
52 months in total duration (8 waves of 8.6). The entire span of World War II was 
about 68 months in Europe and 98 months in Asia (just over 8 years). The overlap 
is interesting whereas Pearl Harbor takes place in year two on the European 
scale but in year four on the Asian scale. Either way, we are looking at the most 
intense period for civil unrest by 2020, which lines up with the ECM. 
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