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From Abraham Lincoln

When we see a lot of framed timbers, different portions of which we
know have been gotten out at different times and places and by different
workmen, and when we see these timbers joined together and see that they
exactly make the frame of a house or a mill, all the lengths and proportions
of the different pieces exactly adapted to their respective pieces, and not a
piece too many or too few, not omitting even scaffolding, or if a single piece
be lacking, we can see the place in the frame exactly fitted and prepared to yet
bring such piece in; in such case, we find it impossible to not believe that they
all understood one another from the beginning, and all worked upon a
common plan or draft drawn up before the first lick was struck.”

About the Cover

The reader of this book will discover, as he or she pages through it, that
the Conspiracy unveiled by the author conceals many of its truths by the use
of symbols.

The cover of this book is symbolic: each color represents a concealed
truth.

The black represents evil; the white represents good; and the gold
represents what little money or freedoms the good have left.

Good and evil are in conflict over the remaining freedoms and posses-
sions the decent people of the world have remaining.

The reader is urged to notice which color is in the dominance.
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About the Author

The most difficult thing I know to do is to write about myself, but I
think that the reader of this book has the right to know something about me,
the author, and what motivated me to write it.

I am a graduate of the University of Arizona, and like the typical
graduate of an institution of higher education, I felt that what I had been
taught was the truth. I thought that the only thing I needed to complete my
education in the future was additional information to confirm the knowl-
edge to which I had already been exposed.

So I faced the future with great anticipation.

But a close friend of mine, sensing that my knowledge was both
incomplete and one-sided, suggested that I start reading material dealing
with what was called “‘Revisionist History.” This was the alternative
explanation of history to what I had been taught was the truth.

There are over 300 books on both sides of this issue that I've read that are
part of the research for this book. That figure, I am certain, is not an
impressive number to those who are true “book addicts,” but I mention it
only to illustrate that the ideas in this book are not mine, but those of the
individuals who have taken the time to record their perspective on the events
in which they were personally involved or which they researched in depth.

But as I read, I noticed that there was no one volume that covered a
complete history of the Conspiracy, and it is this void that I hope to fill. It is
my intent to catalog as much of the history of this Conspiracy as is possible
in a single volume.

I have made extensive use of quotations from the works of others as a
means of convincing the skeptic that the evidence of the Conspiracy’s
existence comes from others than this author.

What the reader will see as he progresses through this book, I am
convinced, is a picture of a giant conspiracy so immense that it poses the
greatest threat to the freedoms and rights of all human beings, not only in the
United States, but all over the world.

It is likely that, as the reader completes this book, despair will replace
curiosity, especially if this explanation of the events being reviewed has never
been explored before. That is an unfortunate consequence of my research,
and the author is sorry that he must be the bearer of such bad tidings.

Despair, however, can reasonably be replaced with cautious optimism.
The battle is not yet over, and there is reason to be encouraged.

But you are the final participant.

What happens will largely be dependent on your action once you’ve
read this book.



Introduction

Wars start when one nation moves into the territory of another;
depressions occur when markets take unexpected downturns; inflations
occur when prices are driven up by shortages; revolutions start when the
people, always spontaneously, rise up to overthrow the existing government.

These are the traditional explanations of historical events. Events
happen by accident. There do not seem to be any causes.

But this explanation of history leaves gnawing questions in the minds
of serious students. Is it possible that government leaders and others planned
these events and then orchestrated them to their desired conclusions? Is it
possible that even the great catastrophes of history were part of this plan?

There is an explanation of historical events that answers these questions
in the affirmative. It is called the Conspiratorial View of History and it is the
alternative to the Accidental View, the view that is commonly held today. It
is possible, therefore, to summarize the major events of history into two
alternative schools of thought:

The Accidental View of History: historical events occur by accident, for no
apparent reason. Rulers are powerless to intervene.

The Conspiratorial View of History: historical events occur by design for
reasons that are not generally made known to the people.

James Warburg in his book, The West In Crisis, explains the Accidental
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INTRODUCTION

View thus: “History is written more by accident than design, often by the
wholly irrational acts of madmen.””!

Another who has offered the Accidental View as the explanation of the
major events of the world is Zbigniew Brzezinski, President Jimmy Carter’s
National Security Advisor. He has written: ‘“History is much more the
product of chaos than of conspiracy. ...increasingly, policy makers are
overwhelmed by events and information.’’?

But there are those who disagree with the positions of Warburg and
Brzezinski. One, for instance, was Franklin D. Roosevelt who certainly saw
many monumental events occur during his consecutive administrations.
President Roosevelt has been quoted as saying: “In politics, nothing
happens by accident. If it happens, it was planned that way.”

If harmful events are planned, it follows that the people who were about
to suffer through the scheduled event would act to prevent the event from
occurring if they knew about it in advance. The people expect government
to protect them from harmful events.

But if the events still occur after the government officials had been
expected to prevent them, the government officials have failed in their
assigned duties. There are only two explanations as to why they failed:

1. Theevents overwhelmed them, and could not have been prevented;
or

2. Theevents were allowed to occur because the officials wanted them
to occur.

Itis difficult for the casual observer to believe that these incredible events
could not have been prevented, as humane people of conscience do not allow
harmful events to occur.

If a planned and unwanted event is allowed to happen, those who
planned the event would have to have acted in secret so as to prevent
discovery of their plans by those who would be adversely affected.

Planners working in secret to plan an event that the people do not wish
to occur are, by definition, members of a conspiracy. Webster’s defines
conspiracy as a “combination of people, working in secret, for an evil or
unlawful purpose.”

Not only must the Conspirators work in secret, they must make every
effort to insure that their plans are not made public. The first task of a
conspiracy, then, becomes that of convincing the people that the conspiracy
itself does not exist.

This makes the task of uncovering the machinations of the conspiracy
all the more difficult.

There are three ways of exposing a Conspiracy:

One is for any of the participants in the conspiracy to break with it and to
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INTRODUCTION

expose his or her involvement. This takes an extremely courageous
individual, and that type of exposure is indeed rare.

The second group of exposers are those who have unknowingly participated
in a conspiratorial planning of an event but who didn’t realize it until
later. These individuals, and there aren’t many in the history of the
world, have also exposed the inner workings of the conspiracy at great
peril to themselves.

The third method of exposing a conspiracy is for researchers to uncover
conspiratorial designs in the events of the past. Your author is one of
these researchers.

It will be the position of this book that a conspiracy does indeed exist,
and that it is extremely large, deeply entrenched, and therefore extremely
powerful. It is working to achieve absolute and brutal rule over the entire
human race by using wars, depressions, inflations and revolutions to further
its aims. The Conspiracy’s one unchanging purpose has been to destroy all
religion, all existing governments, and all traditional human institutions,
and to build a new world order (this phrase will be defined later) upon the
wreckage they have created.

Notice that if the Conspiracy does exist, it will do everything it can to
deny the charges of both those who seek to expose it and those who claim to
have been a part of it.

There are those, perhaps not knowing the importance of their contribu-
tions to the study of the conspiracy, who have added estimates of the size of
this ruling group.

One was Walter Rathenau, who in 1909 controlled German General
Electric. He said: “Three hundred men, all of whom know one another,
direct the economic destiny of Europe and choose their successors from
among themselves.”’

Another informed observer, Joseph Kennedy, the father of the late
president John Kennedy, identified the number of individuals who run
America. He said: “Fifty men have run America and that’s a high figure.”"*

Dr. Carroll Quigley, a professor of History at Georgetown University’s
Foreign Service School, and who formerly taught at Princeton and Harvard,
has written a thirteen hundred page book entitled Tragedy and Hope. This
book, published in 1966, was, according to the author, the result of twenty
years of research into the Conspiracy. Dr. Quigley concludes:

There does exist, and has existed for a generation, an international
Anglophile network which operates, to some extent, in the way the
radical Right believes the Communists act. In fact, this network, which
we may identify as the Round Table Groups, has no aversion to



INTRODUCTION

cooperating with the Communists, or any group, and frequently does
SO.

I know of the operations of this network because I have studied it
for twenty years and was permitted for two years, in the early 1960’s, to
examine its papers and secret records.

But Quigley took a step none of the exposers have publicly taken. He
admits that he is a supporter of the Conspiracy he has written about:

I have no aversion to it or most of its aims, and have, for much of
my life, been close to it and many of its instruments.

I have objected, both in the past and recently, to a few of its
policies. .. ,but in general my chief difference of opinion is that it
wishes to remain unknown, and I believe its role in history is significant
enough to be known.?

The ultimate purpose of this Conspiracy is power. There are some who
desire this more than even material goods, although the two frequently go
together. One such individual was the previously mentioned Joseph
Kennedy. Family admirer and author Pearl Buck wrote the following in her
book, The Kennedy Women: “Rose Kennedy (the wife of Joseph Kennedy)
knew that the man she loved loved a power beyond the power of money. He
wanted the power of government, and he would have it.”’¢

The Conspiracy that Dr. Quigley and others saw, then, needs conspira-
tors, and it is logical to ask why illustrious men of wealth and fortune would
join such an enterprise. One who answered this question was author Blair
Coan who wrote in his book, The Red Web: “The answer is quite the reverse
of the question: These men (involved with the Conspiracy) became illus-
trious primarily because they were part of the Conspiracy.”?

So those involved do not become rich and/or illustrious and then join
the Conspiracy; they become rich and illustrious because they are members
of the Conspiracy.

But what is their motive? What prompts men to seek wealth and
position? Former Congressman John Schmitz explains that there is an
additional goal: Power! Men join the Conspiracy to gain money and then
power. Schmitz wrote: “When a person has all the money he needs, his goal
becomes power.’’8

Benjamin Franklin explained this connection between money and
power when he said: ‘““There are two passions which have a powerful
influence on the affairs of men. These are. . .love of power and love of
money. . .. When united. . . they have the most violent effects.”?

However, power itself has a corrupting influence on those who seek it.
In an oft-quoted truth, Lord Acton explained power thus: “Power corrupts;
absolute power corrupts absolutely.”

9
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Those who seek power will be corrupted by it. They will be willing to
intentionally cause depressions, revolutions, and wars in order to further
their desire for more power. This corrupting nature of the very pursuit of
power explains why the moral mind of the individual who neither desires
power over others nor understands the desire for such power cannot fathom
why power-seekers would want to create human misery through wars,
depressions, and revolutions.

In other words, the conspirators are successful because the moral citizen
cannot accept the conclusion that other individuals would actually wish to
create incredibly destructive acts against their fellow citizens.

Another power seeker, the Russian anarchist Bakunin, explained that
this process of corruption even affected those dedicated to freedom who were
given power to protect the powerless. He wrote that . . . the possession of
power transformed into a tyrant even the most devoted friend of liberty.”10

The delight in the possession of power over others was explained by
another observer of the power-seeking Joseph Kennedy: “I like Joe Kennedy.
He understands power. Power is the end. What other delight is there but to
enjoy the sheer sense of control? He would say: ‘Let me see any other motive
in the people who command.’ 1!

So the motive of the Conspirators has been identified:

It is Power!

10



Chapter 1

God or Government?

The Conspiracy that will be examined in this volume has been in
existence for many years. Comprehending how it could survive for such a
long period of time has been difficult.

One explanation of its lengthy existence was offered by George Orwell,
the British Socialist, who wrote Animal Farm and 1984, two books on the
subject of absolute power in the hands of a few. He wrote: “The Party is not
concerned with perpetuating its blood but with perpetuating itself. Who
wields power is not important provided the hierarchical structure remains
always the same.”’!

The method by which the Conspiracy recruits new members to replace
those who retire or die is explained by Norman Dodd, an investigator and
researcher into the existence of the Conspiracy. Mr. Dodd explained: “The
careers of men are watched. The men who indicate that they would be
especially capable in terms of the aims of this group are approached quietly
and invited into the inner circles. They are watched as they carry out
assignments and eventually they are drawn into it under circumstances
which make it virtually impossible for them to ever get out of it.”2

What is the ultimate goal of the Conspiracy? If total power is the final
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CHAPTER 1 GOD OR GOVERNMENT?

object, then, any system which maximizes power into the hands of a few is
the system to be desired. In terms of government, then, the ultimate form of
power is Communism. This is the seat of the maximum power over the
economy and of the individual. The Conspirators: “want big government
because they understand that Socialism (and Communism as well) is not a
humanitarian system for redistributing wealth, but for concentrating and
controlling it. They also recognize it as a system for concentrating and
controlling people.”’?

It is common for detractors of this position to claim that the last thing
that the wealthy of the world want is government control over or ownership
of the factors of production. But, as we shall see, Socialism or Communism
offers the Conspiracy the greatest vehicle for concentrating and controlling
the wealth. This is the ultimate goal of these planners: power over not only
the wealth of the world, but also the producers of that wealth, the people
themselves. So the Conspiracy uses government to get control of the
government, and total government control is their goal.

If government is being used by the Conspiracy to consolidate power into
its hands, it behooves those who wish to preserve their freedoms to under-
stand the very nature and function of government. Once the character of
government is understood, efforts can be directed against the increase in
governmental powers over both the national economy and the lives of its
citizens.

A good place to begin such a study is to examine the two sources claimed
to be the source of human rights. There are only two, presuming that it is
admitted that humans do indeed have rights: either man himself, or someone
or something external to man himself, a Creator.

Many of America’s founding fathers were aware of the difference
between these two alternatives. Thomas Jefferson, for instance, stated his
concern and understanding thus: ‘“The God who gave us life gave us liberty.
Can the liberties of a nation be secure when we have removed a conviction
that these liberties are the gift of God?”

However, the corresponding alternative explanation argues that our
rights come from government, the creature of man himself. This contention
holds that man creates government to give man his rights.

A stern warning for those who do not distinguish between these two
alternatives came from William Penn. He wrote: ‘““If men will not be
governed by God, they then must be governed by tyrants.”

There are four references to a Creator in the Declaration of Independ-
ence, but certain of America’s leaders are now asking that God must be
separated from the affairs of the government. If this separation is made, as
Mr. Penn indicated, the people will be governed by tyrants, and future
tyrants will do all that they can to separate a belief in God from the existence
of government.

12




CHAPTER 1 GOD OR GOVERNMENT?

A good example of the philosophy that governments grant human
rights to their citizens is found in the International Covenants on Human
Rights, passed in 1966 by the United Nations. It reads, in part: ‘“The States
parties to the present Covenant recognize that, in the enjoyment of those
rights provided by the State, in conformity with the present Covenant, the
State may subject such rights only to such limitations as are determined by
law...."”

This document, passed unanimously by all of the parties voting,
including the United States, concluded that man’s rights are granted by the
government. It further concluded that these rights could be limited by law; in
other words, that which the government grants can be controlled by the
granting body, the government. That which the government gives can also
be taken away.

Man’s rights under this thought are not very secure. Governments can
change, and with the change, man’s rights can disappear. Knowledge of this
fact did not escape America’s founding fathers, who wrote in the Declaration
of Independence: “We hold these truths to be self evident, that all men are
created equal, that they are endowed by their Creator with certain inalienable
rights....”

Here, then, is the other theory of the source of man’s rights: they are
given to man by his Creator. Man'’s rights are inalienable (defined as
incapable of being transferred) which means that they can not be taken away
by anyone except the entity that gave the rights in the first place: in this case,
the Creator.

So here are the two competing and contradictory theories about the
rights of man: one holds that they are given by the Creator, and therefore can
only be removed by the entity that created them in the first place; the other
holds that man’s rights come from man himself and therefore can be limited
or removed by man or by other men, as “determined by law.”

Therefore, the man who wishes to protect his rights from those who
wish to limit them must protect himself and his human rights by creating an
agency that has the power to exceed that exerted by those who violate human
rights. The agency created is called government. But granting power to
government to protect human rights also grants power to those who can
abuse it as a vehicle to destroy or limit the rights of the people who created
the government.

Those who wrote the Constitution realized that this tendency existed
when they wrote the Bill of Rights, the first tetn Amendments to the Consti-
tution. The purpose of these amendments is to restrict the power of the
government to violate the rights of the citizens of the nation. The founding
fathers wrote these restrictions with phrases like:

13



CHAPTER 1 GOD OR GOVERNMENT?

“Congress shall pass no law....”

“The right of the people. . . shall not be infringed.”
“No person shall be. . . deprived.”

“The accused shall enjoy the right.”

Notice that these are not restrictions on human rights, but are restric-
tions on the activities of governments.

If rights are granted by the Creator of those rights, what are rights
granted by government? It becomes important to distinguish between a
Right and a Privilege by defining these two terms.

A Right is a freedom to act morally without asking permission;
A Privilege is a freedom to act morally but only after permission has
been granted by some governmental entity.

Perhaps a good illustration of the misuse of human rights occurred
during World War II when the German government, acting through its
leader, Adolf Hitler, decided that certain of the people did not have the right
to life, and decrees were issued to exterminate those who the government felt
had no human rights.

The right to life, then, granted to each individual by his Creator, no
longer was a right in Germany, it had become a privilege. Man lived by
permission of the government, which had the power to limit and even curtail
the human right to life.

The human rights that the individual wishes to protect are simple in
nature, and include the right to Life, Liberty and Property.

These three rights are in essence only one right: the right to Life.

These rights are in accord with man’s basic nature. Man (the author will
use the generic term “man” to mean all of humanity, both male and female)
is created hungry and needs to produce food to sustain his life. Without the
right to keep what he has produced (his property) man will surely starve to
death. Not only must man be allowed to keep the products of his labors, he
must be free to produce the property he needs for his sustenance (the right
known as Liberty.)

Governments do not need to take man’s life to kill him. Governments
can remove man’s right to property or the freedom to produce the property
needed to maintain his life. A government that restricts man’s ability to keep
what he produces (his property) has an equal ability to kill a man as surely
asa government that takes his life wantonly (such as in the case of Germany.)
As will be shown in subsequent chapters, there are government entities that
restrict man’s right to property or his right to liberty without terminating his
life directly. But the effect is still the same.

One of the objections of “pro-life” supporters, those opposed to the
government legalizing abortion, is that government is now justifying the

14
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CHAPTER 1 GOD OR GOVERNMENT?

termination of life because the life has been termed “unwanted’’ by its
mother. This was the reason offered by Hitler for his decision to terminate
the lives of countless millions of individuals in Germany. The Jews and
others were “unwanted” and therefore the government could take away their
right to live.

As will be illustrated later, the Communists wish to abolish “private
property,” or the individual’s right to keep what he produces.

One who spoke in favor of the concept of private property was Abraham
Lincoln, who said: ‘“Property is the fruit of labor; property is desirable; it is
a positive good in the world. That some should be rich shows that others may
become rich, and hence is just encouragement to industry and enterprise. Let
not him who is houseless pull down the house of another, but let him work
diligently and build one for himself, thus by example assuring that his own
shall be safe from violence when built.””s

15



Chapter 2

Freedom

Liberty is the only thing you cannot have unless you are
willing to give it to others.

Liberty is defined as rights with responsibilities. Its opposite, License, is
defined as rights with no responsibilities. Another word for License would be
Anarchy, or a situation where there are no rules, rights, or privileges. The
strong devour the weak; the powerful destroy the powerless. In the animal
world, License is defined as “the Law of the jungle.”

Those who love freedom must recognize that others have equal rights to
their freedom as well, and that only by recognizing this fact will all be totally
free. That means that all individuals must restrict their freedom to harm
others, or none will be free to enjoy their rights to life, liberty, and property.

The Creator of man laid down some guidelines about the rights of
others. These guidelines are written in the negative in at least six of the Ten
Commandments. The guideline is written ‘“Thou shall not ...,” which
means that all will be free if all men confine their activities to those which do
not harm others.

America’s founding fathers, when they wrote the Constitution and the
Bill of Rights, also wrote their guidelines in the negative: “Congress shall
pass no laws. . ..” But these restrictions enable man to be freer because man’s
life would be free of governmental restraints.

Those who wrote the Constitution were concerned about the concept of

16



CHAPTER 2 FREEDOM

equal rights. They were attempting to separate themselves from a monarchy
as a form of government where certain individuals, the king and his court,
had more rights than the common citizens. These individuals had superior
rights because of their positions. Conversely, the common people had little
if any rights. America’s founding fathers were convinced that they would not
allow this inequality to occur in this country as they wrote the founding
documents.

They wrote it into the Constitution that all men were created equal, that
the lowest had the same rights to Life, Liberty, and Property as did the
highest. Modern man, through the misuse of government, passes laws to
make men equal in all areas of their lives. This obvious misunderstanding of
man’s nature has caused much grief as long as man has been attempting to
create government.

The solitary man, alone in his environment, need not concern himself
with rights and the need to create government to protect those rights. No one
exists to plunder his goods or take his life. There is no need to protect his
rights, They are secure.

It is only when another individual or groups of individuals join him in
his solitary existence that concerns about rights become important.

Each of the inhabitants has an equal right to life, liberty and property.
That right is protected as long as each inhabitant recognizes the equal right
of the others. No individual nor any group of individuals has the right to take
the life, liberty or property of another individual or group of individuals.

There is no question that any individual, or group of individuals, has
the ab:lity to violate the rights of any individual. The question being
discussed here is whether or not the violator has the right to do so.

If each individual has the right to his life, liberty and property, and no
one has the right to take these rights, then it follows that man must have the
right to protect his rights. This right is called the Right to Self Defense. Each
individual has this right in equal proportion to any other individual.

- If each individual has the right to self-defense and each has it equally,
then each individual has the right to pool his individual right with others so
that all can protect their rights from those who come to violate all of their
rights at the same time.

In other words, if each has the right individually, then all have the right
collectively. Such collective poolings of individual rights to self defense are
called governments.

Men create governments when they pool their individual rights to self
defense to create an agency that has the collective right to protect both the
individual and the collective body of individuals.

Men can only grant to government those rights they themselves have. If
an individual does not have a right, it is not possible for that individual to

17



CHAPTER 2 FREEDOM

grant that right to government. Government can only have those rights that
each individual has.

These truths about human rights can best be illustrated by a brief and
simple economic model based upon two assumptions about human nature:

1. All people consume equally; and
1. All people produce unequally.

Assumption #1 is not an absolute, obviously, since not all people
consume exactly the same, but basically this statement is correct. Notice that
the participants at a banquet are all given an equal portion, whether they are
large or small, and each serving at a drive-in restaurant is the same size. So,
for the sake of this discussion, it will be assumed that all people pretty well
consume equally.

Such is not the case with Assumption #2. Each person, if given equal
opportunity to produce his sustenance, would produce unequally. Some
would produce more than others. Generally, the young, the energeticand the
skilled would produce more than the old, the lazy, and the unskilled. The
well would produce more than the infirm. But each would consume about
the same. This means that some individuals produce more than they
consume, while others consume more than they produce.

The author has constructed an economic model that will illustrate the
validity of the concept of private property based upon these two
assumptions.

There will be seven individuals in this economic model who have
grouped themselves together on an island. These individuals will have no
outside interference from other individuals.

Each individual, herein identified by a letter, produces at an unequal
rate, and consumes at an equal rate. Hence:

Individual Production Consumption

A. 1,200 500

B. 750 500

C. 600 500

D. 400 500

E. 300 500

F. 250 500

G. -0- 500
TOTALS: 3,500 3,500

In this economic model, individuals A, B, and C produce more than
they consume; D, E, and F consume more than they produce; and G is
completely dependent on the rest of the individuals present on the island.
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CHAPTER 2 FREEDOM

Individual G is willing but totally unable to produce. For the sake of this
model, all individuals will be presumed to be functioning at their utmost
capacity. There are no slackers. All are producing to their fullest extent
possible. Also, there is no waste in this model. All goods produced are
consumed.

That means that some individuals produce a Surplus, defined as an
excess of production over consumption. (This is also defined as Wealth.) And
some individuals produce a Deficit, defined as a shortage of production over
consumption. This can be illustrated thus:

Indiwidual Production Surplus Deficit Consumption

A 1,200 700 500

B. 750 250 500

C 600 100 500

D. 400 100 500

E. 300 200 500

F. 250 250 500

G. -0- 500 500
TOTALS 3,500 1,050 1,050 3,500

The important thing to recognize is that certain individuals, in this case,
D, E, F and G, are dependent, in varying degrees, upon the rest of the
individuals in this model. In fact, individual G is completely dependent
upon the rest of the individuals, because if the others didn’t exist, individual
G would surely die.

A logical question to ask at this point would be whether individual G
would have the right to prevent the others from leaving the island should
they choose to do so. A similar question that could be asked is whether G
would have the right to force the others to produce what individual G
requires to maintain his existence.

These are real questions for all governments and individuals to ponder,
and, as will be shown later, there are governments that have taken the
position that individual G would have both the right to keep others within
the environment and the right to force the others to produce for G’s
individual needs.

The next question that needs to be answered is whether the less produc-
tive individuals D, E, F, and G have a right to the surplus of individuals A,
B, and C. There are governments and individuals that believe that this is
indeed a right, and that governments are created to make certain that their
individual needs are met, by distributing the surplus of the productive. These
forms of government will be identified later.

There are, obviously, two positions on the question of to whom the
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surplus belongs. Those who hold that private property rights grant them the
right to keep that surplus are obviously in disagreement with those who hold
that the surplus goods belong to those who do not produce them.

There are only two methods by which the surplus of individuals A, B,
and C can be divided: either with their consent or without it. Either the
property belongs to those who produce it or it doesn’t.

Presume that the four individuals, D, E, F, and G, ask A, B, and C to
divide their surplus voluntarily, and the latter refuse. Does that refusal grant
the right to D, E, F and G to take the goods from them?

If property rights have any meaning, the answer must surely be in the
negative. Does the right to property include the right to protect it from the
plundering acts of those who come to take it by force? Does an individual
have the right to protect his property against the acts of another individual?
Does the individual have the right to protect his property against the acts of
a group of individuals? Does the group have the right to protect their
property against the acts of another group?

Realizing that the property of the productive A, B, and C cannot be
taken from them by force, it behooves the less productive to find another way
to acquire the surplus. Presume that they develop a new strategy. They call
a meeting to discuss the question of the surplus, and all seven individuals
attend. The question of how to handle the surplus is discussed and then acted
upon, allowing the majority to decide how to divide the property. In this
case, D, E, F, and G vote to divide the property equally, and A, B and C vote
against it.

Do D, E, F and G have the right to vote away the property rights of the
minority. Does it make it right because all were given an equal opportunity
to express their opinion?

Does it make it right if they call the meeting a government? Does it make
it right if the majority says that whatever the majority decides will be what
the entirety will do? Does the minority have any rights?

If the majority votes to take the minority’s property, what is it called?

It is called a Democracy!

Next, presume that the majority is able to create a government to take
the surplus from the producers, and that the producers decide among
themselves to only produce what they consume the next year, in this case 500
units apiece. Would the minority have that right?

That means that A, B, and C will only produce what they consumed the
previous year, or 500 units apiece. The remainder of the people continue to
produce what they did the year before. The figures for the second year will be
as follows:
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2nd Year:
Individual Production Consumption
A. 500 350
B. 500 350
C. 500 350
Dy 400 350
E. 300 350
F. 250 350
G. -0- 350
TOTALS: 2,450 2,450
The surpluses and deficits become:
Individual Production Surplus Deficit Consumption
A. 500 150 350
B. 500 150 350
C. 500 150 350
D. 400 50 350
E. 300 50 350
F. 250 100 350
G. -0- 350 350
TOTALS: 2,450 500 500 2,450

Notice that the total production dropped from 3,500 units to 2,450 units,
adrop of 1,050 units. Each individual’s share also decreased as well, from 500
units per person to 350.

Now does the majority have the right to force the minority to produce
up to last year’s productivity? Even if the majority tried, would the minority
produce up to the standard that the majority expected of them? Will the use
of force make them produce?

Last, would the majority have the right to keep A, B, and C in the
workplace should they choose to leave it Would they have the right to build
a wall around the environment to make certain that they did not leave?

Certain socialists in today’s world have taken just that position. ‘“Iron”
and “Bamboo” Curtains are the results of the majority’s realization (or at
least of the realization of the ruling class claiming to act on behalf of the
majority) that they need the productive talents of the minority, and because
of this needed production, the majority builds walls to keep the minority
inside.

What then, should the incentive be to encourage production? Should it
be the incentive of the government (fear) or the incentive of the market place
(profit)?
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The key to production is the incentive of the marketplace, the right to
keep what is produced, the Right to Private Property! The right of the
individual to better his life by producing more than he consumes and to keep
what he produces.

This economic model has many illustrations in the world today. One is
occurring today in the Soviet Union, where the basic philosophy that
motivates the government is the proposition that whatever is produced in the
society belongs to all in that society. However, even in Russia, there is a small
percentage of the country where the individual can keep what he produces:

According to the government’s own figures. . ., private plots
with a mere three percent of the nation’s own acreage accounted for
30 percent of the gross harvest, other than grains, 40 percent of all
cattle-breeding, 60 percent of the country’s potato crops, 40 percent
of all vegetables and milk, 68 percent of all meat products.

Their fruit yields. . . are double those of state orchards for
equivalent areas, its potato harvest per hectare two-thirds higher \
than on collective farms.

Even in grain, which is a very minor element in the private
sector, it produces one-third more per sown unit than an average
socialized farm.! '

Why is just a small percentage of cultivated land area able to out-
produce the remainder? It is because the producers can keep what they
produce! The producer has the right to Private Property! Governments can
not take what has been produced in this free market environment, for any
reason.

People who are allowed to keep what they have produced will always
out-produce those who have their production taken from them for the benefit
of society. And no one can force the producer to equal his peak production
in a free market.

Even Communist China has discovered the truth of this proposition,
according to an article in Time magazine on the Jun Tan brigade. It is here
that China allows the workers to keep for themselves all the produce over the
government set quota.

The brigade’s leader is quoted as saying: “All the peasants feel happy.
They work twice as hard as they used to because they know that if they work
harder, they can make more money.”

The article cited the results of China’s experiment with the right to
Private Property: “Its per-person annual revenue of $201 is well above the
national rural average of only $91.”2

But even with these glaring examples of the wisdom of the right to
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Private Property, there are still those who wish to challenge this premise.
One, for instance, is Nicole Salinger, who was quoted as saying: “In France
and some other countries it is being proposed that there be a specified
differential between the lowest paid worker and the highest paid executive.'’

Another, noted American economist John Kenneth Galbraith, also
wanted to limit man’s rewards for his productivity: “Sooner or later there
will probably be some such rule. If a full-time assembly line worker in the
United States got $12,000 a year, then a top executive would have a ceiling,
say, five times as much, or $60,000. That is a living wage.”4

If the top executives of the nation were earning more than Mr. Galbraith
or some government bureaucrat felt they should be earning, their wages
would be reduced by some governmental edict. One can only wonder what
Mr. Galbraith would do if any individual having his wages cut wished to
leave his position because he felt he wasn’t being rewarded adequately,
especially if he were in a specialized field where only he had the experience
or ability to perform the job. Perhaps Mr. Galbraith would use the force of
government to require that he stay.

Another question unanswered by Mr. Galbraith is the question of what
he would do if no one wanted to perform the job because no one felt the salary
was adequate.

But Salinger and Galbraith and this economic model have not ade-
quately answered the question of just how the society provides for individual
G who is unable to provide for himself.

Basically, there are only two ways for the society to satisfy this individ-
ual’s basic needs. Either method takes the surplus produced by the more
productive individuals in the society and divides it, either:

1. Voluntarily, or
2. Coercively.

In other words, the society can either steal the surplus or they can ask the
producers to share it voluntarily with the less productive. Sharing a surplus
voluntarily is called Charity; sharing it through the use of force is called
Welfare.

Just imagine the public outcry should one of America’s charitable
institutions choose to collect their needed revenues through the use of
coercion: “Our needs are more than what you wish to give voluntarily. We
will take what we need.”

Every person so wronged could expect that the force of government
would be used to require the charitable institution to return the stolen
property. That is one of the functions of government: to right a wrong such
as the taking of property by force.

Returning to the seven individual Economic Model, what is it called
when D, E, F, and G join together to violently take the property of A, B and
(0]
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It is called Stealing!

If each group, A, B, and C, and D, E, F, and G, were separate nations,
and the latter came to take the former’s property by force, the action would
be called a war! In either case, the individuals and the nations wronged have
the right to defend themselves against the attack on their property.

Individuals have the right to self-defense, and they can combine these
individual rights to self-defense by forming a government that has the right
to collective self-defense. Once governments have been formed, individual
nations can join together to protect themselves from other nations. These
nations have the right to hire individuals, called soldiers, to assist in the
defense of the nation, just as individuals have the right to protect their life
and liberty by hiring a “bodyguard.”

Should war as a means of acquiring property fail, those who wish to
acquire the property of others must design other strategies. One method that
was devised was the use of the majority vote, already discussed. The use of a
democracy is another method of taking property away from the minority
under the guise of whatever excuse the minority would accept as valid.

Notice that in such questions as are decided by majority vote, that
whatever the majority decides is what the entirety gets. Notice that there is no
question as to whether or not what the majority wants is right or wrong: the
majority rules!

However, the question should never be who is right, but what is right.
Just because a majority decides what the action to be taken is, it does not
necessarily follow that the action to be taken is correct.

Notice that there are no minority rights in a true democracy: the
majority rules. Notice that if the government (in the name of the majority)
decides to grant privileges just to a minority, then the majority must give up
its rights. ‘“Majorities do not determine right and wrong. Right is right
though everyone votes against it, and wrong is wrong though all but God
favor it.”’

Next, presume that the majority legitimizes its vote by declaring that
they have created a government, and that all are bound to obey the decisions
of the majority. It is proper to ask the inevitable question: where did the
majority get this right?

People can only give to government those rights that they themselves
have . Does an individual have the right to take from another? Do two
individuals have the right to take from another group of individuals? Do
three individuals have the right? Do a grouping of individuals, when acting
in concert, have the right? Can a group of individuals get together, call
themselves a government, and then grant that government a right that they
themselves do not have? Even if that group is a majority?
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Can man change the Commandment taken from the Ten Command-
ments, that reads: ‘“Thou shall not steal’” and convert it to: “Thou shall not
steal, except by majority votel” Or to: “Thou shall not steal, except that
portion of thy neighbor’s wealth which exceeds thine own!”

Taking the property of another, no matter what the motive, is called
stealing, no matter whether an individual, or a group of individuals acting
through an agency they call government, commits the crime.

Another word for stealing is Plunder, and when governments legitimize
the taking of another’s property, it is called Legal Plunder. What happens
when a government legalizes stealing?

I have long been convinced that institutions purely democratic
must, sooner or later, destroy liberty or civilization, or both.

How does this happen?

The adoption of democracy. . . is fatal to good government, to
liberty, to law and order, to respect for authority, and to religion,
and must produce chaos from which a new world tyranny will
arise.6

You can never have a revolution in order to establish a demo-
cracy. You must have a democracy in order to have a revolution.”

Is there any form of government that protects minority rights (or
majority rights, for that matter) if Democracies are unable to do so?

Those who created the American government believed that there were
indeed ways to accomplish this vital protection. They wrote in the Declara-
tion of Independence:

We hold these truths to be self-evident, that all men are created
equal, that they are endowed by their Creator with certain inalien-
able rights, that among these are life, liberty and the pursuit of
happiness, that to secure these rights, governments are instituted
among men . . .

There are, indeed, some “self-evident truths” in that short paragraph,
and America’s founding fathers were quite aware of them. One of these was
the proposition that men were created equal, but were not equal. This means
that men have equal access to their rights to life, liberty, and property, no
matter what their social status, their color, their nationality, their sex, or their
religion. It did not mean that all men were equal in ability or personal merit
and that property should be divided equally amongst them.

This particular position was extremely important as the founding
fathers had come from a monarchy as a form of government where certain
individuals, just because of their position or social status, had superior rights

25



CHAPTER 2 FREEDOM

to those born of “common” stock. It is quite apparent that the founding
fathers were attempting to limit this concept of the European nobility.

Another “self-evident truth” in that paragraph was the recognition that
man’s rights were inalienable, which meant that other men, or other
governments, could not tamper with them.

The founding fathers attempted to define what these human rights
were: the right to “life, liberty and the pursuit of happiness.”’ (They
recognized that these were not the only rights of man, but that these were
“amongst others.”)

And lastly, that man creates governments to protect these inalienable
rights.

James Madison has been quoted as saying that: “Government is
instituted to protect property of every sort. This being the end of government,
that alone is a just government which impartially secures to every man,
whatever is his own.... That is not a just government where. . . proper-
ty...is violated by...seizures ..1is violated by...seizures of one class of
citizens for the service of the rest.”

Two other examples of the concern about the rights of man can be
found in the Virginia Bill of Rights, adopted on June 12, 1776, and the
Alabama Constitution.

Article I of the Virginia Bill of Rights states:

That all men are by nature equally free and independent, and
have certain inherent rights, of which, when they enter into a state
of society, they cannot, by any compact, deprive or divest their
posterity;

Namely the enjoyment of life and liberty, with the means of
acquiring and possessing property, and pursuing and obtaining
happiness and safety.

Article 1 of the Alabama Constitution reads, in part:

That the sole object and only legitimate end of government is
to protect the citizen in the enjoyment of life, liberty and property,
and when the government assumes other functions it is usurpation
and oppression.

Since government is the accumulation of individual rights to use force
in the protection of individual or collective rights to life, liberty and
property, great care should be exercized in the granting of power to the
government. The question is always just how much power can be granted to
government before it, in itself, becomes an enemy of human rights.

George Washington addressed this problem when he stated: “Govern-
ment is not reason, it is not eloquence. It is force, and like fire, it is a
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dangerous servant and a fearful master.”8

President Washington likened the power of government to the power of
fire: both were useful and necessary but both had the power to destroy. Both
were dangerous to the individual.

The homeowner, anxious to warm his house, brings fire into the
exterior walls, but builds a furnace wall around it so that it will not destroy
his home. Obviously, the fire can be both beneficial and dangerous and man
must learn its nature and protect himself against its consequences.

Those who create government must design some structure to keep the
government within its proper confines for exactly the same reason: govern-
ment also has the power to destroy not only the individual but the entire
nation as well.

America’s founding fathers attempted to contain the government’s
power to destroy the rights of the individual by use of the containing walls
of the Constitution. This document was not intended to restrain the power
of the people. It was intended to restrain the power of the government. Notice
that government is restricted to the powers enumerated in the first three
Articles of the Constitution: those that define the powers of the Legislative,
the Executive, and the Judicial branches of the government. The purpose
was to properly confine the power of government to those enumerated and
those alone.

A parallel to the limitation of powers in the Constitution to those
enumerated specifically can be found in the Property Insurance field.

There are two methods of insuring real and personal property:

1. The “Named Peril” method; and
2. The “All Risk” method.

The former covers the property for damage by certain perils enumerated
by the policy. For instance, the property is insured when damaged by a Fire,
a Windstorm, or a Vehicle, etc., because those were included as coverages
under the terms of the policy. For there to be coverage under the policy, the
property would have to be damaged by a specific peril exactly described by
the coverage part of the policy. If the property was damaged by an avalanche,
it would not be covered, because Avalanche damage is not an enumerated
peril.

Under the “All Risk” method, all losses would be covered unless the
specific peril causing the loss was excluded by the policy. To see if a certain
loss is covered, the policy holder would have to read the exclusions. For
instance, in the above example, the damage to the property caused by the
avalanche would be covered unless it was specifically excluded by the terms
of the policy.

Governments are like the two methods of insurance: governments can
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either have enumerated powers (those specifically granted by the people to
the government) or governments can have all power unless specifically
prohibited by some document.

The former type is the government of free men; the latter is the govern-
ment of slaves. Kings, dictators, and tyrants want all power in their hands;
free men attempt to limit government to specifically enumerated powers.

It would be difficult to limit the powers of the government in the “All
Risk’ method: every conceivable instance where government was not
intended to operate would have to be enumerated. The task of detailing the
exact conditions where government could not operate would be impossible,
especially if the intent was to limit the powers of government.

America’s founding fathers were aware of the difference between the two
methods and attempted to limit government to a “Named Peril” form: they
listed the exact powers they granted government. They spelled these out,
specifying the powers exactly. Congress was granted the power “to declare
war,” “to coin money,” to establish “post offices and post roads,” and to
“raise and support armies,” amongst others.

As a further evidence that they were concerned about limiting the
powers of government, they added the Bill of Rights to the Constitution.
These were specific limitations on governmental authority. But the ultimate
limitation on the power of the federal government was the 10th Amendment.
This read: “The powers not delegated to the United States by the Constitu-
tion, nor prohibited by it to the States, are reserved to the States respectively,
or to the people.”

In other words, the founding fathers gave us a ‘““Named Peril” form of
government. They limited the powers of government to those specifically
enumerated in the Constitution.

Confirmation of this fact comes frequently from our Congressmen,
although less often than before. One supporter of this limited power position
stood up in the House of Representatives in 1814 and addressed the nation.
He said:

The Government of the United States is a Government of
limited powers. You take by grant; your powers are special and
delegated — that must be construed strictly.

All powers not delegated are reserved to the States or the
people. Your authority is defined — you take nothing by inference
or application, except what may be ‘“necessary and proper for
carrying into execution” the powers expressly granted.?

There are those, unfortunately, who believe that their power in the halls
of Congress is nearly unlimited. Most cite the so-called ‘“‘General Welfare”
clause of the Constitution as the source of their supposed authority to
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legislate in all areas. This clause is contained in Article I, Section 8 and reads:
“The Congress shall have power to lay and collect taxes, duties, imposts, and
excises, to pay the debts and provide for the common defense and general
welfare of the United States. . ..” (emphasis added.)

James Madison, one of the three writers of the Federalist Papers which
were written in an attempt to explain the new form of government to the
American people, wrote this about the General Welfare Clause: “The powers
delegated by the proposed Constitution to the federal government are few
and defined. Those which are to remain in the State governments are
numerous and indefinite.” (Federalist Paper #45)

And in Federalist Paper #41, Madison attempted to reply to a supporter
of the broad interpretation of the General Welfare Clause who wrote: ‘“The
power. . . to provide for the. . . general welfare. . . amounts to an unlimited
commission to exercise every power which may be alleged to be necessary for
the. .. general welfare.”

Madison wrote that those who felt that the General Welfare Clause gave
an enormous grant of power to Congress were in “‘error,” and that the
supporter’s idea was an “‘absurdity.”

Yet this claim continues to be heard around the nation.

Hugh Williamson of North Carolina, a member of the Constitutional
Convention, also took a position on the General Welfare Clause, when he
wrote the following in 1781:

If Congress can apply money indefinitely to the general
welfare and are the sole and supreme judges of the general welfare,
they may take the care of religion into their hands; they may
establish teachers in every state, county and parish, and pay them
out of the public treasury; they may take into their hands the
education of children, establishing in like manner schools through-
out the Union; they may undertake the regulation of all roads other
than post roads.

In short, everything from the highest object of state legislation
down to the most minute objects of police, would be thrown under
the power of Congress.

For every object I have mentioned would admit the applica-
tion of money, and might be called, if Congress pleased, provisions
for the General Welfare.

(Mr. Williamson was indeed a prophet before his time!)

So America’s founding fathers had concerns about the amount of power
that should reside in the federal government. They attempted to limit that
power by constructing a Constitution in such a manner that government had
specific, defined, and strictly limited powers.
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Frederic Bastiat, a French economist, statesman, and author, wrote
during the years of the second French Revolution of 1848. He saw that the
taking of one man’s property for the use of another was an improper activity,
one that he called Plunder. When government performed the same activity,
they had the power to make it legal, and Bastiat called this form of stealing
Legal Plunder. Government in his day had taken the power to do what the
individual members of his nation couldn’t do: take property from one to give
to another.

He wrote the following in his classic book The Law:

But how is this legal plunder to be identified?

Quite simply: See if the law takes from some persons what
belongs to them, and gives it to persons to whom it does not belong.

See if the law benefits one citizen at the expense of another by
doing what the citizen himself cannot do without committing a
crime.
Then abolish the law without delay. If such a law, which isan
isolated case —is not abolished immediately, it will spread, mul-
tiply and develop into a system.10

Bastiat mentioned that Legal Plunder could manifest itself in two
forms:

1. The taking of property by government from the individual it
belongs to and the giving of it to someone it does not belong to; and
2. The granting of a privilege to one group at the expense of another.

Bastiat further went on to predict what would happen under this system
of government:

As long as it is admitted that the law may be diverted from its
true purpose, that it may violate property instead of protecting it,
then everyone will want to participate in making the law, either to
protect himself against plunder or to use it for plunder!!

A truism about Legal Plunder can be stated thus:

Government cannot give anything it first doesn’t take from
someone else.

So government cannot be the great giver, as it has nothing to give.
Governments can only take. But for those who demand that government
should provide the people with their food, their housing, their education,
their clothing, their medical care, their livelihood, and their recreation, there
is already a governmental agency providing these services to certain of their
fellow citizens.
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These services are provided by government in a prison. There are two
classes of citizens in a prison: those who provide the services and those who
receive them. The persons who receive the services are not free to provide
these services for themselves. Those who provide the services are free to come
and go as they choose. Those for whom the services are provided are called
Prisoners; those who provide the services are called Wardens.

It is also important to examine whether or not government exists to
protect man from himself. John Stuart Mill addressed this question when he
wrote:

That the only purpose for which power can be rightly exer-
cised over any member of a civilized community, against his will,
is to prevent harm to others.

His own good, either physical or moral, is not a sufficient
warrant.

He cannot rightly be compelled to do or forbear because it will
make him happier, because, in the opinion of others, to do so
would be wise, or even right.

These are good reasons for remonstrating with him, or entreat-
ing him, but not for compelling him, or visiting him with any evil
in case he does otherwise.

To justify that, the conduct from which it is desired to deter
him must be calculated to produce evil to someone else.!2

So government does not exist to protect man from himself. It does not
exist to re-distribute wealth from one group of individuals to another. It does
not exist to grant privileges to one group over another. And it does not exist
to operate in every situation envisioned by the mind of man.

Government simply exists to protect individual rights to Life, Liberty,
and Property. That is its sole function.

Andrew Jackson summarized these sentiments quite well when he wrote
the following: “There are no necessary evils in government. Its evils exist
only in its abuses. If it would confine itself to equal protection, and, as
Heaven does its rains, shower its favors alike on the high and the low, therich
and the poor, it would be an unqualified blessing.”’!?
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Forms of Government

If the democratic form of government (rule by a majority) does not
protect the rights of the minority, is there a form of government that does? If
Democracies protect only the strong, is there a form of government that
protects both the strong and the weak?

Various forms of government exist, but basically there are only two:

Rule by God: a theocracy
Rule by man: various forms

Man has no control over whether or not God wishes to form a theocratic
form of government. This is God’s decision. God will create one, or not
create one, depending on His plans. So this study of governmental forms will
not consider this form of government as a viable alternative. There are
various forms of government by man. Some of the more common types are
briefly defined as:

Rule by no one: anarchy

Rule by one man: a dictatorship; or a monarchy
Rule by a few men: an oligarchy

Rule by the majority: a democracy
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Anarchy is a form of government in transition between two other forms
of government. Anarchy is created by those who wish to destroy one form of
government so that it can be replaced with the form of government the
anarchists wish. It too will be discarded as a viable alternative.

It is generally conceded that even a monarchy or a dictatorship is an
oligarchy, or a government run by a small, ruling minority. Every monarchy
has its small circle of advisors, who allow the king or dictator to rule as long
as he does so in a manner pleasing to the oligarchy. It is doubtful that there
has ever been a true dictatorship (rule by one person) anywhere in the world,
except in some isolated instances, such as in a tribe or in a clan.

Such is also the case with a democracy, for this form of government is
traditionally controlled at the top by a small ruling oligarchy. The people in
a democracy are conditioned to believe that they are indeed the decision-
making power in the government, but in truth there is almost always a small
circle at the top making the decisions for the entirety. So the only true form
of government throughout history has been the oligarchy, a rule by a
minority.

As proof of these contentions, one has only to read the 1928 United
States Army Training Manual, which defined a democracy as:

A government of the masses. Authority derived through mass
meeting or any form of direct expression. Results in mobocracy,
attitude toward property is communistic— negating property
rights.

Attitude toward law is that the will of the majority shall
regulate, whether it be based upon deliberation or governed by
passion, prejudice, and impulse, without restraint or regard to
consequence.

Results in demagogism, license, agitation, discontent,
anarchy.!

A democracy, according to this definition, is actually controlled by a
demagogue, defined as: “‘A speaker who seeks to make capital of social
discontent and gain political influence.”

So demagogues are usually hired by those supporting an oligarchy as a
form of government to create the anarchy or social discontent that the
oligarchs convert into a true oligarchy. Democracies are converted to
anarchy, where no one rules, as the oligarchs seek to control the government
themselves. And anarchy ends with a dictatorship or a tyrannical form of
government when the oligarchy imposes total control over all of the people.

The 1928 definition of a democracy was later changed by those who
write Army manuals, however.

In 1952, this became the definition of a democracy in the Soldier’s
Guude:
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Because the United States is a democracy, the majority of the
people decide how our government will be organized and run—
and that includes the Army, Navy and Air Force. The people do
this by electing representatives, and these men and women then
carry out the wishes of the people.2

(This is a strange definition to offer the American fighting man: that
democratic policies manage the Armed Services. It is doubtful that enlisted
men elect their officers or make decisions as to how to conduct the war.)

So if democracies are in truth oligarchies, where the minority rules, is
there a form of government that protects both minority and majority rights?
There is, and it is called a republic, which is defined as:

Rule by law: a republic

In the republican form of government, the power rests in a written
constitution, wherein the powers of the government are limited so that the
people retain the maximum amount of power themselves. In addition to
limiting the power of the government, care is also taken to limit the power
of the people to restrict the rights of both the majority and the minority.

Perhaps the simplest method of illustrating the difference between an
oligarchy, a democracy and a republic would be to discuss the basic plot of
the classic grade B western movie.

In this plot, one that the moviegoer has probably seen a hundred times,
the brutal villain rides into town and guns down the unobtrusive town
merchant by provoking him into a gunfight. The sheriff hears the gunshot
and enters the scene. He asks the assembled crowd what had happened, and
they relate the story. The sheriff then takes the villain into custody and
removes him to the city jail.

Back at the scene of the shooting, usually in a tavern, an individual
stands up on a table (this individual by definition is a Demagogue) and
exhorts the crowd to take the law into its own hands and lynch the villain.
The group decides that this is the course of action that they should take
(notice that the group now becomes a democracy where the majority rules)
and down the street they (now called a mob) go. They reach the jail and
demand that the villain be released to their custody. The mob has spoken by
majority vote: the villain must hang.

The sheriff appears before the democracy and explains that the villain
has the right to a trial by jury. The demagogue counters by explaining that
the majority has spoken: the villain must hang. The sheriff explains that his
function is to protect the rights of the individual, be he innocent or guilty,
until that individual has the opportunity to defend himself in a court of law.
The sheriff continues by explaining that the will of the majority cannot deny
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this individual that right. The demagogue continues to exhort the demo-
cracy to lynch the villain, but if the sheriff is persuasive and convinces the
democracy that he exists to protect their rights as well, the scene should end
as the people leave, convinced of the merits of the arguments of the sheriff.

The republican form of government has triumphed over the democratic
form of mob action.

In summary, the sheriff represents the republic, the demagogue the
control of the democracy, and the mob the democracy. The republic
recognizes that man has certain inalienable rights and that government is
created to protect those rights, even from the acts of a majority. Notice that
the republic must be persuasive in front of the democracy and that the
republic will only continue to exist as long as the people recognize the
importance and validity of the concept. Should the people wish to overthrow
the republic and the sheriff, they certainly have the power (but not the right)
to do so.

But the persuasive nature of the republic’s arguments should convince
the mob that it is the preferable form of government.

There is another example of the truths of this assertion. It is reported in
the Bible.

The republic, in the form of the Roman government, ““washed its hands
of the matter” after finding the accused Jesus innocent of all charges, and
turned Him over to the democracy, which later crucified Him.

It is easy to see how a democracy can turn into anarchy when unscrup-
ulous individuals wish to manipulate it. The popular beliefs of the majority
can be turned into a position of committing some injustice against an
individual or a group of individuals. This then becomes the excuse for the
unscrupulous to grab total power, all in an effort to “‘remedy the situation.”

Alexander Hamilton was aware of this tendency of a democratic form
of government to be torn apart by itself, and he has been quoted as writing:
“We are now forming a republican government. Real liberty is not found in
the extremes of democracy, but in moderate governments. If we incline too
much to democracy, we shall soon shoot into a monarchy (or some other
form of dictatorship.)”

Others were led to comment on the perils of a democratic form of
government. One was James Madison who wrote: “In all cases where a
majority are united by a common interest or passion, the rights of the
minority are in danger!’® Another was John Adams who wrote: “Unbridled
passions produce the same effects, whether in a king, nobility, or a mob. The
experience of all mankind has proved the prevalence of a disposition to use
power wantonly. It is therefore as necessary to defend an individual against
the majority (in a democracy) as against the king in a monarchy.”
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In a democracy then, Might makes Right.

In a republic, Right makes Might.

In a democracy, the law restricts the people.

In a republic, the law restricts the government.

When Moses of the Bible carried the Ten Commandments down to the
people, they were written on stone. The majority of the people did not vote
to accept them. They were offered as the truth, and were in stone to teach the
people that they couldn’t change them by majority vote. But the people
rejected the Commandments anyway, just as they can reject the principles of
the republican form of government should they choose to do so.

America’s founding fathers, while not writing the laws in stone, did
attempt to restrict man’s ability to tamper with them. The rules for revising
or amending the Constitution are rigidly set out in the provisions of the
Constitution itself.

George Washington, in his farewell address to the American people as
he was leaving the presidency, spoke about the amending of the
Constitution:

If in the opinion of the people, the distribution or modifica-
tion of the Constitutional power be in any particular wrong, let it
be corrected by an amendment in the way in which the Constitu-
tion designates. But let there be no change by usurpation, for
though this, in one instance, may be the instrument of good, it is
the customary weapon by which free governments are destroyed.

It was about the same time that a British professor named Alexander
Fraser Tyler wrote: “A democracy cannot exist as a permanent form of
government. It can exist only until the voters discover they can vote
themselves largess (defined as a liberal gift) out of the public treasury. From
that moment on, the majority always votes for the candidate promising the
most benefits from the public treasury, with the result that democracy always
collapses over a loose fiscal policy, always to be followed by a dictatorship.”

Here is outlined the procedure by which democratic, or even republican,
forms of government can be turned into a dictatorship.

This technique of subverting a democracy into a dictatorship was
spelled out in a book in 1957 by Jan Kozak, a member of the Secretanat of the
Communist Party of Czechoslovakia. Mr. Kozak titled his book How
Parliament Took a Revolutionary Part in the Transition to Socialism and
the Role of the Popular Masses. The American version of his book is titled
And Not a Shot is Fired, the Communaist Strategy for Subverting a Represen-
tative Government. Mr. Kozak describes what has been called the “Pincers
Movement,” the method by which the conspirators can use the parliament,
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the “Pressure from Above,” and the mob, the “Pressure from Below,” to
convert a democracy into a dictatorship. Mr. Kozak explained his strategy:

A preliminary condition for carrying out fundamental
social changes and for making it possible that parliament be
made use of for the purpose of transforming a capitalistic
society into a socialistic one, is:

a. to fight for a firm parliamentary majority
which would ensure and develop a strong ‘pres-
sure from above,’ and

b. toseetoit that this firm parliamentary majority
should rely on the revolutionary activity of the
broad working masses exerting ‘pressure from
below.’

What Mr. Kozak proposed was a five part program to seize control of a
government.

The first step consisted of having the conspiracy’s own people infiltrate
the government (the “pressure from above.”)

The second step was to create a real or alleged grievance, usually
through either an action of government or through some situation where the
government should have acted and didn’t.

The third step consisted in having a mob created by the real or alleged
grievance that the government or the conspiracy caused demand that the
problem be solved by a governmental action (the “pressure from below.”)

The fourth step consisted in having the conspirators in the government
remedy the real or alleged sitiuation with some oppressive legislation.

The fifth step is a repeat of the last three. The legislation that the
government passes does not solve the problem and the mob demands more
and more legislation until the government becomes totalitarian in nature by
possessing all of the power.

And total power was the goal of those causing the grievance. The plan
is, as Nesta Webster wrote in her book World Revolution: ‘‘the systematic
attempt to create grievances in order to exploit them.’’s

This technique was used, with a slight variation, by Adolf Hitler, who
sent his own party loyalists into the streets (the “Pressure from Below”’) to
create the terror that he blamed on the government (the “Pressure from
Above.”) The German people, told by Hitler that the government in power
couldn’t end the terror even though they passed oppressive legislation in an
effort to stop it, listened to the one man who was offering relief: Adolf Hitler.
He was in a position to stop the terror. He was the one causing it! And
therefore he could end it! And he promised that he would end it when he was
given the power of government!
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The people believed Hitler and voted him into office. And once in office,
he called in his party loyalists and the terror ended, just like he promised.
Hitler appeared to be a hero: he did what he said he would.

There are some who saw this strategy at work in the passing of the
Eighteenth Amendment (‘‘Prohibition”) to the Constitution. If the creation
of an organized crime syndicate was the reason for the passage of this
Amendment, then what happened makes sense.

Anyone who knew human nature realized that the Amendment would
not cause the drinking of liquor to stop: it would only make drinking illegal.
And the American people responded by purchasing their liquor from those
willing to risk penalties and fines for selling illegal liquor. The more that the
government clamped down on the illegal sale of liquor, the more they played
into the hands of those who wished to create a crime syndicate. The more the
pressure on those selling the liquor, the more the price went up. The more
the price went up, the more unscrupulous became the seller of the liquor.
The more unscrupulous the seller, the more crime in the streets. The more
crime in the streets, the more pressure on the sellers of the liquor. Finally,
only the most ruthless survived. And the price of liquor was raised even
higher because of the risk involved in selling it.

The American people thought that the crime syndicate that survived the
government'’s pressure would cease after Prohibition was repealed. But they
stayed, much to the continued distress of the American people.

Some very well-known Americans benefited from Prohibition. In fact:
“Frank Costello, the so-called ‘Prime Minister of the Underworld’...in-
formed Peter Maas, author of The Valachi Papers that he and Joseph
Kennedy (the father of the late President, John Kennedy) were partners in the
liquor business.”’?

This startling connection between organized crime and the father of the
late President was confirmed in an article in Parade Magazine on November
16, 1980.

A more current example of this technique was used by those who
wanted to prolong the Vietnamese War. This strategy was used throughout
the war with extreme effectiveness.

One of the truths of the economic system under which America operates
is that the name on the bottom line of the payroll check is the employer, and
the name on the top line is the employee. As long as the employee continues
to perform as requested by the employer, the employee continues getting
payroll checks. When the employee ceases to perform as requested, the checks
are no longer issued.

The same principle applies in the funding of the public universities
during the Vietnamese War.

A good percentage of the anti-government, anti-Vietnamese War

38



CHAPTER 3 FORMS OF GOVERNMENT

protestors came from the college campuses in the United States. These
schools were heavily financed by the very government that the college
students were protesting against.

Yet the funding from the federal government continued. In other words,
the employee (the schools) were producing a product (the anti-war protes-
tors) that was pleasing to the employer (the federal government.) And as long
as the schools kept producing a product pleasing to the employer, the checks
continued.

Is it possible that the government, acting as the “pressure from above,”
intentionally funded schools because it wanted these schools to produce anti-
government dissidents, the “pressure from below?”

Is it possible that the government’s purpose was to prolong the war? Is
it possible that this was the method by which the American people were
conditioned to support the ‘no-win” strategy of America’s involvement in
the war?

The American people, until at least the Korean War, believed that our
government should first avoid wars, but once in one, they believed the
government should win and then leave. But the government’s strategy
during the Vietnamese War was never to win but to find ways to prolong the
war, and the anti-war protestors were created for that purpose.

The strategy was simple. The public was told by the major media that
covered every meeting of three or more anti-war protestors, that to oppose the
war was un-American. The protestors were to do everything to discredit the
American flag, the nation, and the military. To do this they burned the flag,
used obscenities, and carried the flag of the enemy, the Viet Cong. All of these
activities were calculated to tell the American people that there were only two
choices in the war:

1. Support your government in whatever action they might
take in the war; or

2. Join the protestors in objecting to the war by burning the
flag, using obscenities, and carrying the flag of the enemy.

Another slogan made popular during the war was: “Your country: love
it or leave it.”

There were only two options being offered: either support your
government in its “‘no-win”’ strategy, or leave the country. The traditional
goal of America’s strategy in a war, victory, was not being offered as an
alternative.

The most glaring, although not commonly understood, example of the
“no-win’’ war strategy, was the use of the “peace’ sign, made by extending
the first two fingers into a “‘V.” This gesture was first made popular during
World War II by Winston Churchill who meant the symbol to mean
“victory.” (No one ever explained what the letter “V’’ had to do with the word
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“peace,” but it didn’t matter, as it was intended to cause the American people
to think of “peace” and not “victory” in the Vietnamese war.)

The strategy worked. The American people allowed the various
administrations involved to wage the war without the goal of a victory, and
the war continued for about ten years.

It is a well known fact that the quickest and surest path to victory in any
war is to deny the enemy the materials he needs to wage the war. In 1970, the
world’s largest petition drive focused on the fact that America was supplying
Russia with strategic military items while Russia was supplying eighty
percent of North Vietnam'’s war materials. This petition drive was supported
by the signatures of around four million Americans, yet it hardly received
any press coverage. As the petitions were assembled, they were sent to U.S.
congressmen and senators, but nothing was done, and the aid and trade to
Russia continued. There was no question in the minds of those who
circulated the petitions that the war would have been over in a very short time
if this aid and trade stopped.

The strategy worked. The American people, no longer offered a victory
as an alternative, and turned off by the protestors who urged them to end the
war, supported their government’s “no-win’’ strategy, and the war kept
grinding on, killing and injuring scores of American fighting men and
women, as well as countless Vietnamese on both sides of the war.

Others have become aware of Kozak’s strategy and have used it in a
beneficial manner. One such individual explained the method in 1965:

Non-violent demonstrators go into the streets;

Racists unleash violence against them;

Americans demand federal legislation;

The administration initiates measures of immediate
intervention and remedial legislation.

s 52 e g

The author of those words was Martin Luther King, Jr., who wrote
them in an article in Saturday Review.® It appears that Mr. King somehow
had heard of Jan Kozak’s book, as the methods are nearly identical. Those
who have studied Mr. King’s background before he became America’s Civil
Rights leader are certain that Mr. King was in a position to have read and
studied Kozak’s book itself. The Augusta, Georgia, Courier of July 8, 1963,
printed a picture of Mr. King at the Highlander Folk School in Monteagle,
Tennessee during the Labor Day weekend of 1957. This school had an
interesting history. After King visited there, the school was closed by the
Tennessee Legislature in 1960 after having conducted hearings into its true
nature. The school was cited as being a ‘‘meeting place for known Commu-
nists and fellow travelers,” and as a “Communist Training School.’”®

Mr. King’s association with the Communists and the Communist Party
was not restricted to just those he met during the weekend at the Folk School,
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as Communists virtually surrounded him as he planned his civil rights
activities. The Reverend Uriah J. Fields, the Negro clergyman who was
King’s secretary during the early stages of the bus boycott that made King
famous, wrote this about those associated with him: “King helps to advance
communism. He is surrounded with Communists. This is the major reason
I severed my relationship with him during the fifties. He is soft on
communism.’’10

Another who supported the assertion that the Communists were
involved in the activities of Mr. King was Karl Prussion, a former counterspy
for the Federal Bureau of Investigation. Mr. Prussion testified in 1963 after
attending Communist Party meetings in California for five years: “I further
swear and attest that at each and every one of the aforementioned meetings,
one Reverend Martin Luther King was always set forth as the individual to
whom Communists should look and rally around in the Communist
struggle on the many racial issues.”1}

So Mr. King certainly had the opportunity to read the book by Jan
Kozak, and he was surrounded by those who certainly should have been
familiar with the method of this Communist strategist. And King even put
the strategy on paper for all to see.

The purpose of the Civil Rights movement was best summarized by a
comment made by two of the past presidents of the American Bar Associa-
tion, Loyd Wright and John C. Satterfield. They once wrote the following
about the Civil Rights Bill, one of the major ‘“accomplishments” of the Civil
Rights movement: “It is ten percent civil rights and ninety percent extension
of Federal executive power. The ‘civil rights’ aspect of this legislation is but
a cloak; uncontrolled Federal Executive power is the body."12

So King’s major purpose was to increase the role of the government in
the everyday lives of the American people.
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Chapter 4

Economic Terms

It will be helpful at this point for certain economic terms to be defined
to assist the reader in understanding the Conspiratorial View of History.
Two of these terms are:

Consumption Good: goods acquired for consumption purposes |
(food, drink, etc.) |
Capital Good: goods utilized for producing consumption goods

The distinction between these two economic terms can be illustrated by
the use of a simple example, such as a primitive tribesman living in a remote
jungle. His diet consists of the rabbit (a Consumption Good) which first
must be caught before it can be consumed. The tribesman quickly learns that
the rabbit is exceptionally quick and that catching it for a daily meal is rather
difficult. But, by using his intelligence, the tribesman fashions a crude blow-
gun to assist him in acquiring the Consumption Good. The moment that
the tribesman builds the blow-gun, he becomes a Capitalist, because the
blow-gun is a Capital Good: it is created to assist the tribesman in acquiring
Consumption Goods.

Therefore, it is possible now to define Capitalism as:
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Capitalism: any economic system that utlizes Capital Goods in
acquiring or producing Consumption Goods

Notice that by this definition even the most primitive economic systems
are Capitalist if they choose to utilize Capital Goods in meeting their
Consumption Good needs.

It follows logically, then, that the blow-gun is only effective when the
tribesman agrees to use it, and that without his efforts the blow-gun is a
meaningless wooden tube. The tribesman gives utility to the blow-gun only
by using it.

It follows then, that the acquisition of Consumption Goods is not
dependent on Capital Goods alone, but by someone using the Capital
Goods. Human effort is the key ingredient in any Capitalistic economy.
Without human effort, there will be no Consumption Goods produced.

Should the tribesman not wish to secure the needed Consumption
Goods by use of the Capital Goods, he and all those dependent on his efforts
will go hungry. Increasing the number of Capital Goods, or blow-guns, will
in no way alleviate the problem. The only way to produce Consumption
Goods is for the individual to decide to utilize the Capital Goods for that
purpose, and that without that human decision, there will be nothing
produced.

The ultimate Capitalistic society is one, then, where all things become
Capital Goods, including the individual efforts of all of the individual
workers who comprise the society. The individual himself becomes the
ultimate Capital Good, for without his efforts, there will be no Consumption
Goods produced.

It follows logically for some, unfortunately, that the society has the right
to make certain that efforts are made towards the production of Consump-
tion Goods, even if the individual members of the society do not wish to
produce any.

The Soviet Union, for instance, was cited in 1974 for forcing the
ultimate Capital Good, man himself, to produce against his will. The article
identifying Russia’s use of forced labor stated:

The Soviet Union has been officially cited under the rules of
the International Labor Organization as having failed to meet its
commitment to observe the organization’s ban on forced
labor. . . . the failure concerns the convention, a binding interna-
tional obligation, outlawing “forced or compulsory labor in all of
its forms”’ that Moscow ratified in 1956. The panel of experts noted
in a report. . . that Soviet law permitted ‘“‘idlers” to be given a one
year jail or “corrective labor” sentence if they refused to take a job
assigned to them.!
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Since each society needs Consumption Goods to survive, it follows that
the society needs the productive efforts of all members of that society, or it
will fail.

There are only two ways by which these goods can be produced: either
through the use of force against the producing individuals, or through the
creation of an economic environment wherein the individual is encouraged
to produce the maximum quantity of Consumption Goods.

All Capitalistic societies soon discover that all Capital Goods tend to
deteriorate through time and usage and therefore lose their utility. The blow-
gun in the primitive society breaks or bends and becomes worthless. When
this occurs, the tribesman must discard the useless Capital Good and
construct a replacement.

But other Capital Goods, humans themselves, also lose their utility.
They grow tired, old or become injured. There are societies today that also
discard tired, old and injured human Capital Goods as well as old, tired or
broken Capital Goods such as a broken blow-gun. One such society is the
nation of Russia. A Russian native, Igor Gouzenko in his book The Iron
Curtain, confirmed this, by writing: ‘“Lishnetzy is the Russian word for the
aged and ailing who have become the superfluous ones. .. .as an ardent
young Communist I never regarded the Lishnetzy as something monstrous.
It seemed practical and just to me then. As Komsonols (young Commu-
nists) .. . . we had actually reached the conclusion that when one became a
lishnetz (an old Capital Good), that is one condemned to this form of civic
extermination, one should be duty bound to free the country of a useless
consumer by having the courage to commit suicide. That opinion was
nationally encouraged to such an extent that, even today, the suicide rate in
Russia is higher than in any other country in the world.”’?

If Capitalism, then, is an economic system that utilizes Capital Goods to
produce Consumption Goods, what is the difference between the Commu-
nist system and the Capitalistic system in the United States? Both systems
utilize the same type of Capital Goods: the factories, the railroads, and the
other factors of production.

The difference is not in the existence of these Capital Goods, it is the
ownership of the goods. In the Communist system, the state owns the Capital
Goods, and in the Free Enterprise system, a better name for America’s
economic system, the individuals own the Capital Goods.

In brief, the difference between the two systems can be summarized thus:

Capital Goods
Economic System Owned By: Controlled By:

Free Enterprise private owners  private owners
Communism the state the state
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Control of the factors of production is equally as important as owner-
ship: ownership of an automobile is meaningless if someone else drives
(controls) it.

But there is an economic system not included in the above definitions:
the system where the individual private owner owns the factors of produc-
tion, but the state controls them. This system is called Fascism. It can be
added to the above summary as follows:

Capital Goods
Economic System Owned By: Controlled By:

Free Enterprise private owners  private owners
Fascism private owners the state
Socialism the state the state

Perhaps the most well-known advocate of the Fascist economic system
was the titular head of the Italian government just prior to and during World
War II, Benito Mussolini. It has been said that Premier Mussolini, a
dedicated Socialist, did not wish to oppose the Roman Catholic Church and
the Pope, both housed inside the territory of Italy, and feared that the Church
would officially oppose any economic system not favored by the hierarchy of
the Church. It was well known that the Church had long opposed any form
of Socialism (the ownership and control of property by the state) so Musso-
lini, aware that control is equally as important as ownership, asked the
Catholic population of Italy to support the compromise that he offered:
Fascism, the economic system where the Catholic population could legally
own their property, in accordance with the wishes of the Pope and the
Church, but where the state would control it. The net effect, as Mussolini
knew, was still the same as offered by the Socialists: the state would own the
factors of production through control of the factors of production. “. .. Fas-
cism recognizes the legal right to private ownership. . . . Such ownership still
means little in practice, for the state can and does tell the owner what to
produce, what prices to charge, and what to do with the profits.”’

Those who advocate that the Capital Goods should be owned or
controlled by the state frequently justify their position by declaring that they
are doing so in the name of the poor, the workers, the aged, or any other
minority deemed to be voiceless in the society and hence unable to be in a
position to own any Capital Goods. However, those who lose sight of man’s
God-given right to own property also fail to see the connection between the

-right to private property and the right to one’s own life. It is the Socialists/
Communists who support the state’s right to own all Capital Goods. In
addition, they also support the right of the state to divide the property
between those who have varying amounts of goods. Once this process starts,
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the state must decide who is to receive the society’s surplus. It then logically
follows that the state has the right to terminate the lives of those that the state
feels are not worthy of receiving their share of the surplus.

One who took great care in pointing this position out in detail was
George Bernard Shaw, a leading Socialist of his day. Mr. Shaw wrote a book
entitled The Intelligent Woman’s Guide to Socialism in which he detailed
his concern about this problem:

I also made it quite clear that Socialism means equality of
income or nothing, and under Socialism you would not be allowed
to be poor.

You would be forcibly fed, clothed, lodged, taught, and
employed whether you like it or not. If it were discovered that you
had not the character and industry enough to be worth all this
trouble, you might be executed in a kindly manner, but whilst you
were permitted to live, you would have to live well.*

The Socialist government would permit all to live (their right to life
becomes a privilege) only so long as the government felt each was worth “all
the trouble.” But should the government feel that the individual’s value had
decreased, the government would terminate that individual’s life in an
unspecified “‘kindly manner.”

Mr. Shaw also connected the economic philosophy of Socialism with
the truth that human labor is essential to the production of all Capital
Goods, and that those who do not produce have no right to life, when he
wrote: ‘“‘Compulsory labour with death as the final victory is the keystone of
Socialism."”5

In the Socialist scheme of things, the individual is not to be free, and it
is not intended that he be free. Karl Kautsky, to this day one of the leading
theoreticians of the Socialist position, wrote: ‘“‘Socialist production is not
compatible with liberty of work, that is to say, with the worker’s freedom to
work when or how he likes. In a socialist society, all the means of production
will be concentrated in the hands of the state, and the latter will be the only
employer; there will be no choice.”¢

Proof that Kautsky’s argument can become official government policy
lies in what happened in the Socialist country of Germany, just prior to the
beginning of World War II: “No German worker could change his job
without obtaining permission, while if he absented himself from work
without proper excuse, he was liable to imprisonment.””?

Obviously, this type of government is not popular with the working
class, the supposed benefactor of the economic philosophy of Socialism, so
the strategy became one of deceiving the worker so that the Socialism that the
worker is induced to support in theory is different from the Socialism that the
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worker would experience once the Socialists came to power. The problem
exists in how to conceal this truth from the worker. Norman Thomas, the
Socialist Party presidential candidate for about twenty years, and the leading
Socialist in the United States prior to his death, said: ‘““The American people
will never knowingly adopt Socialism, but under the name of Liberalism
they will adopt every fragment of the Socialist program until one day
America will be a Socialist nation without knowing how it happened.’’8

Mr. Thomas was never successful in his quest for the Presidency as an
identified Socialist, but he was extremely pleased with Socialist progress
nevertheless. The American people were buying his Socialist ideas by
electing others not publicly identified as Socialists, but who supported the
economic and political ideas of the Socialist Party. Thomas wrote: ““. . . Here
in America more measures once praised or denounced as socialist have been
adopted than once I should have thought possible short of a socialist victory
at the polls.”? ““The United States is making greater strides towards Socialism
under Eisenhower than even under Roosevelt.”’1® Most people would agree
that President Roosevelt gave the American government more control over
and ownership of the factors of production than any other president, but few
would feel that President Eisenhower did more than Roosevelt. Yet the
Socialist candidate for President praised the ‘“non-Socialist, pro free-
enterprise’”’ Dwight Eisenhower for his support of Socialist programs. This
means that Socialism has been concealed from the American people. That
the American people are being lied to by those who could be called “closet
Socialists.” Someone once described the deception as: “One way they look,
another way they steer.”” The strategy is to promise the American people one
thing and to deliver another. Never make it appear that you, the candidate,
are supporting socialism or are a Socialist, even though the platforms you
will support after your election are indeed socialist in nature. And you must
never deliver so much socialism that the American people will discover the
exact nature of the game and remove you from office.

Arthur Schlesinger Jr., a noted historian, outlined the program of
giving the American people their socialism in gradual doses: “If socialism is
to preserve democracy, it must be brought about step by step in a way which
will not disrupt the fabric of custom, law and mutual confidence. . .. There
seems no inherent obstacle in the gradual advance of socialism in the United
States through a series of new deals ...."1

The reason the socialists must deceive the unsuspecting citizen was
made clear by the London, England, Sunday Times which stated that
Socialism was defined as: ‘“‘competition without prizes, boredom without
hope, war without victory, and statistics without end.”’!2

In other words, most people don’t want Socialism and they don’t wish
to live under the Socialist economy, so the Socialists must resort to trickery
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and deception, by a series of lies offered to the people by lying politicians.

For the sake of the purist, is there any difference between Socialism and
Communism? The absence of any essential differences was explained thus:
‘“There is no economic difference between socialism and communism. Both
terms. . . denote the same system. . . . public control of the means of produc-
tion as distinct from private control. The two terms, socialism and commu-
nism, are synonyms.”’

This position was confirmed by no less a Communist luminary than
Marshal Tito, the now deceased dictator of the Yugoslavian Communist
government, who said: “Communism is simply state capitalism in which the
state has absolute ownership of everything including all the efforts of the
people.”’!3

Notice that Marshal Tito has confirmed that everything, including the
efforts of the people, becomes a Capital Good under Communism. Perhaps
this is the sole difference between these two economic systems: the Commu-
nists readily admit that the human itself is a Capital Good, and the Socialist
conceals it. But in both systems, the individual and all he produces belongs
to the state.

Most Communists have made this point abundantly clear in their
writings. Karl Marx, the so-called “father of modern Communism,” once
wrote: “From each according to his ability, to each according to his needs.””4

This basic tenet of Communism has become a principle of the Russian
Constitution, which states: “Article 12: In the U.S.S.R. work is a duty and a
matter of honor for every able bodied citizen in accordance with the
principle: ‘He who does not work shall not eat.” The principle applied in the
U.S.S.R. is that of Socialism: ‘From each according to his ability, to each
according to his work.’1®

It is interesting that the last word of Marx’s dictum has been changed
from “need’ to “work.” Notice that if one doesn’t work, one doesn’t eat. How
does this system provide for those unable to work? This question has been
answered by others, one of whom has stated that these individuals would be
“executed in a kindly manner.” Others have suggested that they should
commit suicide (become a “‘lishnetzy.”’) In other words, to restate the
principle, when a Capital Good becomes unable to produce, it is discarded,
even if that Capital Good is a human being.

Once the Socialist/Communist decides that the state exists to divide
Consumption Goods and Capital Goods, then it behooves him to involve
himself with politics. Sam Brown, President Jimmy Carter’s director of
ACTION, the voluntary agency, is one who has discovered this truth. He
said: ‘“Politics is a struggle to redistribute power and wealth.”’16

Notice that Mr. Brown admitted that this political process of goods
redistribution is a ‘“‘struggle,” which means that some will not want to give
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up their property. Since Mr. Brown didn’t say, one can only wonder what Mr.
Brown wished to do with those who resisted.

Another “closet communist” who agrees with those who feel govern-
ment exists to divide surplus goods, wrote the following: ‘“We are going to try
to take all of the money that we think is unnecessarily being spent and take
it from the ‘haves’ and give it to the ‘have-nots’ that need it so much.”’"?

Notice that this statement is nearly identical with that of the Commu-
nist Karl Marx who wrote: ‘“From each according to his ability, to each
according to his need.” Only the words have been changed. That means that
the speaker, the “‘closet communist,” supported the Marxist philosophy that
government exists to take from one to give to another. Those who know
President Lyndon Johnson, the speaker of the words above, and his “Great
Society,” know that this was indeed his goal: to redistribute wealth from the
wealthy to the poor. Few, however, will dare to compare Johnson’s govern-
mental philosophy with the writings and teachings of Marx. But the
comparison is inevitable: the action and its results are the same, no matter
whether it is called the ‘“‘Great Society,” or Marxist Communism. Both seek
to use government to divide wealth. But it is not fashionable to favorably
compare the two by noticing the similarity between the “Great Society” and
the teachings of Karl Marx.

Sometimes the support of this Marxist philosophy about the purpose of
government comes from the “respectable right,” from those the observer
would never suspect of being a “closet communist.”

Take, for instance, the thoughts on this subject from two respectable
“right wing Conservatives.”” One has written: “Congress shall appropriate
funds for social welfare only for the benefit of those states whose per capita
income is below the national average.”!® This writer advocated a newer
brand of Marxism: “From each state according to its ability, to each state
according to its needs.” (emphasis added.) This writer advocated that the
national government divide the wealth, taking it from the wealthier states
and giving it to the less productive. Pure Marxism, except the writer involved
both the state and the federal governments rather than just the federal
government as Marx envisioned. This is only expanding Marx one step: the
result is the same. Property is distributed by the government just as before.
The shock is that this new thought came from the pen of William F. Buckley,
Jr., hardly a paragon of Marxism. But notice that Buckley’s intent is the same
as that of Marx: to use government to redistribute Consumption and Capital
Goods.

Another method of income redistribution by government was proposed
by another respected member of the “Conservative Right.” His proposal is
called the Negative Income Tax, which would use the Income Tax as a
method of redistributing wealth. Under this proposal, the poverty level
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individual would have but to show his non-income on the Income Tax form,
and the government would take some of the taxes paid by the more prosper-
ous tax-payers, and give it to the poorer individual in the form of an income
tax “refund.” The utilization of the income tax as a vehicle to divide wealth
apparently must satisfy the concern of those who wish to use government as
an income distributor, but do not wish to become associated with the Marxist
“Left”” which openly advocates Marxist theories. In other words, if it bothers
the listener to be recognized as a supporter of the preachings of an open
Marxist, he might find relief by supporting the proposals of a member of the
“Conservative Right,” Professor Milton Friedman, the “Free Enterprise
Economist,” who proposed the Negative Income Tax.

Sometimes a member of the clergy becomes involved in the subject of
income distribution. Here is the statement of a Pope, in this case Pope Paul
VI, who wrote the following at Easter, 1967: “But nowadays, no country can
keep its wealth just for itself alone. It should be normal, now, for the
developed nations to help the under-developed with some agreed percentage
of their additional income.’’!? Here the Pope speaks in favor of a national
income distribution program where one country taxes itself for the benefit of
another nation in accordance with the principle: ““From each nation
according to its ability, to each nation according to its need.” (emphasis
added.)

But the American people must never fear or despair: the American
government will save them from this creeping Socialism.

“Administration opens battle on socialism” reads the headline of an
article written on January 26, 1975. The article explained: “Concerned about
what it fears is a national drift toward socialism, the Ford (President Gerald
Ford) administration is mounting a major campaign to restrain the growth
in Social Security benefits and other income redistribution programs.’'20

The writer of the article informed the reader that the purpose of the
Social Security program was ‘‘...income redistribution.’’ One must
honestly admire the cleverness of the administration in concealing this fact
from those who have believed that it was intended to be a retirement plan for
those of the working population who reached retirement age. The article
wenton to point out that the concern of the Ford administration was that the
spending for Social Security would rise to where it would be one-half of the
total Gross National Product. If this happened, the United States would be
irreversibly on the road toward a controlled economy. (Fascism.)

The ultimate purpose of all income redistribution schemes is people
control. This was graphically illustrated by Leon Trotsky, one of the
founders of the Communist government in Russia in 1917, who wrote: “In
a country where the sole employer is the State, opposition (to the State)
means death by slow starvation. The old principle. . . ‘who does not work
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shall not eat’ has been replaced by a new one. . . ‘who does not obey shall not
eat.’ 2!

The ultimate Communism is total control over all mankind. All of the
efforts of the people belong to the state and if the worker does not produce,
he will be slowly starved unto submission, or unto death. Here the difference
between Socialism and Communism shows itself in the attitude of what to do
with the unwilling worker: the Socialist wishes to execute him in a “kindly
manner,” while the Communist wishes to slowly starve him to death. It is
hardly a difference worth debating.

The socialist machine slowly climbs the ladder to total control of the
market place. The next logical step in the climb is to have the state become
the final employer of all workmen and for that state to issue a “‘worker’s card”
so that the government can say who shall have the privilege of working.
Without the card, the worker cannot find work. Leon Trotsky didn’t
recommend a card, apparently, but he certainly would have supported the
concept as being consistent with the principle: “who does not obey shall not
eat.”

The proposal for a work card issued to the American people was the idea
of Benjamin Civiletti, former President Jimmy Carter’s Attorney General,
according to an Associated Press article of June 28, 1980. The article read
“Civiletti urges ‘card for all U.S. workers.” Attorney General Benjamin R.
Civiletti yesterday said he favored requiring Americans and aliens in this
country to carry a ‘work card’ in order to apply for a job.”’22

If the American citizen doesn’t obtain a card, the American citizen
doesn’t work. And if the American citizen doesn’t work, the American citizen
starves.

Others have continued the thought that the national government
should issue a worker identification card. The Arizona Daily Star of March
25, 1981 carried an article with the following headline: “(Senator Dennis)
DeConcini (Democrat from Arizona) ‘not averse’ to national worker ID to
curb alien influx.”’23

The article went on to detail that various senators were supporting
legislation that would require an identification card for all Americans that
would do away with the “tremendous benefits there are in coming over here
illegally.”

The bill would require the possessor of the card to show it when
applying for a job. The illegal alien would presumably not have the card,
and therefore would not be able to get a job, according to the reasoning of
those who support the legislation. How they would handle the problem of
those Americans who did not feel it was Constitutional for the American
government to issue such a card was not answered by the article. What would
happen to those dissenters is apparently not worthy of an explanation.
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Anarticle that appeared on March 21, 1982, should be of interest to those
supporters of President Ronald Reagan who are certain that their “conserva-
tive” President would never allow such an unConstitutional abomination as
the national ID card. The article was entitled: “Reagan ‘open’ to national ID
card,”” and included this comment: ““It was the first time the Reagan
administration had indicated it is not opposed to plans for creating a
nationwide identity card to deal with illegal immigration.’’24

So now the American people can begin to understand why the United
States government is not doing more to prohibit the immigration of millions
of illegal aliens. The problem of illegal immigration serves to justify the
“solution”” which 1s a national ID card. The American people must have an
identification card and the borders must come down so that there will be a
reason for the issuance of the card.

The Vietnamese Communists apparently do not have an illegal
immigration problem so they avoided all of the formality of the issuance of
cards to their workers. They just resorted to the use of the radio to broadcast
the following work order: ““All citizens who have the strength and the ability
to work must absolutely carry out the state mobilization orders, and serve in
any capacity or any mission assigned to them by the state. Those who do not
want to work or do not carry out the state’s orders will be forced to carry out
work in order to be useful to our society.”%

One of the North Vietnamese generals during the war made it clear that
the Communists have nothing but disdain for human life. He is quoted as
saying: “Every minute hundreds of thousands of people are dying all over the
world. The life or death of a hundred or a thousand or tens of thousands of
human beings even if they are our own compatriots really represents very
litde. 26

Fortunately for those who love their freedoms eloquent spokesmen
occasionally arise to oppose the intrusion of government into every aspect of
human life, and their words are terse and to the point. One such spokesman
was Thomas Jefferson, who wrote the following: “That government is best
that governs least.”

And for every such advocate there arises an equally eloquent spokesman
for more and more government intrusion. Take for instance, the following
statement of a former U.S. Senator, Joseph Clark:

The size, range and complexity of government increases, and
will likely continue to do so.. .. I would defend the proposition
that this expansion is good not bad.

Surely we have reached the point where we can say, for our
time at least, that Jefferson was wrong: that government is not best
which governs least. . ..
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The fallacy in Jefferson’s argument is the assumption that the
expansion of government leads to curtailment of individual

freedoms.
That just is not true.?’

This position was further expanded by the Ford Foundation, which in
1969 published a “think piece” entitled Planning and Participation, in
which it declared: “The world is too complex for an abatement of govern-
ment powers. If anything, the role of government must be
strengthened. ... :

And so we have those who wish to extend the government’s control into
all aspects of human activity and those who wish to reduce it.

The remaining chapters deal with this battle.

And with those who are winning.
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Chapter b

Inflation

Inflation:

— allows you to carry money in a basket, and your goods in a wallet!

— allows you to live in a more expensive neighborhood without
moving!

— is the price we pay for all the government benefits we thought
were freel

These rather humorless phrases about inflation do not answer the only
question worth asking about the subject: What causes it?

Everyone agrees that inflation is a drop in the value of money (any given
amount of money buys less). But that understanding doesn’t answer the
question of what causes it.

The traditional definition of Inflation is as follows: ““...a rise in the
general level of prices.” Its causes are three in number: 1. When consumers,
businesses and governments spend too heavily on available goods and
services, this high demand can force prices up. 2. If costs of production rise
and producers try to maintain profit levels, prices must increase. 3. The lack
of competition between producers can also contribute to inflation.!

It appears by this definition that everything causes inflation! But
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whatever it is that causes it, there is little one can do to prevent it. One who
felt this way was Federal Reserve Chairman Arthur Burns who said the
following in 1974: “Inflation cannot be halted this year.”?

One of the reasons no one can supposedly prevent inflation is because
Inflation is part of the Inflation-Deflation cycle. At least this is the opinion
of one economist: ‘‘Nikolai Dimitriyevich Kondratyev, Soviet economist-
.. . believes that capitalistic economies naturally follow long term cycles:
first a few decades of prosperity, then a few decades of slump.’’3 (An
interesting contemporary example that brought Kondratyev’s cyclical theory
into question occurred recently in Chile, the South American country that
voted Marxist Salvador Allende into office in 1970. Under Allende’s
Communist government inflation reached 652 percent a year, and the
Wholesale Price Index rose by a staggering 1,147 percent a year. That meant
that wholesale prices were doubling every month.* After a coup ousted
Allende in 1973, and the Pinochet administration changed the government’s
direction, inflation dropped to less than 12 percent a year and the Wholesale
Price Index actually fell. It is doubtful that Chile’s successful reduction in the
inflation rate can be attributed to a long-term cycle!)

Another economist believes that America’s lifestyle is the major cause of
inflation. Alfred E. Kahn “. .. the nation’s new chief inflation fighter has
named his foe: every American’s desire for economic improvement. ... The
desire of each group with power or instruments to improve its economic
situation. . .1s after all what the problem of inflaticn is.”’”® The solution,
then, is a ““Smaller piece of the pie.”” " The living standard of Americans must
decline if inflation is to be controlled, says. . . Peter Emerson. . . a key aide to
Alfred Kahn.”8

No matter what the cause of inflation, one thing for certain is that it is
never caused by government, at least according to President Jimmy Carter,
who said: “It is a myth that government itself can stop inflation.””

Congress has a typical solution to the problem: impose wage and price
controls on rising wages and prices. And it seems that these measures never
work. Is it possible that the reason Congress can’t control inflation is that
Congress is not aware of its real cause? Is it possible that they are attacking
the effect of inflation, and not the cause? The attempt to end inflation by the
imposition of wage and price controls is not an new idea. (In fact, neither is
inflation!) Free market Economist Murray N. Rothbard has gone on record
as saying: “From the Roman Emperor Diocletian down to the American and
French Revolutions and to Richard Nixon from 1971 to 1974, governments
have tried to stop inflation by imposing wage and price controls. None of
these schemes have worked.”’®

The reason wage and price controls do not work, and have never
worked, lies in the simple fact that they attack the effect of inflation and not
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the cause. The proof that this statement is true can be found in a simple
definition found in a dictionary. Webster’s 3rd Unabridged Dictionary
defines inflation thus: “‘An increase in the volume of money and credit
relative to available goods resulting in a substantial and continuing rise in
the general price level.”

Inflation is caused by an increase in money (credit is a result of increases
in the supply of money and for the sake of this discussion, money shall be the
sole cause of inflation.)

The result of inflation is a price rise.

Another dictionary, this time the Webster’s Collegiate, defines inflation
thus: “Relatively sharp and sudden increase in the quantity of money, or
credit, or both, relative to the amount of exchange business. Inflation always
causes a rise in the price level.” The cause of inflation, an increase in the
money supply, always produces a price rise. Inflating the money supply
always increases prices. This is an economic law: the effect of a money supply
increase will always be the same.

In summary, then, inflation has both a cause and an effect:

Cause: an increase in money
Effect: a rise in prices

Now it is possible to see why wage and price controls do not work:
they attack the effect (the price rise) and not the cause (the increase in the
money supply.)

An example of how Inflation is caused could be offered by the use
of a simple model.

Suppose that sea shells are used as money on Island A, and that the
prices on the island are determined by the number of shells in circula-
tion. As long as the quantity of shells remains relatively constant and
there is no rapid increase, prices will remain relatively stable. Suppose
that some of the more adventurous islanders row over to a nearby island
and collect a large quantity of sea shells, identically the same as those in
circulation as money on the main island. When these additional sea
shells are brought back to Island A and put into circulation as money,
they will cause an increase in the price level. More sea shells (money)
will enable each islander to bid up the price of any given good. If the
islander has more money, he can afford to pay a higher price for the
product he wishes to purchase.

There are certain elements in society that wish to increase the
money supply for their own benefit at the expense of the other members.
These people are called ‘“‘counterfeiters,” and are punished for their
crime when discovered. They are punished because their counterfeiting
of extra supplies of money decreases the value of the legitimate money
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held by the members of that society. They have the illegal and immoral
power to cause inflation by increasing the money supply, causing the
value of the other money to drop. This activity, the counterfeiting, is
actually a crime against property, the money of the society, and the
citizens have the legal and moral right to seek an end to this destruction
of their private property, their money.

How is it possible for inflations to persist if those who have the
ability to counterfeit are punished by the public for their crime? The
solution for the counterfeiters lies in making it legal to counterfeit
money. Those who counterfeit can really reap the benefits for their
crime if they can get control of the government and make their crime
legal. The government has the ability to make even counterfeit money
“legal tender’’ (requiring all citizens of the nation to accept the
counterfeit money along with the legal money.) If government could
make counterfeiting legal, there would be no crime for counterfeiting,
and this became the goal of the criminals.

Those who sought to make government all powerful in the lives of
their citizens soon learned that inflation could also increase the impact
and scope of government as well. The marriage between the socialists
and the counterfeiters was inevitable. Nobel Peace Prize winner and
economist Friederich von Hayek detailed this relationship thus:
Inflation is probably the most important single factor in the vicious
circle wherein one kind of government action makes more and more
government control necessary.”

The government-and-inflation circle could be described also in
terms of the “Pincers Movement’’ described by Kozak. The bottom of the
pincer is the price rise, the result of the Inflation (the legal counterfeiting
of the new money,) caused by the top of the pincer, the government. The
people, sensitive to the rise in the prices, start demanding that the
government take some remedial action to put a stop to the inflation, and
government, informing the public that more government action is the
solution to the inflation problem, passes the legislation. The distance
between the two pincer arms shortens, until the result is total govern-
ment. And all of this activity is in the name of stopping inflation.

One famous economist, John Maynard Keynes, detailed the
procedure in his book, The Economic Consequences of the Peace:

Lenin, (the Russian Communist) is said to have declared that
the best way to destroy the Capitalist system was to debauch the
currency.

By a continuing process of inflation, governments can
confiscate, secretly and unobserved, an important part of the wealth
of their citizens. By this method they not only confiscate, but they
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confiscate arbitrarily, and while the process impoverishes many, it
actually enriches some.

There is no subtler, no surer means of overturning the existing
basis of society than to debauch the currency.

The process engages all the hidden forces of economic law on
the side of destruction, and does it in a manner not one man in a
million is able to diagnose.

There are several important thoughts contained in this quote from Mr.
Keynes’ book. Notice that the purpose of inflation, at least according to the
Communist Lenin, was to destroy Capitalism. Lenin realized that inflation
had the power to destroy the free market. Lenin also realized that the only
agency that could cause inflation legally was the government.

Inflation was also to serve as an income redistribution system. It could
impoverish those who held their assets in money, and enrich others who held
their wealth in items that increased in value during periods of inflation.

Inflation, to be successful, must be concealed from those who stand to
lose the most: the money holders. Concealment becomes the goal of those
who do the counterfeiting. Never must the true cause of inflation be properly
identified. Inflation must be blamed on everything: the market place, the
housewife, the greedy merchant, the wage earner, the unions, oil shortages,
the balance of payments, the common housefly! Anything but inflation’s
true cause: the increase in the money supply.

Keynes (and Lenin) admitted that the results of inflation would
constantly operate in a predictable manner. Inflation was an economic law.
And “not one in a million” would be able to diagnose the correct cause.

In 1978, the United States Chamber of Commerce at its annual meeting,
honored Dr. Arthur Burns, the past Chairman of the Federal Reserve System,
for “his contributions to the nation and the enterprise system, during his
government service.” The interesting thing about this event was that Dr.
Burns, as the head of the Federal Reserve, controlled the growth of the money
supply. He had the power to increase the money in circulation. Therefore, he
was the one who was creating inflation!

Yet the major American business organization commended Dr. Burns
for his efforts in preserving the free enterprise system. The very man who was
causing the increase in the money supply and therefore causing the inflation
that was destroying the free enterprise system was being honored by those in
the free enterprise system!|

Keynes and Lenin were certainly right: not one in a million would be
able to diagnose the true cause of Inflation! Including the American
businessman!

On page 94 of the Chamber of Commerce’s magazine, Nation’s Busi-
ness, an editorial informed the reader that Dr. Burns “...has authored a
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broad, well-reasoned plan to turn back the inflationary threat....” But a
review of the editorial and Dr. Burns’ proposals indicates that nowhere did
Dr. Burns mention the money supply, nor stopping the rapid increase of it!
The past Chairman of the Federal Reserve writes, instead, that the causes of
inflation are other than an increase in the money supply. No wonder that Dr.
Burns is smiling as he accepts the award from the Chamber of Commerce. He
has fooled the American business community.

Keynes also went on to explain why he agreed with Lenin that inflation
is intended to destroy the business community, when he wrote: “The
decadent international but individualistic capitalism, in the hands of which
we found ourselves after the War (World War I) is not a success. It is not
intelligent; it is not beautiful; it is not just; it is not virtuous — and it does not
deliver the goods. In short, we dislike it and are beginning to despise it.*?

If you “despise capitalism,” and wish to replace the system with another
that you prefer, it becomes imperative to find a way to destroy it. One of the
most effective methods of destruction is inflation, the “debauching of the
currency.” ‘“‘Lenin was certainly right.”

Who is the victim of inflation? James P. Warburg correctly answered
that question, when he wrote the following in his book The West in Crises:
“In recent times perhaps the greatest enemy of a middle class society. .. has
been inflation.”’10

Why would the middle class be the target of inflation? John Kenneth
Galbraith informed the reader that inflation is a method of income redistri-
bution: “Inflation takes from the old, the unorganized, and the poor and
gives it to those who are strongly in control of their own incomes. . . . Income
is reallocated from the old to the people of middle years and from the poor
to the rich.”!!

So inflation has a purpose. It is not an accident! It is the tool of those
who have two objectives:

1.  to destroy the free enterprise system, and

2. to to take wealth from the poor and the middle class and “re-
distribute” it to the rich.

So inflation can now be understood. The reader is now ““one in a
million” able to diagnose its true cause!

59



Chapter 0
Money and Gold

The Bible teaches that the love of money is the root of all evil. Money by
itself is not the root. It is the love of money, defined as greed, that motivates
certain members of society to acquire large quantities of money.

It becomes important, then, for the members of the middle class to
understand what money is and how it works. Money is defined as: “‘anything
that people will accept in exchange for goods or services in a belief that they
may in turn exchange it for other goods and services.”

Money becomes a Capital Good. It is used to acquire Consumption
Goods (and other Capital Goods as well.) Money also becomes a method of
work avoidance. Money can work for its possessor: ‘“When money was put to
work, it worked twenty-four hours a day, seven days a week, three hundred
and sixty five days a year, and stopped for no holidays.””!

So the desire to acquire money to reduce a need to work became the
motive of many individuals in the society.

The first man was self-sufficient. He produced what he wanted and
stored what he needed for those times when he was unable to produce. He
had no need for money until other humans appeared and joined him in the
acquisition of Consumption Goods. As populations grew, specialization
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grew, and certain individuals produced Capital Goods instead of Consump-
tion Goods. Man soon discovered that he needed something as a store of
value to enable him to purchase Capital Goods when he was not producing
Consumption Goods.

Durable commodities, those that didn’t spoil with the passage of time,
slowly became that store of value, and in time the most durable, a metal,
became the money of society. The ultimate metal, gold, became the final
store of value for a variety of reasons:

1. Gold was universally accepted; 2. it was malleable, and had the
capacity to be minted into small quantities; 3. it was in short supply and
difficult to locate: the quantity of gold couldn’t be increased rapidly, thereby
reducing its ability to be inflated;, 4. because of its scarcity, it soon acquired
a high value per unit; 5. it was easily portable; 6. gold also had other uses. It
could be used in jewelry, in art, and in industry; 7. lastly, gold was extremely
beautiful.

But as the producer of gold saw the need to set this money aside for
future use, problems arose as to how and where it should be stored. Since gold
had a high value in what it could purchase in both Capital Goods and
Consumption Goods, it became a temptation to those who were willing to
take it from the owner by force. This led the owner of gold to take means to
safeguard his holdings. Certain individuals, already experienced in the
storage of non-durable goods, wheat for instance, soon became the storage
facility for gold as well.

These warehouses would take the gold and issue the gold owner a
warehouse receipt, certifying that the owner had a given quantity of gold in
storage at the warehouse. These gold receipts could be transferred from one
person to another, usually by writing on the back of the receipt that the
owner was transferring his claim on the gold in the warehouse to another
person. These receipts soon became money themselves as men accepted the
receipts rather than the gold they represented.

Since gold is scarce and the quantity is limited, it was impossible to
make counterfeit money. It was only when the warehouseman realiced that
he could issue more gold receipts than there was gold in the warehouse that
he could become a counterfeiter. He had the ability to inflate the money
supply, and the warehouseman frequently did this. But this activity only
acted temporarily because as the quantity of gold receipts in circulation
increased, because of the economic law known as inflation, the prices would
rise. The receipt holders would start to lose confidence in their receipts and
return to the warehouseman to claim their gold. When more receipt holders
showed up than there was gold in the warehouse, the warehouseman had to
go bankrupt, and frequently he was prosecuted for fraud. When more receipt
holders ask for their gold than there is gold in the warehouse, it is called a

61



CHAPTER 6 MONEY AND GOLD

“run,” and is caused because the people have lost faith in their paper money
and have demanded that the society return to the gold standard where gold
becomes the money supply.

The people’s check on the warehouseman, i.e. their ability to keep the
warehouseman honest by constantly being able to redeem their gold receipts,
acted as a restraint to the inflation of the gold supply. This limited the greed
of the counterfeiters and forced them into looking for alternative methods of
increasing their wealth. The next step was for the counterfeiter to ask the
government to make the gold receipts ‘“Legal Tender” and also prohibit the
receipt holder from redeeming the receipt into gold. This made the paper
receipt the only money able to be circulated. Gold could no longer be used as
money.

But this posed an additional problem for the counterfeiter. He now had
to include the government in his scheme to increase his personal wealth. The
greedy leader of the government, when approached by the counterfeiter with
this scheme, often decided to eliminate the warehouseman altogether (“off
with his head”’) and operate the scheme himself. This was the final problem
for the counterfeiter. He had to replace the leader with someone he felt he
could trust and who would not use government to remove the counterfeiter
from the plot. This process was costly and extremely risky, but the enormity
of the long-term wealth that could be accumulated by this method was worth
all the extra hazards.

A classic example of this entire scheme occurred between the years of
1716 and 1721 in France. These events were set in motion with the death of
King Louis XIV in 1715. France was bankrupt with a large national debt of
over 3 billion livres. A seedy character by the name of John Law, a convicted
murderer who had escaped from Scotland to the continent, saw the plight of
the French government and arranged with the newly crowned King to save
his country. His plan was simple. He wanted control of a central bank with
an exclusive monopoly to print money. (France at the time was under the
control of the private bankers who controlled the money supply. However,
France was on the gold standard, and the private bankers were unable to
inflate the money supply through the issuance of more gold receipts than
there was gold.) John Law was granted his wish by the desperate king. He
was granted the exclusive monopoly and the king decreed that it was illegal
to own gold. John Law then could proceed with the inflation of the money
supply and the people couldn’t redeem their decreasingly worthless paper
money for gold. There was a short term prosperity, and John Law was hailed
as an economic hero. The French debt was being paid off, necessarily with
paper money of decreasing value, but that was the cost of the short term
prosperity. And the French people probably didn’t understand that it was
John Law who was causing the loss in the value of their money.
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However, the king and John Law got greedy and the number of receipts
increased too rapidly. The economy nearly collapsed with the increasing
prices, and the desperate people demanded an economic reform. John Law
fled for his life, and France stopped the printing of worthless paper money.

This printing of paper money, unbacked by gold, is not the only
method utilized by the counterfeiters. Another method is more visible than
the paper method and is therefore less popular with the counterfeiters. It is
called Coin Clipping. Gold is monetized by the bank’s minting of the gold
into coins. This process involves the melting of the gold into small, uniform
quantities of the metal. As long as the coins made are pure gold and all gold
in circulation is minted into coins the only method of inflating the gold
coinage is to either locate additional supplies of gold (that is, as discussed
earlier, difficult, especially as the amount of gold available to the miner is
decreasing) or by calling in all of the gold coins, melting them down, and
then increasing their number by adding a less precious metal into each coin.
This enables the counterfeiter to increase the number of coins by adding a
less expensive metal to each coin. Each newly minted coin is then put back
into circulation with the same markings as the previous coins. The public is
expected to use the coin exactly as before, except that there are now more
coins in circulation than before, and as surely as economic law, the increase
in the money supply causes inflation, and prices rise.

The early Roman Empire practiced this coin clipping in what has
become a classic example of the coin clipping method. Early Roman coins
contained 66 grains of pure silver, but, due to the practice of coin clipping,
in less than sixty years their coins contained only a trace of silver. Coins
clipped of their value by the addition of less precious metals soon drove out
the silver coins that remained, in keeping with another economic law, called
Gresham’s Law, which states: ‘‘Bad money drives out good.”

As an illustration of this law, the clipped coins minted during the
middle 1960’s and placed in circulation by President Lyndon Johnson’s
administration have forced the silver coins out of circulation.

America’s founding fathers were concerned with the practice of coin
clipping and tried to keep this power out of the hands of the counterfeiters.
Unfortunately, they did not completely restrict the government’s ability to
clip the coins when they wrote the following Congressional power into the
Constitution:

Article 1, Section 8: Congress shall have the power. .. to coin
money, regulate the value thereof, and fix the standards of weights
and measures.

There are several interesting thoughts contained in that simple
sentence.
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First, the only power Congress has in creating money is in the coining
of it. Congress has no power to print money, only to coin it. In addition,
Congress was to set the value of money, and the power to coin money was
placed together in the same sentence as the power to set the standard of
weights and measures. It was their intent to set the value of money just as they
set the length of a 12 inch foot, or the capacity of an ounce or a quart. The
purpose of this power was to set constant values so that all citizens could rely
on the fact that a foot in California was the same as a foot in New York.

A third way to inflate the gold standard consists in calling in all of the
gold or silver coins and replacing them with coins made of a more plentiful
metal, such as copper or aluminum. The most recent example of this activity,
called “coin substitution,” occurred during the administration of Lyndon
Johnson when the government replaced silver coins with ones made of
strange combinations of more plentiful, and therefore less expensive, metals.

For the counterfeiter who finds such methods less than perfect, the surest
course to the acquisition of great wealth through inflation, is for him to get
the government off the gold standard altogether. Under this method, the gold
standard (the requirement that the government issue only gold coins, or
paper directly issued on a one-for-one basis to gold as money) is eliminated,
and money is printed without any backing, with the official sanction of the
government making it legal.

By dictionary definition, such a money is called: Fiat Money: paper
money of government issue which is legal tender by fiat or law, does not
represent nor is it based upon gold and contains no promise of redemption.

One can see the transformation of America’s gold standard into the fiat
standard by reading the printing on a one dollar bill.

The early American money carried the simple promise that the govern-
ment would redeem each gold certificate with gold simply by the surrender
of the certificate at the treasury. The Series of 1928 dollar had changed this
promise on the front of the bill to: ‘“‘Redeemable in gold on demand at the
U.S. Treasury or in good or lawful money at any Federal Reserve Bank.”
There are those who question the true nature of this dollar if its holder can
redeem it for “lawful money” at a Reserve Bank. Does it mean that what the
holder was trading in was ‘“‘unlawful money?”

In any event, by 1934, the one-dollar bill read:

This note is legal tender for all debts, public and private and
is redeemed in lawful money at the Treasury or at any Federal
Reserve Bank.

And in 1963, this wording had again changed to: “This note is legal
tender for all debts, public and private.” This bill was no longer redeemable
in “lawful money’ so the question of whether the previous money was
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“unlawful money” is now moot. But even more importantly, the bill was
now a “note.” This meant that this dollar had been borrowed from those
who have an exclusive monopoly on printing paper money, and the ability
to lend it to the U.S. government. The bill identifies the source of the
borrowed money: The Federal Reserve System (the top line of the bill reads
“Federal Reserve Note.”)

America was on the gold standard until April, 1933, when President
Franklin Roosevelt ordered all Americans to turn their gold bullion and gold
coins into the banking system. For their gold, the American people were
given irredeemable paper currency (Fiat Money) by the banks who turned the
gold over to the Federal Reserve System. President Roosevelt called in
America’s gold without benefit of a law passed by Congress by using an
unconstitutional Presidential Executive Order. In other words, he did not
ask Congress to pass a law giving him the authority to call in America’s
privately owned gold; he took the law into his own hands and ordered the
gold turned in. The President, as the Chief of the Executive Branch of the
government, does not have the power to make laws, as this power constitu-
tionally belongs to the Legislative Branch. But the American people were
told by the President that this was a step to end the “national emergency”
brought about by the Great Depression of 1929, and they voluntarily turned
in the majority of the country’s gold. The President included in his Executive
Order the terms of the punishment if this order was not complied with. The
American people were told to turn in their gold before the end of April, 1933,
or suffer a penalty of a fine of $10,000 or imprisonment of not more than 10
years, or both.

Once the majority of the gold was turned in, President Roosevelt on
October 22, 1933, announced his decision to devalue the dollar by announc-
ing that government would buy gold at an increased price. This meant that
the paper money that the Americans had just received for their gold was
worth less per dollar. One dollar was now worth one thirty-fifth of an ounce
of gold rather than approximately one twentieth as it had been prior to the
devaluation.

Roosevelt, when he announced this move, made the following state-
ment in an attempt to explain his action: “My aim in taking this step is to
establish and maintain continuous control. .. We are thus continuing to
move towards a managed currency.” (It is rather ironic, and also extremely
revealing, that Democratic candidate Roosevelt ran on a 1932 Democratic
platform that supported the Gold Standard!)

However, not all of the American gold was turned in: “By February 19,
gold withdrawals from banks increased from 5 to 15 million dollars a day. In
two weeks, $114,000,000 of gold was taken from banks for export and another
$150,000,000 was withdrawn to go into hiding.”
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The gold was being called in at $20.67 an ounce and anyone who could
hold their gold in a foreign bank only had to wait until the price was raised
by the government to $35.00 an ounce and then sell it to the government at
a rather substantial profit of approximately 75%.

A similar profit was made by a Roosevelt supporter, Bernard Baruch,
who invested heavily in silver. In abook entitled FDR, My Exploited Father-
In-Law,? author Curtis Dall, Roosevelt’s son-in-law, recalls a chance
meeting with Mr. Baruch in which Baruch told Mr. Dall that he had options
on 5/16ths of the world’s known silver supply. A few months later, to “help
the western miners,” President Roosevelt doubled the price of silver. A tidy
profit! (It pays to support the right peoplel)

There were some, however, who saw the sinister purposes behind these
maneuvers. Congressman Louis McFadden, Chairman of the House
Banking Committee, charged that the seizure of gold was “an operation run
for the benefit of the international bankers.”” McFadden was powerful
enough to ruin the whole deal “and was preparing to break the whole deal
when he collapsed at a banquet and died. As two assassination attempts had
already been made against him, many suspected poisoning.”’?

A giant step in the direction of remedying this dilemma, of returning to
a gold standard, occurred in May of 1974, when legislation was signed by the
President allowing the American people to once again legally own gold.
This legislation did not put the United States back on the gold standard, but
at least it afforded those concerned about inflation an opportunity to own
gold should they choose to do so.

However, those who purchase gold have two generally unknown
problems. One is the fact that the price of gold is not set by the free market,
where two parties get together and arrive at a mutually satisfactory price. It
isset: ‘. . . twice aday on the London gold market by five of Britain’s leading
dealers in bullion. They meet in the offices of N.M. Rothschild & Sons, the
City Bank, and agree upon the price at which all are prepared to trade in the
metal thatday.” So the price of gold is not set by the free activity of buyer and
seller but by five bullion traders.

Even though the purchaser of gold still thinks that the gold he pur-
chased belongs to him, the American government still may call it in. There
is a little known provision of the Federal Reserve Act that reads: ‘“Whenever
in the judgment of the Secretary of the Treasury such action is necessary to
protect the currency system of the United States, the Secretary. . .in his
discretion, may require any or all individuals. . . to pay and deliver to the
Treasurer of the United States any or all gold coins, gold bullion, and gold
certificates owned by such individuals.” So if the government wants to recall
the gold of the American citizen, it has but to use this law and the force of
government, and it will be called in. And the only options the gold owner has
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to surrender his gold or face the penalties of the judicial system.

But the government also has the power to call in paper money by
destroying its value through a rapid increase in the money supply. This
process is called “hyper-inflation.”

Perhaps the classic example of this method of calling in the paper
money occurred after World War I when Germany destroyed the value of the
German mark by printing large quantities of nearly worthless new marks.

After the end of World War I, the peace treaty signed by the belligerents,
called the Treaty of Versailles, required that the defeated German nation pay
war reparations to the victors. The Treaty: “‘had fixed the amount that
Germany must pay in reparations at two hundred and sixty nine billion gold
marks, to be paid in forty-two annual installments. . . .4

The entire process was initially set into motion when the Reichsbank
suspended the redeemability of its notes in gold with the outbreak of the war
in 1914. This meant that the German government could pay for their
involvement in the war by printing fiat money, and by 1918, the amount of
money in circulation increased fourfold. The inflation continued through
the end of 1923. By November of that year, the Reichsbank was issuing
millions of marks each day.

In fact, by November 15, 1923, the bank had issued the incredible sum of
92,800,000,000,000,000,000 (quintillion) paper marks. This astronomical
inflation of the money supply had a predictable effect upon prices: they rose
in an equally predictable manner. For instance, prices of three representative
household commodities rose as follows: (in marks):

Price in
Commodity 1918 November, 1923
1b. potatoes A2 50,000,000,000
one egg 25 80,000,000,000
one pound of butter  3.00 6,000,000,000,000

The value of the German mark fell from a value of twenty to the English
pound to 20,000,000,000 to the pound by December, 1923, nearly destroying
trade between the two countries. It is apparent that Germany decided to print
their way out of the war reparations rather than tax their people for the costs
of the war for several reasons. Obviously, taxing the people is a very open and
visible method of paying for the war debt, and certainly is not very popular.
The result of the printing press is not visible in that the people can always be
told that the price rises are the result of the shortages of goods caused by the
war, rather than the increase in the money supply. Secondly, those candi-
dates for high office in government who promise to end the inflation if and
when elected are capable of doing so because the government controls the
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printing presses. So the middle class, who suffered the greatest during this
inflation, looks for solutions and will frequently seek the nearest candidate
who promises a solution. One such candidate was Adolf Hitler: “It is
extremely doubtful whether Hitler could ever have come to power in
Germany had not the inflation of the German currency first destroyed the
middle class. ...”5

Hitler certainly was given an issue to attack the German government
with. He could blame the current government for the hyper-inflation and all
German citizens could know what he was saying, because the price rise
affected nearly all of the German people.

Even more thought provoking is the possibility that there were those
who actually wanted Hitler, or someone like him, to come to power, and
who structured the Treaty of Versailles in such a manner as to force Germany
to turn on the printing presses to pay for the costs of the reparations. Once
these conditions were created and the printing of large quantities of paper
money began, it was possible for a Hitler to promise that he’d never allow
such a travesty to occur under his administration should he be given the
power of government.

As John Maynard Keynes pointed out in his book The Economic
Consequences of the Peace, there are those who benefit by hyper-inflation,
and these individuals are the ones most likely to benefit by the rise to power
of a Hitler who attacked the government for allowing such a thing to occur
no matter what the cause. Those who controlled the money supply could
purchase Capital Goods at a reduced price (measured in pre-inflation marks)
because they had unlimited access to unlimited quantities of money. Once
they had acquired as many Capital Goods as they desired, it would be to their
advantage to have the economic situation return to normal. They could turn
off the printing presses.

Those who sold property prior to the hyper-inflation were the greatest
losers, for they were paid in marks worth far less than when they created the
mortgage. A mortgagee could not go into the market place and buy a similar
piece of property for the price of the mortgage just paid up. The only ones
able to continue buying property were those who controlled the printing
presses.

Is it possible that the German hyper-inflation was intentionally caused
to eliminate the middle class? That certainly was the result of the printing
press money, according to Dr. Carroll Quigley, the noted historian, who
wrote: ““...by 1924, the middle classes were largely destroyed. 6

Some economists understand this damaging process and have taken
pains to point it out. Professor Ludwig von Mises, for one, lived in Germany
during the hyper-inflation and wrote:

Inflationism is not a variety of economic policy. It is an
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Additional Economic
Terms

It will be instructive at this point to present the definitions which will
assist the reader in further understanding the methods and motives of those
involved in the Conspiracy.

The first definition is:

Monopoly: One seller of a particular good in a
market place

There are two types:

Natural Monopoly: One that exists at the pleasure of the
market place; entry to the market is not -
restricted except by the wishes of the
consumer.

For instance, the owner of a pet store in a small town where it isn’t
profitable for another similar store to compete, would have a Natural
Monopoly.

70



CHAPTER 7 ADDITIONAL ECONOMIC TERMS

Coercive Monopoly: Government either creates or allows the
monopoly to exist and then uses force to
restrict the access of others into the
market place to compete.

An example would be a cab company in a city where it alone is allowed
to transport passengers for a fee, by the edict of the governmental agency that
created it. No one else is allowed to compete. The price charged is set by the
government.

The advantage of a monopoly is obvious: the seller sets the price of a
good. It is not set by the interaction of a buyer and a seller, each with the
option of dealing with others. The seller can make exorbitant profits if there
is no competition, especially if the government insures that the seller will
receive no competition from other sellers.

Natural monopolies enable the greedy profit seeker only a short term to
make an exorbitant profit. Competition tends to reduce the price of the goods
sold, thereby reducing the profit made. It is when the monopolist realizes that
the secret to long-term wealth is through the utilization of governmental
power to limit access of other sellers into the market place that extreme
fortunes are made.

Another definition is:

Monopsony: One buyer in a market place.

Once again, as in the case of a monopoly, there are two types: a natural
monopsony and a coercive monopsony.

As an example, the creation of a coercive monopsony was the intent of
legislation introduced in 1977 that would have made the United States
government rather than the privately owned oil companies the “sole buyer of
foreign oil.” The advantages are obvious. If the seller of foreign oil wishes to
sell his product in the United States, he must sell it at a price set by the
government, and that price might not have any relationship to the price set
by a free market.

The third definition is:

Cartel: A few sellers in a market place combine to
set the price of a good sold.

There is one major disadvantage to the cartel: the monopolist has to
divide both the market place and the profits with the other sellers.

A simple example should suffice to explain how this system works.

The first producer of any product has the option of setting the price of
the good where the profits are maximum. A product that costs $1 to produce
can easily be sold for, say, $15 to enable the seller to make a profit of §14 on
each item sold.
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However, in the free-enterprise system, where access to the market place
is not restricted, this type of profit encourages others to enter in an effort to
acquire all or at least part of the profits being made. The second seller must
reduce the price to induce the buyer to purchase his product. The buyer, to
save a dollar on the purchase price, now shifts his purchases to the second
seller. This price reduction forces the first seller to reduce his price to match
the new price of $14 or to a new price of $13 to re-capture the market place.
This see-sawing of the price will continue until the price reaches a level
where one of the sellers will no longer sell his product.

It is conceivable that one of the sellers will reduce his price to one below
the cost of production (his selling price will become $.50 even though it costs
$1 to produce) in an attempt to bankrupt his competitor. This price has two
obvious disadvantages, though:

1. The seller who sells his product at $.50 must return the profits
previously made at the higher price to the market place because he must
continue to pay all of his costs. This is not popular with aspiring monopo-
lists for obvious reasons.

2. With the reduced price, more product can be purchased, (a buyer can
now buy 30 units at $.50 apiece as compared to one product at $15. This
means that the seller will be forced to return large quantities of his previously
acquired profits back to the market place and the consumer.

A natural monopoly can be broken by competition without the force of
government nor the threat of governmental action.

There is one other option that the monopolist has in his quest of
exorbitant profits. He can join with the another seller and set the price
together by dividing the market place. As stated previously, this forms a
cartel, and under this agreement, the two sellers can set the price at $15 and
avoid the head-to-head competition that tended to reduce profits for both.
Butas pointed out earlier, this form of agreement is not popular because each
now must divide the market place and share the profits. The only advantage
is that it curtails the cut-throat competition between the two.

So the cartel raises the price back up to $15 but this higher price invites
competition from a third seller, and the competitive process starts all over
again. No cartel, in a free market place where access is open to all sellers, can
survive the price-cutting tendencies of competition. The way to break any
cartel is to allow competitors to compete.

This encourages the two cartel members to invite the third seller into the
cartel to avoid the price-cutting war which will break the strength of the
original two member cartel. But once again, the market is now divided
between three sellers instead of two, or even one. This market sharing is also
not popular with the monopolists.

The key to monopoly control of the market place lies, then, in fixing it
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so that no one can compete with the monopolist. This arrangement can be
made with the only agency with the force to restrict competition in the
market place: the government. This agency has the power to curtail
competition if the monopolist can gain control of government. This
inescapable conclusion soon became apparent to those who wished to
control the market place, and the monopolist quickly moved to get control
of governments by influencing the outcome of elections.

This connection between the monopolists and government was cor-
rectly discerned by Frederick Clemson Howe, PhD., an economist, lawyer,
and a special assistant to Henry Wallace, the Secretary of Agriculture and
Vice-President to Franklin Roosevelt. He wrote: “These are the rules of big
business: Get a monopoly! Let society work for you, and remember that the
best business is politics, for a legislative grant, franchise, subsidy, or tax
exemption is worth more than a Kimberly or Comstock Lode, since it does
not require any labor either mental or physical, for its exploitation.””?

John D. Rockefeller, one who correctly assessed the situation as well,
expressed the opinion that “Competition is a sin.”’?

Another who wrote of this connection was Dr. Antony Sutton, who
wrote in his book Wall Street and FDR:

Old John Rockefeller and his 19th century fellow capitalists
were convinced of an absolute truth: that no great monetary wealth
could be accumulated under the impartial rules of competitive
laissez-faire society (the free-enterprise system) society.

The only sure road to the acquisition of massive wealth was
monopoly: drive out your competitors, reduce competition,
eliminate laissez-faire and above all get state protection for your
industry through compliant politicians and government
regulation.

The lastavenue yields a huge monopoly and a legal monopoly
always leads to wealth.?

And in his book, Wall Street and the Bolshevik Revolution, Dr. Sutton
further amplified his point:

The financiers...could by government control. .. more
easily avoid the rigors of competition.

Through political influence they could manipulate the police
power of the state to achieve what they had been unable, or what
was too costly, to achieve under the private enterprise system.

In other words, the police power of the state was a means of
maintaining a private monopoly.*

The best known cartel in the world is OPEC, the Organization of
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Petroleum Exporting Countries, which has recently become extremely
influential in the oil markets of the world. This cartel is thought to be
foreign, primarily Arabian, in ownership. However, there is ample reason to
believe that the principle ownership of OPEC is not primarily Arabian but
international, including American.

Dr. Carroll Quigley, in his massive book entitled Tragedy and Hope,
discussed an oil cartel formed in 1928:

This world cartel had developed from a tripartite agreement
signed on September 17, 1920 by Royal Dutch Shell, Anglo-
Iranian, and Standard Oil.

These agreed to manage oil prices on the world market by
charging an agreed fixed price plus freight costs, and to store
surplus oil which might weaken the fixed price level.

By 1949 the cartel had as members the seven greatest oil
companies in the world: Anglo-Iranian, Socony-Vacuum, Royal
Dutch Shell, Gulf, Esso, Texaco, and Calso.

Excluding the United States domestic market, the Soviet
Union and Mexico, it controlled 92% of the world’s reserves of
oil....5

James P. Warburg, who should know, further discussed the cartel in his
book The West in Crisis. Apparently the cartel had grown to include an
additional member:

Eight giant oil companies — five of them American — control
the non-Communist world’s supply of oil, maintaining adminis-
tered prices which. . . yield exorbitant profits.

The oil companies extract oil from the Middle East, which
contains 90% of the known reserves of the non-communist world, at
a cost of 20 to 30 cents a barrel and sell it at a collusive price, varying
over a period of recent years from $1.75 to $2.16 per barrel, f.0.b., the
Persian Gulf.

The resulting profit has, as a rule, been split on a fifty-fifty
basis with the government of the country in which the oil is
produced.6

Using the following figures, it is easy to extrapolate price increases to
today’s oil market prices.

Years Cost Price Profit % of Profit
1950 $ .30 $ 2.16 $ 1.86 620
1979 %> $3.25 $20.00 $16.75 515
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** presuming a 10% per year increase in costs and using the OPEC price
of $20.00 in 1979, the profit of $16.75 is approximately the same as
that pointed out in Warburg’s book.

In other words, the OPEC countries are increasing oil prices today in
order to maintain their profit percentages of 30 years ago.

It is interesting to note that both Dr. Quigley and Mr. Warburg wrote
about the years 1949 and 1950. OPEC was formed in 1951, right after both
authors pointed out that the Arabian oil reserves were owned by non-Arabian
oil companies.

It is doubtful that these non-Arabian oil companies gave up the ability
to make a 620 percent profit to the OPEC nations when OPEC was formed.

In summary, then, these agreements that artificially set prices, (the
cartels, monopolies, and monopsonies,) lead to the accumulation of large
quantities of amassed wealth. These marketplace aberrations exist solely
because the monopolists have formed a partnership with the government,
and the result is higher prices for the consumer.
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The Secret Societies

Author Arthur Edward Waite wrote:

Beneath the broad tide of human history there flow the
stealthy undercurrents of the secret societies, which frequently
determine in the depths the changes that take place upon the
surface.}?

British Prime Minister Benjamin Disraeli, 1874-1880, confirmed the
above assertion about the control by the secret societies in the affairs of men
when he wrote:

There is in Italy a power which we seldom mention in this
House (the House of Parliament).. ..

I mean the secret societies. . ..

It is useless to deny, because it is impossible to conceal, that a
great part of Europe. . . to say nothing of other countries...is
covered with a network of these secret societies. ... What are their
objects?

They do not want constitutional government. . .. They want
to change the tenure of the land, to drive out the present owners of
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the soil and to put an end to ecclesiastical establishments.?

Notice that the two goals of the secret societies, according to Disraeli, are
the same as those of what is called organized Communism: the abolition of
private property and the ending of the “ecclesiastical establishments,” the
religions of the world.

Is it possible that so-called Communism is in reality the tool of the secret
societies? Is it realistic to believe that Communism is controlled by forces
above it in an organized hierarchy?

Today’s version of history teaches that Communism is the intended
result of public demands for a change in the organization of their society,
usually through revolutionary action that overthrows the old system. Is it
possible that these revolutions are in reality the machinations of the secret
societies, seeking to communize the world after the revolution?

There are those who believe so:

Communism is never a spontaneous or even willing rising of
downtrodden masses against the bosses who exploit them —but
exactly the opposite.

It is always imposed on a people from the top down by bosses
who are seeking to increase their power.

All of the agitation at the bottom is stirred up, built up,
financed, and controlled by the Insiders, at the top, to give them-
selves the means and the excuse for seizing more power —always
under the guise of stopping or preventing these revolutionary
activities among the masses at the bottom.3

Communism is a front for something deeper. Communism is
not a revolt of the “poor” but a conspiratorial plot of the “rich.”

The international conspiracy does not originate in Moscow —
but probably in New York. It is not an idealistic crusade for the
poor and the humble but a disguised power grab of the rich and the
arrogant.

The story of modern-day Communism begins with a secret society
called the Order of the Illuminati.

It was about this organization that the 1953 Report of the California
Senate Investigating Committee on Education, stated: “So called modern
Communism is apparently the same hypocritical world conspiracy to
destroy civilization that was founded by the Illuminati, and that raised its
head in our colonies here at the critical period before the adoption of our
Constitution.”*

Another historian, Oswald Spengler, has taken the investigating
committee one step further. He has linked Communism with the moneyed
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interests of the world. He has written: “There is no proletarian, not even
Communist, movement that has not operated in the interests of money, in
the directions indicated by money, and for the time being permitted by
money —and that without the idealists among its leaders having the
slightest suspicion of the fact.””

According to Mr. Spengler, even the leaders of Communism are not
aware of the secret workings of their own movement. Is it possible that Gus
Hall and Angela Davis, the 1980 Communist Party candidates for President
and Vice-President of the United States, who ran on a platform opposing
“the big banks and monopoly corporations that control the economy”’ are
really being used by the very organizations they ostensibly oppose? Is it
possible that the wealthy banks and monopoly corporations want and
support the Communist Party because they want the Party to oppose them?

One Communist Party member, Dr. Bella Dodd, a member of the
National Committee of the Communist Party of the United States, appar-
antly decided that there was indeed a connection between wealthy “capital-
ists” and the Party. She noticed that every time the National Committee
couldn’t reach a decision, one of their members would leave, go to the
Waldorf Towers in New York City, and meet with a particular individual,
later identified as Arthur Goldsmith. Dr. Dodd observed that every time Mr.
Goldsmith made a decision, it was later confirmed by the Communist Party
in Moscow. But what truly amazed Dr. Dodd was that Mr. Goldsmith was
not only a member of the Communist Party, but an extremely wealthy
American “capitalist.”

So if the preceding commentators are correct in their charges that
Communism is a front for secret societies, including the Illuminati, it
behooves the student of the conspiratorial view to examine the origins and
history of this organization.

The Iluminati was founded on May 1, 1776, by Adam Weishaupt, a
Jesuit priest and a professor of Canon Law at Ingolstadt University in
Bavaria, today part of Germany. There is some evidence that Professor
Weishaupt had become affiliated with secret societies before he founded the
Illuminati.

The founding date of May 1 is still celebrated by Communists around
the world as May Day, although the purists claim that May Day is celebrated
because that was the beginning date for the Russian Revolution of 1905. But
this doesn’t change the date of May 1, 1905 as an anniversary of the founding
of the Illuminati on May 1, 1776.

Weishaupt's organization spread quickly, especially among fellow
“intellectuals’ at his university. In fact, all but two of its professors had
become members of this organization in the first few years of its existence.

The basic philosophy that was being offered to the prosective member
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of the Illuminati was a reversal of the traditional philosophy taught by the
church and the educational system. It has been summarized by Weishaupt
himself as follows: “Man is not bad except as he is made so by arbitrary
morality. He is bad because religion, the state, and bad examples pervert him.
When at last reason becomes the religion of men, then will the problem be
solved.’’¢

There is reason to believe that Weishaupt’s contempt of religion started
on July 21, 1773, when Pope Clement XIV “forever annulled and extin-
guished the Jesuit order.”

The Pope’s action was in response to pressure from France, Spain, and
Portugal, which independently had come to the conclusion that the Jesuits
were meddling in the affairs of the state and were therefore enemies of the
government.

The response of one ruler, King Joseph of Portugal, was typical. He
“hastened to sign a decree by which the Jesuits were denounced as ‘traitors,
rebels and enemies to the realm...’""7

So the three nations presented ““the categorical request that he (the Pope)
should suppress the Jesuit order throughout the world.’’8

The Pope agreed and banned the order.

Weishaupt, a Jesuit priest, certainly must have been concerned by the
Pope’s action, possibly to the point where he wished to organize an institu-
tion strong enough to ultimately destroy the Catholic Church itself.

Pope Clement’s action was short-lived, though, as Pope Pius VII in
August, 1814 reinstated the Jesuits to all of their former rights and
privileges.?

Pope Pius’ reinstatement did not go without notice in the United States,
as ex-President John Adams wrote to his successor, Thomas Jefferson: “I do
not like the re-appearance of the Jesuits. If ever there was a body of men who
merited eternal damnation on earth. . . it is this Society . ...”!0

Jefferson replied: ‘“‘Like you, 1 disapprove of the restoration of the
Jesuits, for it means a step backwards from light into darkness.”!!

The Jesuits are still in trouble with the Church just as they were during
the early 1700’s. On February 28, 1982, Pope Paul 1I told the Jesuits ““to keep
clear of politics, and honor Roman Catholic tradition.”’!2

An article on the Pope’s action in the U.S. News and World Report
stated that the Jesuits had indeed meddled in the affairs of certain nations.
Thearticle said: “ Jesuits have played leading roles in Nicaragua’s Sandinista
revolution. Some Jesuits have joined Communist parties. One priest in El
Salvador has claimed that his order is working for the advancement of
Marxism and revolution, not for God.”!3

Thearticle continued by stating that Jesuits have ‘‘joined left-wing rebel
movements in Central America and the Philippines, and have advocated a
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molding of Marxism and Roman Catholicism in what is called ‘liberation
theology.’ 14

Weishaupt’s contempt for religion manifested itself with his thought
that man'’s ability to reason would set the moral tone of the society rather
than the teachings of the Bible.

This thought was not new.

The Bible teaches that the first man and woman, Adam and Eve, were
instructed by God not to eat the fruit of the Tree of the Knowledge of Good
and Evil. Man was not to set his own moral precepts; he was to listen to the
laws of God. Man was tempted by Satan with the ability to “be as Gods,
knowing good and evil,” capable of using his own mind to decide what was
right and wrong.

So Weishaupt’s call to man’s reason to determine man’s morality was
not new; it was the continuing battle between man’s mind and the teachings
of God.

One well-known example of man’s rebellion to the laws of God
occurred when Moses of the Old Testament of the Bible brought God’s laws
in the form of the Ten Commandments to the people. While Moses was
absent, the people had constructed their own god, a mouthless golden calf
incapable of offering any instructions or moral teachings. It is easy to
worship something that does not require any obedience nor has the ability to
issue laws by which to live.

So man continued his rebellion against God. Weishaupt furthered the
trend by teaching that man could free himself by emancipating himself from
religion. Even the name of his organization, the Illuminati, revealed his
concern about man’s mind. The “Illuminated Ones’’ of the Illuminati
would be those possessing the greatest ability to discern the truths of the
universe gleaned from the workings of the human mind. Once unhindered
by religion, pure reason would lead man out of the spiritual wilderness.

Those who believe in the teachings of God as revealed to man through
the Holy Bible do not believe that God’s laws are restrictions on man’s
freedoms, but are exactly the opposite. They enable man to enjoy his freedom
by not fearing the plundering of his life, liberty and property by others.

The commandment “Thou shalt not kill” restricts man’s ability to kill
his neighbor, thereby increasing man’s ability to live. “Thou shalt not steal”’
encourages man to allow his neighbor to accumulate the property he needs
to sustain his own life. “Thou shalt not covet thy neighbor’s wife” discour-
ages adultery and encourages fidelity, thus strengthening the sacredness of
God’s institution of marriage.

God’s laws allow maximum freedom to those who will abide by them.
Man becomes less free when his wife, his property, and his very life belong to
those who feel they have the right to take them from him.
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Weishaupt even admitted that he was founding a new religion when he
founded the Illuminati. He wrote: “I never thought that I should become the
founder of a new religion.”!5

So the goal of the new religion became the substitution of the religious
man with the illuminated man: man solving man’s problems through the
use of his mind. Weishaupt declared: “Reason will be the only code of
man.’’'6 “When at last reason becomes the religion of man, so will the
problem be solved.”!?

Weishaupt believed that man was a product of his environment and that
man would be happy if he could re-structure the environment completely.

Today that teaching is the foundation of the philosophy in the courts
that frees criminals even before the victim can file the charges against the
criminal. The rational, illuminated mind sees that the society, the environ-
ment, and not the criminal, is at fault for the actions of the individual. This
thinking holds that the society must be punished for the acts of the criminal,
and that the criminal must be released back into the society so that it can be
punished for the failure to meet the criminal’s needs.

So Weishaupt saw religion as the problem because religion taught that
only moral means may be utilized to achieve a moral end. Weishaupt saw this
as an obstacle to his achieving his desired result: the complete alteration of
man’s society. He wrote: “Behold our secret. Remember that the end justifies
the means, and that the wise ought to take all the means to do good which
the wicked take to do evil.”18

Any activity, either moral or immoral, becomes moral or acceptable to
the member of the Illuminati as long as that activity promotes the goals of the
organization. Murder, looting, wars, whatever, becomes acceptable behavior
to the real believer of the new religion.

Another major obstacle to man’s progress, according to Weishaupt, was
nationalism. He wrote: “With the origin of nations and peoples the world
ceased to be a great family.... Nationalism took the place of human
love....”19

Weishaupt was not an anarchist (one who believes in the absence of
government) but believed that there was a need for world government to
replace what used to be the national governments. This entity was in turn to
be ruled by the members of the Illuminati: “The pupils (of the Illuminati)
are convinced that the order will rule the world. Every member therefore
becomes a ruler.”’2

So the ultimate goal of the Illuminati, and hence all of its successors,
becomes power: worldwide power. The power of government over all the
people of the world.

If Weishaupt wished to so alter man’s life in a manner only his suppor-
ters wanted, than it becomes imperative that his goals be kept secret from his
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intended victims. He wrote: ““The great strength of our order lies in its
concealment: let it never appear in any place in its own name, but always
covered by another name and another occupation.”?!

Under the protection of its concealment, the order quickly grew.
However, as has been the case with all of the secret organizations that
controlled the so-called Communist organizations, it did not attract, nor was
it intended to attract, the “downtrodden masses,”’ the “lowly’”’ peasant-
worker it was supposedly created to assist. It drew from the near powerful, the
representatives of that layer of society just underneath the power holders. For
instance, a partial listing of the occupations of some of the members of the
IlTuminati revealed this statement was true: marquis, baron, lawyer, abbe,
count, magistrate, prince, major, professor, colonel, priest, and duke.

These were the occupations of the individuals who, without fear of
discovery, could meet secretly and conspire against the government, the
army, the church and the establishment. These were the people who did not
possess the ultimate power of control over their respective fields of endeavor,
but they saw the Illuminati as the means of achieving their goals of individ-
ual power.

The members of the Illuminati whenever together or in correspondence
with fellow members assumed aliases to conceal their real identities.
Weishaupt assumed the name of Spartacus, a Roman slave who led an
uprising against the Roman government centuries before.

What was the goal of these conspirators?

Nesta Webster, one of the major researchers into the Illuminati, has
summarized their goals as follows:

Abolition of monarchy and all ordered government.

Abolition of private property.

Abolition of inheritance.

Abolition of patriotism (nationalism).

Abolition of the family (i.e. of marriage and all morality, and the
institution of communal education of children).

6. Abolition of all religion.??

SR IOS

In 1777, Weishaupt was initiated into the Masonic Order, the Lodge
Theodore of Good Councel, in Munich, Germany. His purpose in joining
was not to become part of this benevolent order, but to infiltrate it and then
to control it altogether.

In fact, the Masons held an International Congress at Wilhemsbad in
July, 1782, and “Illuminism was injected into Freemasonry by indoctrinat-
ing the Masonic leaders...."”?

However, the secrecy of the Illuminati was soon broken in 1783 when
“four professors of the Marianen Academy. ..were summoned before the
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Court of Enquiry and questioned on. . . the Illuminati.”?4

The Bavarian government had discovered the philosophies and pur-
poses of the Illuminati and, more importantly, its desire to overthrow the
Bavarian government. Hearings were held and the government abolished the
order. But discovery of the organization was perhaps a blessing in disguise:
the members fled the persecution of the Bavarian government and they took
the Illuminati with them, establishing new societies all over Europe and
America.

The Bavarian government countered this expansion by warning other
European governments about the exact purposes of the Illuminati, but the
rulers of Europe refused to listen. Those decisions would later come back to
haunt these governments. As Nesta Webster observed: “The extravagence of
the scheme therein propounded rendered it unbelievable, and the rulers of
Europe, refusing to take Illuminism seriously, put it aside as a chimera (a
foolish fancy).”?

The fact that the rulers of Europe wouldn’t believe the goals of the
Illuminati is a problem that is recurring all over the world today. It is
difficult for the observer to believe that such a giant, well organized
conspiracy does exist, and that the goals they envision for the world are real.
This disbelief by the public is what fuels their success and it behooves the
Conspiracy to plan their events in such a way that the truth becomes so
incredible and so preposterous that no one would believe that they were
intentionally created.

A Frenchman named Danton said this in French, and loosely translated,
what he said means: ‘“Audacity, audacity, always audacity!”’

One of the countries to which the Illuminati fled was America, and they
formed their first chapter in Virginia in 1786, followed by fourteen others in
different cities.26 They organized the Callo-Italian Society, and with the onset
of the American Revolution, disciples in America began to call themselves
the Jacobins.?

Much of what is known about the Illuminati today comes from a book
written in 1798 by Professor John Robison, a professor of Natural Philo-
sophy at Edinburgh University in Scotland. He entitled his book Proofs of a
Conspiracy Against all the Religions and Governments of Europe Carried
On In the Secret Meetings of the Free Masons, Illuminati, and Reading
Societies. Professor Robison, himself a Mason, had been asked to join the
Illminati but felt he should investigate the order before he joined. Robison
concluded that the association had been formed “for the express purpose of
rooting out all the religious establishments and overturning all the existing
governments of Europe.”’28

These charges, even today, have fallen on deaf ears among many of
Robison’s fellow Masons. One of the more scholarly works supporting the
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Freemasons is a book entitled An Encyclopaedia of Freemasonry by Albert
Mackey, M.D., himself a 33rd degree Mason, the highest level attainable in
the Masonic Order.

Dr. Mackey makes these statements about Professor Robison’s book:
Many of his statements are untrue and his arguments illogical, exaggerated,
and some of them altogether false. (His) theory is based on false premises and
his reasonings (are) fallacious and illogical.

He wrote that the founder of the Illuminati, Professor Weishaupt, was
“a Masonic reformer. Weishaupt could not have been the monster that he has
been painted by his adversaries.’’30

In fact, Dr. Mackey praised the Illuminati: “The original design of
Illuminism was undoubtedly the elevation of the human race.’’3!

Dr. Mackey dismissed the Illuminati as being no threat to civilization
because he apparently felt that the organization had disappeared: ““. . . by the
end of the last century (by 1900) it had ceased to exist."’32

This might be true, as far as the name Illuminati is concerned, but there
is strong evidence, mainly through the perpetuation of the philosophy
through like-minded organizations, that the Order perpetuated self by
frequently changing its name and surfacing again.

In 1798, shortly after the publication of Professor Robison’s work on the
Illuminati, American minister Reverend G.W. Snyder sent a copy of the
book to President George Washington, who was a very visible member of the
Masonic Order. On September 25, 1798, President Washington wrote a letter
to Rev. Snyder: “I have heard much of the nefarious and dangerous plan and
doctrines of the Illuminati, but never saw the book until you were pleased to
send it to me. It was not my intention to doubt that the doctrine of the
Illuminad had not spread in the United States. On the contrary, no one is
more satisfied of this fact than Iam....”%

But not all of America’s founding fathers agreed with President
Washington. Thomas Jefferson, after reading part three of the writings of
another exposer of the Illuminati, the Abbe Barruel, wrote: “Barruel’s own
parts of the book are perfectly the ravings of a Bedlamite.’’3* (Webster’s
dictionary defines a Bedlamite as an inhabitant of the Bedlam hospital for
lunatics in London, England.)

Jefferson also wrote the following about the founder of the Illuminati:
“Weishaupt seems to be an enthusiastic philanthropist. Weishaupt believes
that to promote the perfection of the human character was the object of Jesus
Christ. His (Weishaupt's) precepts are the love of God and love of our
neighbor.”’35

(It is truly amazing that two people could read the works of Weishaupt,
or the writings of those who were out to expose him for what he was, and
come away with two such divergent opinions about his purposes. Yet there
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are still defenders of the Illuminati even today.)

Some of the more vocal critics of the Illuminati believe that they were
instrumental in fomenting the American Revolution itself. But a simple
review of the nature of this revolution will show the difference between a
revolution created by the Illuminati and the American Revolution. Life
magazine summarized it quite well in its series on Revolutions: “The
American revolution was strictly a war of independence. It gave later
revolutions a noble ideal and gave America itself the freedom to pursue its
own destiny, but it left the structure of American society in all essentials
unchanged. 36

In other words, the American Revolution did not dissolve the family,
abolish religion, nor eliminate the national borders, the three targets of the
Illuminat. The American Revolution was fought to disengage the United
States from the government of England. This fact is confirmed by the
Declaration of Independence. The founding fathers wrote: “When in the
course of human events, it becomes necessary for one people to dissolve the
political bands which have connected them with another. . ..”

But the Illuminati has had its hands directly in other revolutions, the
most notable being the French Revolution of 1789.

The facts of their involvement in this uprising are not well known. The
traditional explanation of the French Revolution is that the French people,
tired of being oppressed by King Louis XVI and Marie Antoinette, rose up in
opposition to the monarchy and started the revolution by storming the
Bastille prison. This activity, according to the official historical record,
started the revolution that was to culminate in the replacing of the monarchy
with the so-called “French Republic.”

The French people commemorate the start of their “revolution’ by
making Bastille Day, July 14, an annual holiday. This further supports the
contention that the people of France truly revolted and overthrew the King
of France.

However, those who have studied the revolution in depth have disco-
vered the real reason for the storming of the Bastille prison. As Nesta Webster
explained it, “A plan of attack on the Bastille had already been drawn up, it
only remained now to set the people in motion.”’%

The plan of attack was to storm the Bastille, not to release the hundreds
of “oppressed political prisoners’ supposedly imprisoned there, but to
capture the needed weapons to start the revolution. This was confirmed by
the fact that, when the mob reached the Bastille, so-called “torturous’ prison
of the “oppressive’” King Louis XVI, there were only seven prisoners
incarcerated there: four forgers, two lunatics, and the Comte de Solages,
incarcerated for “monstrous crimes against humanity” at the request of his
family. In fact, “The damp, dark dungeons had fallen into complete disuse;
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since the first ministry of Necker in 1776, no one had been imprisoned
there.”38

The second erroneous presumption about the causes of the French
Revolution is that the revolution was the action of the masses of the French
people. This concept of large numbers of Frenchmen supporting the
revolution is erroneous, because, in truth “Out of the 800,000 inhabitants of
Paris only approximately 1,000 took any part in the siege of the
Bastille. . . %

Those who were directly involved in the storming of the prison were in
fact paid by those who directed the entire affair.

That brigands from the South (of France) were deliberately
enticed to Paris in 1789, employed and paid by the revolutionary
leaders, is a fact confirmed by authorities too numerous to quote at
length; and the further fact that the conspirators felt that such a
measure to be necessary is of immense significance, for it shows that
in their eyes the people of Paris were not to be depended on to carry
out a revolution. In other words, the importation of the contingent
of hired brigands conclusively refutes the theory that the Revolu-
tion was an irrepressable rising of the people.#

In addition, not only Frenchmen were employed by those directing the
revolution: ““...the motley crew of ‘brigands,’. .. thirsting for violence,
consisting not only of the aforesaid Marsailles (those Frenchmen from the
‘South,’ cited above) and Italians, but also...of large numbers of
Germans....’4

One who was in a position to witness the actual siege of the Bastille in
Paris was a Dr. Rigby, who was in Paris as a tourist during the French
Revolution. His letters to his wife during these days offer an interesting
insight into what actually happened. Nesta Webster, in her book The French
Revolution, commented on Dr. Rigby’s correspondence: “So little commo-
tion did the siege of the Bastille cause in Paris that Dr. Rigby, unaware that
anything unusual was going on, went off early in the afternoon to visit the
gardens of Monceaux.” 42

Another of the observers of the French Revolution was Lord Acton, who
confirmed that there was a hidden hand at work at fomenting the French
Revolution: “The appalling thing in the French Revolution is not the
tumult but the design. Through all the fire and smoke, we perceive the
evidence of calculating organization. The managers remain studiously
concealed and masked; but there is no doubt about their presence from the
first.”43

The plan of the conspirators was simple: to create “‘popular” grievances
in order to exploit them to their benefit. They created five particular
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grievances to create the impression that the King himself was responsible. It
was hoped that the difficult conditions would be sufficient to arouse enough
people to join those already hired so that it would appear that the revolution
was indeed one with popular support. The conspirators could then control
the events and bring about their desired results.

The first of these contrived grievances was the shortage of grain. Webster
says: ‘“Montjoie asserts that agents employed by the Duc d’ Orleans deliber-
ately bought up the grain, and either sent it out of the country or concealed
it in order to drive the people to revolt.”+

So the Duc d’ Orleans, a member of the Illuminad, purchased large
quantities of grain to cause the people to take their grievances to the King
whom they were led to believe had caused the shortage. It was, of course, the
Illuminati that spread the story that the King had intentionally caused the
grain shortage. This tactic is similar to the one detailed by Jan Kozak in his
book Not A Shot Is Fired, written about 160 years later.

The second of these contrived grievances was the enormous debt that
caused the government to tax the people to pay for it. The national debt was
estimated to be 4 1/2 billion livre, worth about $800 million in the dollar of
the day. The money had been borrowed by the French government to assist
the United States in the American Revolution of 1776. (The connection
between the Illuminati of France and the founding fathers of the American
Revolution, will be discussed in a later chapter of this book.) It has been
estimated that two-thirds of the French debt had been created by those loans.

The third contrived grievance was the false impression that the French
people were starving. Dr. Rigby, previously mentioned, stated that: “. .. we
have seen few of the lower classes in rage, idleness and misery.”4

Nesta Webster explained further: “. .. Dr. Rigby continues in the same
strain of admiration —an admiration that we might attribute to lack of
discernment were it not that it ceases abruptly on his entry into Germany.
Here he finds a ‘country to which Nature has been equally kind as to France,
for it has fertile soil, but as yet the inhabitants live under an oppressive
government.” At Cologne, (Germany) he finds that ‘tyranny and oppression
have taken up their abode.’ 46

The fourth major grievance caused by the Illuminati and its fellow
conspirators in the government was massive inflation which was bankrupt-
ing the working classes. 35 million assignats were printed in a short time and
this was partially the cause of the shortages. The government’s response was
to impose food rationing, and this further continued to anger the people.
This tactic is, once again, similar to the strategy detailed by Jan Kozak.

The fifth distortion of the truth was the alleged “oppressive” reign of
King Louis XVI. The truth is that France was the most prosperous of all the
European states prior to the Revolution. France held one-half of the money
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in circulation in all of Europe, and in the period of 1720 to 1780, foreign trade
was multiplied by four. One half of the wealth in France was in the hands of
the middle class, and the “serfs” owned more land than anyone else. The
King had abolished forced labor on public works in France and had
outlawed the use of torture in interrogation. In addition, the king had
founded hospitals, established schools, reformed the laws, built canals,
drained the marshes to increase the quantity of arable land, and had
constructed numerous bridges to ease the flow of goods inside the country.

So in this, the first of several “revolutions” to be reviewed in this book,
we see the classic example of the Conspiracy at work. The benevolent King
was fostering a rise of the middle class by encouraging a better and healthier
society. This situation was intolerable to those who were in the layer just
underneath the ruling class, as the rising middle class began to assume power
themselves. The conspirators intended to eliminate not only the King and
the present ruling class but the middle class as well.

The enemy of the Conspiracy is always the middle class, and in the other
revolutions to be reviewed elsewhere in this book, it shall be shown that the
Conspiracy foments these contrived “revolutions” for just that purpose.

So the French Revolution was a fraud and hoax. The people were being
manipulated for reasons not made known to them.#’

The invisible hand that guided the entire French Revolution was the
Illuminati, only thirteen years in existence, yet powerful enough to cause a
revolution in one of the major countries of the world.

But the members of the Illuminati had laid down the plans for the
Revolution years before, and had infiltrated another secret group, the
Masons: “France’s galloping revolution was assisted in the decades previous
to 1789 by the growth of the Masonic Brotherhood.’'48

Freemasonry had come to France in 1725, but by 1772, the organization
had split into two groups, one of which became known as the Grand Orient
Lodge of Freemasonry. The first Grand Master, the equivalent of president,
of the Lodge was the Duc @’ Orleans, also a member of the Illuminati.

The Grand Orient Lodge spread quickly throughout the entirety of
France so that by 1789 there were a total of 600 lodges all over France as
compared to only 104 in 1772. Members of the Grand Orient were also active
in government, as 447 of the 605 members of the Estates General, France’s
parliament, were members.

The plan of the Illuminati was to infiltrate the Masonic Order, convert
it into a branch of the Illuminati, and then use its secrecy as the vehicle to
overthrow the monarchy. The new head of the government would be the Duc
d’ Orleans. The strategy worked for awhile, but later the Duc suffered the
ultimate penalty for his treason against the French government: he died on
the guillotine.
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What, then, was offered to the French people instead of their old society?
What was to be the guiding force behind the new society offered by the
Illuminati?

That question was answered by an author who has studied the Revolu-
tion: ‘““The French Revolution represented the first attempt to use the
religion of reason. . . as the foundation of a new order of society.’’4

In fact, in November, 1793: . . . the multitude assembled in the Cathed-
ral of Notre Dame to worship the Goddess of Reason, personified by an
actress. . . placed naked by government decree upon the altar. . .."50

So the French Revolution was created to replace God with the “Goddess
of Reason.”” The conspirators offered the French people the essential
program of the the Illuminati: man’s mind would solve man’s problems.

In spite of all of the evidence of the planning, however, there are still
those who believe the French Revolution was the spontaneous activity of an
oppressed population rising up against a tyrannical king. Life magazine, in
a series of articles on the subject of Revolution, wrote: “The French
Revolution was not planned and instigated by conspirators. It was the result
of a spontaneous uprising by the masses of the French people. . .."5!

There are reasons other than historical ignorance that Life magazine
takes this position, and these will be examined later in a subsequent chapter.
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Chapter 9

Communism

It has been fairly well established by traditional historians that Karl
Marx was the founding father of Communism. This is, in addition, the
official position offered by the Communists themselves. Their position is
that this previously unknown young man suddenly rose out of obscurity to
write the Communist Manifesto and thereby launched the Communist
movement.

However, the truth is that this explanation is only partially correct. And
the truth is far more interesting than the partially correct story.

To understand why this is so, it becomes important to first examine Karl
Marx, the individual.

Marx, born in 1818, went to Paris, France, in 1843 to study economics,
and while at a university met Frederick Engels, the son of a wealthy
Lancashire, England, cotton spinner. Marx soon learned the joys of
possessing unearned wealth, for Engels constantly assisted Marx, and later
Marx and his family, with an income from his father’s cotton mills in
England. Marx didn’t care for the traditional forms of labor to earn the
necessities of life, relying instead on the largess of his friend Engels to keep
himself alive for nearly all of his adult life.
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Marx frequently made appeals to Engels for more money because he
said his daughters “must have a bourgeois education so they can make
contacts in life.”’!

Traditional historians have not dwelt much upon this relationship
between Marx and Engels. Those that do find it strange that Marx, the
“champion of the oppressed and the downtrodden workers’” would spend
nearly all of his adult life living off the profits acquired from a “‘capitalistic”’
cotton mill in England. Engels’ father, if consistent with the charges against
the “propertied class” of the day, was “‘exploiting the working class, those
who produce all of the capital of the world.” Yet Marx continued living off
the income provided by Engels’ share of the cotton mill.

If Marx had been true and consistent to his principles, he would have
rejected this money and lived by the earnings of his own labors. Yet the only
official job Marx ever had was as a correspondent for a newspaper for a short
time.

In his early youth Marx was a believer in God. But while at the univer-
sity Marx changed his views. He once wrote that he wished to avenge himself
“against the One who rules above.”’2

It was no coincidence that his change in his basic belief came after he
joined the highly secret Satanist Church. As evidence of his membership in
this sect, Marx grew a heavy beard and let his hair grow long. These outward
manifestations were *. . . characteristic of the disciples of Joana Southcott, a
Satanic priestess who considered herself in contact with the demon Shiloh.’’3

By 1841 his conversion was nearly complete as a friend of his had
observed: ‘““Marx calls the Christian religion one of the most immoral of
religions.”™*

Not only did Marx attack the Christian religion, but the Jewish religion
as well. In 1856 Marx wrote in the New York Tribune: “Thus do these
loans...become a blessing to the House of Judah. This Jew organization of
loanmongers is as dangerous to the people as the aristocratic organization of
landowners."’

But generally Marx took out his anger against religion itself: “The
abolition of religion as the illusory happiness of man is a demand for their
real happiness.”’®

The reasons for Marx’s bitterness against religion are numerous: Marx
saw religion:

1. as the mechanism of the wealthy to keep the poor, downtrodden
worker in his state of poverty;

2.  as the teaching that one man’s property did not belong to another;

3.  as the teaching that man should not covet another man's property;
and

4. as the teaching that each man should be self-sufficient and earn his
own sustenance.
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Marx saw this unequal distribution of wealth as the cause of man’s
unhappiness. If only property could be equally divided, man would be
happy. And the vehicle that kept man from acquiring his fair share of the
property was organized religion that taught that one man could not take the
property of another by force: “Thou shalt not steal.” Religious teaching also
included the commandment that it was wrong to desire more property than
you were able to acquire by your own efforts: ““Thou shalt not covet thy
neighbor’s goods.”

Marx reasoned, therefore, it was the religious system that kept man in
poverty, as if the ownership of property was the only requirement for human
happiness. It then followed, according to Marxist logic, that the capitalist
system had to be destroyed because it encouraged every individual to produce
his own necessities through his individual labor.

Therefore, the happiness of man was contingent upon abolishing not
only the religious system but the “Capitalistic’’ system as well.

One of Marx’s friends, Mikhail Bakunin, once wrote this about Marx:
“Since Marx rejected the idea of God, he could not explain the ‘human
condition’ as the result of sin. He blamed all evil, both moral and psycholog-
ical, on the economic system which he said had to be overthrown by
revolution so that the society of man could be restructured.”’?

But even the abolishment of religion and the Capitalistic System was
not enough for the Marxists. Marx himself wished to abolish “all social
conditions,” not just the church and the free enterprise system. Marx wrote:
“The Communists. . . openly declare that their ends can be attained only by
the forcible overthrow of all existing social conditions.’’8

Marx wrote frequently on these subjects. He wrote the following about
the subject of the family: ““The bourgeois clap trap about family and
education, about the co-relation of parent and child, becomes all the more
disgusting. . ..°

And on nationality: “The working men have no country. We cannot
take away from them what they have not got.”’?

Marx realized that the main vehicle to be utilized in the destruction of
these values was the government, and he was correct. Take, for instance, the
following newspaper article that appeared in 1980:

FAMILY LIFE HARMED BY GOVERNMENT, POLL SAYS

Pollster George Gallup said Friday nearly half of those who
responded to his organization’s 1980 survey on the American
family believe that the federal government has an unfavorable
influence on family life.!!

Ideas on how the family unit can be further damaged are now being
offered by a variety of people. One, an assistant professor at a college, offered
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this thought on the subject: ““. .. the fact that children are raised in families
means there is no equality. In order to raise children with equality, we must
take them away from families and communally raise them.”’12

To show their individual contempt for the traditional view of family
life, both Frederick Engels and Marx had affairs: Engels with the wife of a
friend, and Marx with his maid. (When Marx married Jenny von West-
phalen, the daughter of a rich and respected Prussian official, her mother
gave the couple a maid as a wedding present. Marx showed his appreciation
by getting his gift pregnant.) Marx further showed his contempt for his
family by allowing two of his six children to starve to death, because Marx’s
contempt for industrious labor frequently failed to provide for his family’s
sustenance. In addition, two of his other children later committed suicide,
perhaps because of their wretched existence as children.!3

Marx’s views on marriage and the family were consistent with the way
he lived his life, but in other areas his hypocrisy was very evident.

For instance, in June, 1864, “in a letter to his uncle, Lion Phillips, Marx
announced that he had made 400 pounds on the stock exchange.''14

Here Marx, the great champion of the working man against the
“exploiting capitalists’’ (those who make their money on the stock
exchange,) admits that he himself had made a profit on the stock exchange
(in effect admitting that he considered himself a member of this class.) Notice
that this was eighteen years after he urged the proletariat (the working class)
to overthrow the bourgeois (the wealthy class), those who make profits on the
stock exchange.

On one occasion, he wrote to Engels asking for the final settlement of
the Wolff legacy. He said: “If I had had the money during the last ten days,
I would have been able to make a good deal on the stock exchange. The time
has now come when with wit and very little money, one can really make a
killing in London.”!s

The Wolff legacy referred to in Marx’s letter was the remains of an
inheritance left to Marx by Wilhelm Wolff, an obscure German admirer. The
total legacy inherited by Marx was 824 pounds, when the annual income of
the “‘exploited working class’’ was approximately 4.5 pounds. In rough
equivalents today, that would mean that Marx inherited approximately
$365,000 assuming that the average wage of an American workman in 1980
was $20,000.

It was not as if Marx could not have earned an adequate living by his
own efforts. Mr. Marx was indeed Dr. Marx, as he had earned a doctorate in
philosophy from the University of Jena. With this degree, he could have been
employed by a European university and made a comfortable living. (Marx
never actually attended the university. He purchased his doctorate through
the mail.)
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In about 1846, both Marx and Engels joined a group calling itself The
Communist League which “sprang from what was known as the League of
the Just. The latter, in turn, was an offshoot of the Parisian Qutlaws League,
founded by German refugees in that city. After a turbulent ten-year period,
the League of the Just found its ‘center of gravity’ as Engels put it, in London
where, he added, a new feature came to the fore: ‘from being German’ the
League became international.”’!6

After the Illuminati was discovered in Bavaria, Germany, its members
scattered throughout Europe. The League was an “off-shoot of the Parisian
Outlaws League, founded by German refugees.’ One can only wonder if
those refugees were the scattering Illuminati.

In any event, at the Second Congress of the Communist League (the
official title of the Manifesto, in German, is Manifest der Kommunistichen
Partei. (History has translated “Partei” variously as “Party” or “‘League.”)
Marx and Engels were selected to write a party platform. Apparently both
encountered delays in achieving this result, and the two writers “caused the
Central Committee of the League to serve notice sharply that if the manifesto
was not ready by February 1, 1848, measures would be taken against Marx
and Engels. Results followed.”’!?

So Marx and Engels were given the task of writing a party platform for
an already existing international group. The Manifesto was not the work of
an inspired nobody by the name of Karl Marx (or Frederick Engels, for that
matter,) who suddenly sprang up from obscurity. Both were hired by an
already existing group that now felt its power was strong enough for them
to come out from the ““smoke-filled”” rooms and make their organization, and
its platform, known to the people of Europe.

But why was it so important for the manifesto to be completed by the
first of February? Because the “spontaneous revolutions” that had already
been planned all over Europe could ‘‘spontaneously” erupt on schedule. In
fact, these “spontaneously planned” revolutions started on March 1, 1848 in
Baden followed by others in Vienna on March 12; Parma, March 13; Venice,
March 22; London, April 10; Spain, May 7; and Naples, May 15. Sixty-four
revolutions “spontaneously erupted” all over Russia during the year as well.

So the Manifesto of the Communist Party was issued in London,
England, on February 1, 1848, as an explanation of the cause of the revolu-
tions already planned. Fortunately for the people of Europe, nearly all of
these revolutions failed.

Because of these failures, the name of the manifesto was changed to the
Communist Manifesto and the name of Karl Marx was added as its author.
This event occurred in 1868, twenty years after its original publication.

What, then, did the Communist Party want Marx and Engels to write?

Marx saw the proletariat (the working class) wresting “. . . by degrees,
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all capital from the bourgeoisie (the propertied class)...by means of
despotic inroads on the rights of property.”!8

This meant that Marx and his contemporaries had to develop a program
that would slowly destroy the rights to private property in the society until
one day the working class would own all of the property. This would not
require the use of force, just the action of an increasingly powerful govern-
ment which would steadily expand its role in the affairs of the society.

Marx and Engels wrote the following for the Communist Party: 19
“These measures will of course be different in different countries. Neverthe-
less, in the most advanced countries the following will be pretty generally
applicable:

1.  Abolition of property in land and application of all rents of land
to public purposes.”

Marx had written elsewhere in the manifesto: ‘““You are horrified at our
intending to do away with your private property. Precisely so, that is just
what we intend.”?

So the first plank of the Manifesto was in keeping with the rest of the
philosophy of Marx, although this plank only dealt with property in the
form of land.

“2. A heavy progressive or graduated income tax.”

Here Marx adds the income tax as a method of taking property from the
“propertied class” to give it to the “working class.” This plank is in accord
with Marx’s statement about the obligation the wealthy have to the poor:
“From each according to his ability, to each according to his need.”

Government was to become the great income distributor. It was to take
from the producers (the ‘“haves,”) and give it to the non-producers, (the
“have-nots.”)

“3.  Abolition of all right of inheritance.”

Not only was the producer of capital goods going to find out that, as his
efforts increased his rewards would decrease, but, whatever was left after the
government took what it felt was needed for the poor, could not be left to his
heirs. Property was to become only the temporary possession of the producer.

“4.  Confiscation of the property of all emigrants and rebels.”

Those who wished to leave the Communist state would have to forfeit
their property to those who remained, and those who opposed the govern-
ment would have their property confiscated.

“6.  Centralization of credit in the hands of the State by means of a
national bank with State capital and an exclusive monopoly.”

The Communists told Marx to make certain that only the Communists
would have the sole power to create inflation. This power would grant them
the ability to destroy the private property rights of those citizens who kept
their property in the form of cash.
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“6.  Centralization of the means of communication and transport in
the hands of the state.”

The state would restrict the citizen’s right to speak out against the state
by controlling his access to a mass audience, as well as control the society’s
right to freely disburse the goods they produced.

“7.  Extension of factories and instruments of production owned by
the State, the bringing into cultivation of waste lands, and the
improvement of the soil generally in accordance with a com-
mon plan.”

The government would own all of the capital goods and the state would
determine what was to be grown on the land.

“8.  Equal liability of all to labor. Establishment of industrial
armies, especially for agriculture.”

All capital goods, including the labor force itself, were to belong to the
state. An industrial army would be formed, capable of being moved by its
commander to whatever area the state felt needed workers, especially in the
agricultural area.

“9.  Combination of agriculture with manufacturing industries;
gradual abolition of the distinction between town and country
by a more equable distribution of population over the country.”

The ultimate capital good, man himself, would lose his ultimate
freedom: the right to live where he chose. Possibly Marx envisioned the
growth of the labor union as a vehicle to combine ‘‘agricultural and
manufacturing industries.”

“10.  Free education for all children in public schools. Abolition of
children’s factory labor in its present form. Combination of
education with industrial production etc., etc.”

The State would assume the responsibility for the education of all of the
children in the society. It is presumed that Marx would not have tolerated a
private school where parents could teach their own children what they felt
was appropriate. If the state were the only educator, it could teach the
children whatever it wanted.

The ultimate goal of the state would be to set the values of the society
through the public school system. It is also presumed that Marx envisioned
the ultimate abolition of the family itself, as the state assumed not only the
role of the teacher in the life of the child but the role of the parent as well.

The ten planks of the Communist Manifesto were written in 1848. It is
interesting to see just how far these programs have advanced in the American
society since that date.

1.  Abolition of private property in land:

The United States government now owns 33.5 percent of the land of the
U.S., completely in violation of the U.S. Constitution.
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Article I grants powers to the Legislative Branch of the Federal Govern-
ment. Section 8 of Article I grants the power: “To exercise exclusive
legislation in all cases whatsoever over such district (not exceeding ten miles
square) as may, by cession of particular States and the acceptance of
Congress, became the seat of government of the United States, and to exercise
like authority over all places purchased by the consent of the Legislature of
the State in which the same shall be, for the erection of forts, magazines,
arsenals, dockyards, and other useful buildings.”

That means that any land owned by the government in excess of
Washington D.C. and the necessary military bases is owned in violation of
the U.S. Constitution.

And the government owns over one-third of the land in the United
States.

In addition, that land which the government does not own is controlled
through such controls as land use regulations, governmental bureaucratic
edicts, zoning laws, etc. Rent controls are not normally imposed by the
federal government, but by local governments, but the effects upon private
property are the same. The government controls the land and property of its
citizens by controlling the prices the property owners may charge for the
rental of their property. (Fascism was defined as control, but not ownership
of the factors of production.)

2. Progressive or graduated income tax:

The United States government passed the Graduated Income Tax in

1913, after several previous attempts had failed.
3. The Inheritance Tax:

The United States government imposed the Inheritance Tax upon the
American people in 1916.

4. The confiscation of the property of emigrants and rebels:

In 1980, Congress took a giant step towards confiscation of property of
emigrants when it passed H.R. 5691, which makes it a crime to transport or
even to attempt to transport “monetary instruments” totalling five thousand
dollars or more into or out of the country without filing the required reports
with the government.

5.  Centralization of credit; a national bank:
The United States set up its national bank, the Federal Reserve, in 1913.
6. Centralization of communication and transport:

The United States created the Federal Trade Commission in 1916, and

the Federal Communications Commission in 1934.
7.  Factors of production owned by the state:

Amtrak, the federal government’s railway system, is a recent example of
the intrusion of the government into those areas traditionally operated by the
free-enterprise system. However, other governmental intrusions into the
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affairs of the American businessman take the form of governmental controls
of the factors of production (Fascism) rather than direct ownership. (The
1980 loan to the Chrysler Corporation was a good example.) In addition,
government bureaus of every form and shape issue edicts for the privately
owned business to follow.

8.  Equal hability to labor:

The American government has not moved into this area as yet, but has
moved into the position of being the employer of last resort through such
programs as the Comprehensive Employment and Training Act, the
Civilian Conservation Corps, the draft, and a proposal known as the
Universal Military Service, where all of military age are obligated to serve
their country in some capacity.

9.  Forced distribution of the population:

Very little has been done in this area of Marxist thought except in rather
isolated instances, such as the call for ““Urban Renewal.” Under this
proposal, the government forces people out of low rent areas in the name of
renewing urban decay. Few of these people return to the renewal area after
completion of the housing projects.

10.  Free education in public schools:

The United States government took a giant step, albeit without
constitutional authority, towards controlling America’s system of education,
by funding colleges and universities after Russia orbited the artificial satellite
called Sputnik in 1957.

Another step towards this goal occurred in 1980 when the Department
of Education was established as a separate governmental department.

Students of Marx have noticed that he wanted the Communists to use
both the Graduated Income Tax and the Central Bank as a means of making
“inroads into the property of the bourgeoisie.” An understanding of how
these two instruments of destruction work together will follow in subsequent
chapters of this book.

To show how close some of the Marxists are in everyday life to abolish-
ing the right to private property, the communists in the Democratic Party in
Oregon passed a rather revealing platform plank at their annual statewide
convention in 1972. It read: “Land is a common resource and should be held
in public ownership.”’2!

The Communists are getting closer.
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Chapter 10

The Russian
Revolution

The Russian Revolution of 1917 was started by starving Russian
workers who were being oppressed by the tyrannical leader of Russia, Czar
Nicholas II.

This is a one-sentence summary of the official explanation of the cause
of the Communist Revolution. But is there another explanation? Is it
possible that the Russian workers were being used by someone else for
another reason, just as in the French Revolution of 1789?

Perhaps the true cause of the Russian Revolution can be traced to a war
of competition in the oil industry that started after the American Edward L.
Drake drilled the first oil well in 1859. Drake was not the one, however, who
saw the enormous potential in the oil business for exorbitant profits.

John D. Rockefeller was one of the early refiners of oil, as he started in
1863 with two partners. Rockefeller’s interest was not satisfied with just one
refinery, however. As author William Hoffman observed: “What he wanted
was to be the largest refiner in the world, the only refiner in the world.”!

By 1872, Rockefeller controlled twenty-five percent of America’s
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refining capacity and by 1879 he controlled ninety-five percent.2 His goal
shifted now from national control to international control. His company,
Standard Oil, was supplying ninety percent of America’s foreign oil sales
and America was the sole source of an exportable surplus. But something
was happening to his international market. ‘“The wall of Standard’s
international oil monopoly had been breached with the opening of Russia’s
great Baku field on the Caspian Sea. By 1883, a railroad had been built to the
Black Sea, and the Czar had invited the Nobel brothers and the Rothschild
family to help develop these great oil riches.”?

Standard Oil now had an international competitor in the oil business!

The Rothschild family was now in a position to compete favorably with
Standard Oil in the sale of oil in the world market. By 1888, this new oil
source had overtaken Standard Oil as the international seller of crude oil.

The development of Russia’s oil supply to the point where it could
overtake the United States can be illustrated by the following table:

Petroleurmn Production:

Year USA Russia

1860 70,000 tons 1,300 tons
1885 3,120,000 tons 2,000,000 tons
1901 9,920,000 tons 12,170,000 tons

The rapid growth of the oil industry led Russia into the industrialized
world. The traditional explanation of Russia’s economy at this time was that
the nation was an agrarian economy, far behind the other European
economies. However, during the period of 1907 to 1913, Russia’s increase in
its industrial production rate exceeded that of the United States, England,
and Germany, long believed to be the industrialized giants of the day.

The following is typical of the conclusion of many researchers who have
examined this period in history: “The Russian revolution of 1917 came not
at the end of period of stagnation and decay, but rather after more than a half-
century of the most rapid and comprehensive economic progess.” And with
this progress came the development of a middle class, the enemy of the
conspiracy.

There are historians who now believe that the Russian Revolution of
1917 was in truth a revolution instigated by the American and European oil
interests to wrest control of the Russian oil fields from the Rothschild-Nobel
combination.

But other forces were at work as well in the Russian Revolution. After
the defeat of Napoleon and the occupation of Paris in 1814 by Russian
troops, many Russian aristocrats visited France. The liberal ideas of the
French Revolution appealed to many of them and resulted in the formation
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of two secret Masonic lodges (in Russia), the Northern Star and the Southern
Star. Both lodges enlisted as members many influential and wealthy Russian
nobles.*

The secret society had been brought to Russia. In a book entitled Russia
1917, author George Katkov cited the enormous influence the secret societies
had in the Communist Revolution: “There is no doubt. . . that a widespread
net of conspiratorial organizations modeled on freemasons’ lodges worked
for revolution in Russia and played a decisive role in the formation of the first
Provisional Government.”®

With the arrival of the secret society, the near powerful could conspire
to replace the monarchy as a form of government through control over the
Provisional Government that replaced the Czar after he abdicated. The
conspirators now had two of the three essential parts of the *“‘pincers
movement” written about by Jan Kozak.

The third part, the ‘“mob,” was organized in 1895, when Vladimir Ilyich
Lenin and nine others, including Leon Trotsky, formed the Social Demo-
cratic Labor Party, the forerunner of the Communist Party.

Perhaps the incident that provoked Lenin’s hatred of the Russian
monarchy and the Czar occurred in 1881, when his older brother was
executed for having taken part in the assassination of Czar Alexander II, the
grandfather of Nicholas II, the Czar at the time of Lenin’s revolution.

Lenin’s revolutionary career began while he was a student at the
University of Kazan, where he became a devotee of Karl Marx. Lenin learned
that Marx had anticipated two revolutionary methods for total control of a
society: the violent and the non-violent.

Marx’s ten-plank program discussed in an earlier chapter constituted
Marx’s non-violent method of communizing a society.

The Russian Communist Party was torn between the advocates of both
methods. Lenin preferred a violent revolution to gain control of Russia, and
Trotsky preferred the non-violent. The supporters of Lenin became the
majority on the debates on the issue and became known as the Bolsheviks
(translated as ‘‘the majority”’ in Russian), and the supporters of Trotsky
became the minority and were known as the Mensheviks (‘‘the minority).”

Perhaps the most crucial event in the Russian Revolution occurred in
the spring of 1905, when the British Fabian Society, a non-violent revolu-
tionary group, met the Bolsheviks, a violent revolutionary group, in
London, England. It was at this meeting that loans were arranged between
the two groups so that the Bolsheviks could start their revolution. Joseph
Fels, a member of the Fabian Society and a wealthy American soap manufac-
turer, loaned the Bolsheviks large sums of money, as did other members of
the Fabians.6

Arrangements also were made to finance the Japanese government in a
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war with the Russian government in an attempt to weaken the monarchy so
that it would make the task of the Bolsheviks much easier. From New York,
Jacob Schiff, J.P. Morgan, the First National Bank, and the National City
Bank loaned Japan approximately $30,000,000 to attack the Russian
government from the east.’

In 1905, with financing from members of the Fabian Society and with
the knowledge that American bankers had loaned Japan money to move
against Russia’s eastern front, Lenin started his revolution on May 1, the
anniversary of the founding of the Illuminati.

But Lenin and his Bolsheviks were not initially successful in their
revolution in spite of all of the assistance of the wealthy banking interests and
members of the Fabian Society. The Czar exiled Lenin to Switzerland,
Trotsky to the United States, and Joseph Stalin to Siberia.

The Bolsheviks were at least partially successful in weakening the
monarchy, as the Czar responded to the charges of the Revolution and
instituted a series of reforms. For instance, he recognized the principle of
limited government, proclaimed a set of fundamental laws, and established
a national parliament (called the Duma) with a share in the law-making
process for the people. In other words, the monarchy was changing into a
democratic republic.

In an extremely puzzling move, the Czar, possibly the richest man in the
world, deposited $400,000,000 in the Chase Bank (the Rockefeller interests,)
the National City Bank, Guaranty Bank (the Morgan interests,) the Hanover
Trust Bank, and the Manufacturers Trust Bank, and $80,000,000 in the
Rothschild Bank in Paris. It is possible that he realized that his government
was in trouble and he was hoping that his deposits would buy toleration
from these interests after their attempt to remove him failed in 1905.

The revolution led inexorably on, and on March 15, 1917, the Czar
abdicated in favor of a provisional government led ultimately by the Socialist
Alexander Kerensky. One of the first acts of this government was to issue
amnesty to the exiled Bolsheviks and back to the Russian Revolution came
Lenin, Trotsky, and Stalin.

Many historians feel that the Kerensky government was a temporary
front for the Bolsheviks, for three important reasons:

1. Kerensky was allowed to live after Lenin assumed control of the
government while virtually all the other members of the Provisional
Government were butchered in the revolution that followed.

2. Kerensky issued a general amnesty not only for the Bolshevik leaders,
but all others exiled since the aborted revolution of 1905. It is estimated that
this act freed over 250,000 dedicated revolutionaries.

3. Kerensky himself admitted that the Kerensky government had
“received some support privately from industry in America,” possibly from
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the same individuals who financed Lenin in 1905.8

So back came the major Communist revolutionaries to the revolution.

Trotsky left New York City on March 27, 1917, on the S.S. Christiana
with 275 other followers on his way to Canada. He and his followers were
detained in Halifax, Nova Scotia, by the Canadian government, which
found $10,000 on his person. This large quantity of money held by Trotsky
was indeed a strange amount, as he himself had admitted that the only
money he had received during the years of 1916 and 1917 while in New York
was $310 that he later admitted he had distributed among 5 emigrants who
were returning to Russia.

The subject of Trotsky’s $10,000 came up in 1919 during a Senate
investigating committee’s hearings into the subject of Bolshevik propaganda
and German money. “It is quite remarkable that the (Overman) Committee
adjourned abruptly before the source of Trotsky’s funds could be placed into
the record. When questioning resumed the next day, Trotsky and his $10,000
were no longer of interest.””®

Some did know where the money had come from, however, even if
officially the United States government did not want to know. Congressman
Louis McFadden, the Chairman of the House Banking Committee, went on
record as saying: ‘“They (the private banking monopolies) financed Trotsky’s
mass meetings of discontent and rebellion in New York. They paid Trotsky’s
passage from New York to Russia so that he might assist in the destruction
of the Russian empire. They fomented and instigated the Russian Revolu-
tion and they placed a large fund of American dollars at Trotsky’s disposal
in one of their branch banks in Sweden.”’10

The Canadian government, discovering that Trotsky carried an
American passport, questioned the American government as to why they
would allow Trotsky to return to Russia when not only were Canadian
troops fighting the Germans in World War I, but American troops as well.
It followed, according to the Canadian reasoning, that if the Russian
goverment, led by Trotsky and Lenin, signed a peace treaty with Germany,
because Russia was also at war with Germany at the time, it would free
German troops at war with Russia to kill American troops as well as
Canadian. It certainly appeared to the Canadians that it was in America’s
best interest to keep Russia in the war against Germany and not assist
Trotsky in his desire to overthrow the Czar.

Canada’s efforts failed, as the Wilson administration pressured the
Canadian government into releasing Trotsky. Trotsky and his followers
sailed as they had intended.

Perhaps one of the reasons that the Democratic President Woodrow
Wilson permitted Trotsky to leave Nova Scotia was that Charles Crane, of the
Westinghouse Company and Chairman of the Democratic Finance Commit-
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tee, was accompanying Trotsky.!!

Lenin also started his return to Russia along with thirty-two other
Russian revolutionaries. These activists left Switzerland in an armored train
protected by German troops and they journeyed across war-torn Germany.
This was strange as Germany was at war with Russia, and it was unusual for
Lenin and his followers not to be prisoners of war. Their destination was
Sweden, where Lenin received something like 22 million marks held for him
in a Swedish bank.

There are some historians who believe the reason that Lenin and his
fellow Russian revolutionaries received such preferential treatment was
because the German government and Lenin had reached an agreement to
end their war when the Bolsheviks took control of the government.

Stalin returned from Siberia, and now the key individuals were in place
for the continuation of the revolution. The Bolsheviks replaced the Kerensky
government on November 7, 1917. The provisional government had set
November 25th as the first general election ever held in Russia. For the first
time in their history, the Russian people would hold free elections and they
could choose Bolshevism should they choose to do so.

There was some dissension amongst the Bolsheviks as to whether they
should allow the elections to be held as scheduled. Trotsky took the position
that they should and his view ultimately prevailed. The people would get the
opportunity to choose the form of government they wanted.

There were nearly 42 million votes cast, and the Bolshevik Communists
only received thirty percent of the vote. The Bolsheviks, when the Russian
people had a chance to accept or reject Communist leadership of their
government, were rejected by the people by a seventy to thirty margin.

Yet the claim is continuously made that the Russian people rose up and
overthrew the Czar because they wished to replace the monarchy with a
Communist government.

Another of the interesting charges made by the Bolshevik government is
that they had captured the seven members of the Imperial family: the Czar,
the Czarina (the Czar’s wife,) the Czarevitch (the Czar’ only son,) and their
four daughters. The claim was made that all seven had been murdered in the
basement of the Ipatiev House in Ekaterinburg, Russia.

The claim continued that the bodies of the Imperial family had been
dumped into an abandoned mine near the small town. Yet when various
investigators attempted to check this story out, ‘““no bodies, bones, skulls, or
dental work of members of the Imperial family were ever found.”12

Rumors that the family had survived their captivity at Ekaterinburg and
had not been murdered started to make the rounds of Europe shortly after the
story was told that they had been murdered, but the Bolsheviks continued to
deny them, holding to their official position that they were all dead.

104



CHAPTER 10 THE RUSSIAN REVOLUTION

These rumors were just rumors until a colonel (the Polish equivalent of
general) in the Polish Army Intelligence defected to the United States in 1961.
He had supplied the Western countries with the names of hundreds of Soviet
spies safely hidden in Western governments prior to his leaving the Polish
government.

The charges the colonel made while in Poland had been tested by the
courts of the Western countries, and in each case, the spies he had named were
found guilty. The American government tested his information as well, and
**...former FBI agent John Norpel testified before the Senate Internal
Security Subcommittee that, to his knowledge, no information (the defector)
gave our government ever turned out to be wrong.”’13

The defector, named Michael Goloniewski, brought additional names
of Soviet spies with him when he defected. But there was one individual that
the colonel named that was never brought to trial. The colonel contended
that ““. .. Secretary of State Henry Kissinger has been a Soviet agent and that
his involvement with Soviet Intelligence was made to agencies of our
government even before his rise to prominence.”

This charge was detailed in a book by Frank Capell, entitled Henry
Kissinger, Soviet Agent, that was published in 1974. Capell reported: “that
under the name of ‘Bor,’ and described as an agent of ODRA, (a spy group
under the command of a Soviet intelligence general,) was Sergeant Henry
Kissinger, a U.S. Army counter-intelligence interrogator and instructor at
the Military Intelligence School. . ..”V

This is the charge that Goloniewski made that never got a hearing in an
American court. Those charged in Europe with being Soviet spies, in each
case, had been tried and convicted, but for some unexplained reason, his
charges against Kissinger never made it to court.

But the story about Goloniewski is even more interesting.

He also claimed that the Imperial family, the Czar of Russia and the rest
of his family, had survived the ordeal at Ekaterinburg and had lived in
Europe since 1918. He claimed that they had been taken out of Russia in the
back of trucks, and then taken by ship to friendly ports where they could live
in anonymity.

Goloniewski’s charge was partially substantiated by an article that
appeared in the Detroit Free Press in 1970 that claimed: ‘“British government
documents recently made public in London indicate that President Wood-
row Wilson backed a secret mission to Russia in 1917 which may have
resulted in the rescue of Czar Nicholas and his family the following year. The
documents. .. state that the U.S. government placed $75,000 at the disposal
of Sir William Wiseman, a partner in the New York banking house of Kuhn,
Loeb & Co.”16

The article went on to explain why the Russian Communists had
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agreed to let the Czar and his family escape: “There is also mounting
evidence that the unpublished complete text of the Treaty of Brest-Litovsk,
signed March 3, 1918, contains a guarantee from the Lenin government that
‘no harm’ will come to the Romanovs, according to researchers.”!?

The treaty, named after the city where it was signed, was a peace treaty
signed between the German and Russian governments to end their involve-
ment against each other in World War 1. Many historians now believe that
the charge in the newspaper article about there being such a secret codicil in
this Treaty is correct.

But Goloniewski makes one more astonishing charge: he claims to be
the Czarevitch, the son of the Czar of Russia. The Colonel’s claim was
investigated by the American government: “A number of skull measure-
ments and comparison of facial features, ears, relative distances between
mouth, nose, eyebrow, forehead, etc., have been made of Goloniewski and
compared with photographs and paintings of the young Czarevitch Alexis.
In general, they have turned out to be more affirmitive than not.”!8

One fact that would certainly improve the Colonel’s case that he was the
son of the Czar would be some sort of evidence that he had a blood condition
similar to the one that the young Czarevitch exhibited as a boy. This
condition, which reduces the ability of the blood to coagulate, was called
hemophilia by those who knew the young Czarevitch as a boy, as that was the
state of the medical profession at the time.

Goloniewski ‘“‘has been tested by Dr. Alexander S. Wiener, a co-
discoverer of the Rh factor in blood, who found that the Colonel does indeed
suffer from a blood disease, the main feature of which is slow blood
coagulation.”!?

Otbher tests, on his fingerprints and sole (foot) prints, blood tests, dental
X-rays, and handwriting tests, also suggest that his claim could be true.

In fact, the individual who had the colonel tested was Herman Kimsey,
the Chief of Research and Analysis of the Central Intelligence Agency, who,
according to sworn testimony, claimed that: “Michael Goloniewski (was) in
reality the Tsarevich Aleksei, a fact Kimsey and his staff personally
confirmed. . .."”20

The colonel’s charges that the Imperial family had survived their
capture and reported assassination were in part confirmed in 1977 by another
source, when a woman claiming to be Anastasia, the Czarevitch's sister, had
her charges certified by a French ear expert. This expert made ear compari-
sons between her ears and the known pictures of the young Anastasia. These
comparisons, made by one of France’s best known forensic experts, would be
admissible in French courts as proof of Anastasia’s claims.

But the Colonel has had difficulty in proving his claims in an American
court, and few, if any, in government will listen any more. Perhaps the
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reason the Colonel is having difficulty lies in the fact that the Czar left
millions of dollars in American and European banks, and that this wealth is
today worth billions of dollars. If the Colonel is certified to be the heir to the
Czar, he would have a good claim on these deposits, money that he has no
aversion about saying would be used to destroy Communism around the
world. The Colonel is no friend of the international bankers who were the
recipients of these deposits.

(Itis interesting that the colonel charges that Herman Kimsey, the C.1. A.
official who conducted the tests that certified that he was who he claimed to
be, was murdered in January, 1971, by means of a ‘““wrong blood
transfusion.”’)

The Russian people were being conditioned to the fact that the Czar was
dead and that the revolution had succeeded in replacing the monarchy with
a Communist form of government. The United States, during the revolu-
tion, took little or no direct action against the Bolsheviks, although it
appeared to other nations, especially in Europe, that the American govern-
ment was supporting the Communists. At least that is the gist of a correspon-
dence the American government received from the U.S. legation in Bern,
Switzerland, which read: “.. . people are asking why the President expresses
support of Bolsheviki, in view of rapine, murder and anarchy of these
bands.”?!

(Rapine is defined as the seizing and carrying away of things by force
and plunder.)

Just what was the American government supporting?

Lenin had answered that question by writing: “Our power does not
know liberty or justice. It is entirely established on the destruction of the
individual will. We are the masters. Complete indifference to suffering is our
duty. In the fulfillment of our calling, the greatest cruelty is a merit.”’22

And: “Though a systematic terror, during which every breach of
contract, every treason, every lie will be lawful, we will find the way to abase
humanity down to the lowest level of existence. That is indispensible to the
establishment of our dominance.”?

Lenin also declared his philosophical kinship with Karl Marx when he
declared on November 8, 1917, just after the Communists took over the
Russian government: ‘“The right of private property in land is forever
abolished. All land owned by the Church, private persons, by peasants, is
taken away without compensation.’’24

Itis interesting that the peasants of Russia, the supposedly landless class
that the Russian Communists were causing a revolution to assist, lost their
land as well.

Lenin had lied to the people. He had promised them that the land
would be taken away from the landed gentry and given to them, the “poor,
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downtrodden working class.” Some of the peasants already owned land that
was taken away by Lenin’s decree.

The Revolution, with American help, was now complete: the Bolshev-
iks had seized control of the once prosperous Russian government.

One of the first acts of the Bolshevik government in 1917 was to dissolve
the lodges of the Freemasons.

But the most insidious activity of the new Communist government
occurred when they signed a peace treaty with Germany to end their
involvement in World War [, just as the Canadian government had feared. As
aresultof this peace treaty, the Germans were able to move their troops to the
western front to kill American and Canadian soldiers.?

With the war in eastern Europe now over, the secret Communist
organizations could start Communist revolutions all over Europe. For
instance, the German Communists, calling themselves the German
“Spartacists” after the Roman slave Spartacus who led an uprising against
the Roman empire, (or was it because Adam Weishaupt, the founder of the
Illuminati, had called himself Spartacus in his dealings with his fellow
Illuminati members) revolted against the German government.

Revolutions were also instigated in Austria and Hungary, but all of
these failed and the traditional method of governmental rule prevailed.

Life magazine, in its article on revolution, correctly identified the enemy
of these revolutions: ‘“Their nemesis was Europe’s solid middle class. . .a
class once weakly represented in Russia. Chiefly because of it, no Communist
Party has been able to seize power in Western Europe to this day.”’?6

As is the case in every major Communist revolution, the enemy is the
middle class, and their elimination becomes the reason for the revolution.

But the American support of the Bolshevik government did not end
with the ending of the fighting between the Germans and the Russians.
President Woodrow Wilson refused Japan’s request to enter the revolution
against the Bolsheviks in 1919.27 This effort would have put enormous
pressure on the Bolsheviks who would have had trouble raising an army
against the Japanese, just like the Czar had in 1905.

The Fabian Society, non-violent Marxists, also assisted the Bolshevik
government later when they pressured the labor unions in England: “The
sweeping threat by British trade unions to ‘down tools’ in 1920 was instigated
by an arch-Fabian Arthur Henderson. This threat effectively ended British
military intervention in Russia and enabled the Bolsheviks to capture large
stores of British-made munitions—a decisive factor in the survival of
Bolshevik armed rule. ...”?

The “non-violent” branch of the Conspiracy was now assisting the

“violent,” even though Lenin himself was warning the world that his intent
was to destroy the free-enterprise system: ““As long as Capitalism (the free-

108



CHAPTER 10 THE RUSSIAN REVOLUTION

enterprise system) and Communism remain, We cannot live in peace. In the
end, one or the other will perish.”#

Lenin also received assistance from those who supposedly had the most
to lose in a Communist Russia: the wealthy American
“capitalists” themselves.

The director of the Federal Reserve Bank of New York, William B.
Thompson, gave a personal contribution of $1,000,000 to the Bolsheviks. Mr.
Thompson was also a heavy stockholder in the Chase National Bank, owned
by the Rockefeller interests.30

The Morgan and Rockefeller interests also contributed cash to the cause,
as did Jacob Schiff, the senior partner of Kuhn, Loeb and Co., who gave
Lenin $20,000,000. Schiff was a partner of Paul Warburg, the Chairman of
the Federal Reserve, and a participant at the Jekyll Island, Georgia, meetings
that wrote the Federal Reserve bill that created America’s central banking
system.

In addition to assistance from the Americans, primarily the banking
interests, Lenin also received, according to Alexander Kerensky, the sum of
forty million gold marks (about $5,000,000) from the German banking
interests.3!

While the banking fraternity was financing the Russian Revolution,
they were also bringing World War I to a close by causing the Treaty of
Versailles to be signed. President Woodrow Wilson led the American
delegation to the signing of the treaty, taking along with him, as delegates or
assistants to the delegation, his trusted assistant Colonel Edward Mandell
House; Thomas Lamont, a partner of J.P. Morgan; Paul Warburg; and four
young visionaries: Allen Dulles, later the head of the Central Intelligence
Agency; John Foster Dulles, later the Secretary of State in President
Eisenhower’s cabinet; Walter Lippmann, later a nationally syndicated
columnist; and Christian Herter, later the Secretary of State who replaced
John Foster Dulles.

The German delegation to the signing included Paul Warburg’s
brother, Max, who was the president of the M.N. Warburg and Co., interna-
tional bankers, and the individual who assisted Lenin in crossing war-torn
Germany during his return to Russia from exile in Switzerland.

But even with all of the financial assistance given to Lenin by the
wealthy “capitalists,” the Bolsheviks only controlled a small percentage of
Russia. The Communists now had to consolidate their power and expand it
through the remainder of Russia. The strategy utilized to achieve this goal
was forced starvation of the Russian people.

The Bolsheviks, in keeping with Lenin’s dictum to utilize terror in their
quest for political power, would move into an area, grab all of the food
supplies and the livestock, and then inform the peasants who previously
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owned these items that they were to be placed on a “collective farm’ where
the property would be owned by the state in the name of the people. Those
who resisted the imposition of the collective were either starved or murdered,
or placed into concentration camps so that they could learn about the merits
of collectivism through the teachings of the Bolsheviks.

One of the Bolsheviks committing these heinous crimes against the
people was Nikita Khrushchev, later to become the leader of the Russian
government. His crimes were documented in a seven part study conducted by
the House Committee on Un-American Activities, in a report entitled The
Crimes of Khrushchev. This report concluded that ‘“Khrushchev. . .as the
No. 1 Communist official in the Moscow area. . .sent thousands to their
death, (and) scores of thousands to hideous slave-labor camps. %2

Obviously, food production dropped when the government took
producers off the fields. So the starvation perpetuated itself to the point
where millions of Russian peasants starved all across the nation.

It was now important that the Bolshevik government have outside
assistance if it was to survive.

The American government again filled a very important void in the
Russian economy.

This time it was Herbert Hoover who “‘saved Lenin’s dictatorship from
popular revolt in the early 1920’s. There is further proof that Hoover, then
President Harding’s Secretary of Commerce, knew U.S. shipments of food,
which the American people were told were to save starving Russians,
actually were used to strengthen Bolshevik power. In his book Herbert
Hoover and Famine Relief to Soviet Russia, professor Benjamin Weissman
of Rutgers University revealed that Hoover continued to send public
foodstuffs to Russia long after it was obvious the Bolsheviks were shipping
their own food abroad in order to purchase machinery.”33

Because of this American assistance, Lenin and the Bolsheviks were able
to take power in the remainder of Russia. They began to build “the Socialist
Order.” This program included the following:

Private ownership of land was abolished.

Banks were nationalized.

Most industrial enterprises were nationalized.

The merchant marine was nationalized.

The stock market was slowly abolished.

The right of inheritance was abolished.

Gold was declared a state monopoly.

All government debts were declared null and void.

The old criminal courts were replaced by revolutionary tribunals
in which any citizen could act as judge or lawyer.

The old strict marriage and divorce laws were replaced by very
lenient civil codes.

.
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11. The church was not abolished, but its lands were seized and
religious teaching was forbidden in the schools.3

Lenin, in keeping with Marx’s teachings that the state should create a
central bank and have an exclusive monopoly on the issuance of money took
control of the Russian banking system. His first priority in this move was to
create massive inflation. He ‘... used the printing press to destroy the
people’s savings and redistribute the wealth by sharing the poverty. In 1921,
Communist economist Eugene Preobrazhensky had even dedicated a book to
the ‘printing press of the People’s Commissariat of Finance,” which he
described as that ‘machine-gun which attacked the bourgeois regime in its
rear — its monetary system — by converting the bourgeois economic law of
money circulation into a means of destruction of that same regime and into
a force of financing the revolution.’ ’%

Lenin used the printing press to increase the number of rubles in
circulation “nearly 20,000 times from 1921 to 1923.’’% In fact the quantity of
rubles issued each month was so staggering, the Communists weren’t even
capable of remembering the exact quantity issued. “In March, 1922, the
Commissar of Finance. ..announced that the issues of that month alone
amounted to either twenty-three of twenty-four trillions, he wasn’t sure
which.”’%7

The resulting inflation raised the general index of prices to 16,000 times
what it was in 1913. It had its desired effect. The middle class was eliminated
as a class in Russia.

Now that the local banks had been nationalized, the next step was to
create an international bank, which was formed in the fall of 1922. It was
based on a “syndicate that involved the former Russian private bankers and
some new investment from German, Swedish, American and British
bankers. 38

So Lenin now rewarded those who had helped him finance the Russian
Revolution by allowing them to become part of the international bank he
was creating. In fact, the Rockefellers were included in his plans as well. “In
the 1930’s the Chase National was one of four American banks and financial
houses to institute relations with the Soviets (in addition to Equitable Trust,
Guaranty Trust, and Kuhn Loeb.)"’3?

It was in 1929 that the final piece fell into place. The Russian govern-
ment made it a crime for the Russian people to own gold in any form. The
people had lost their right to check government’s intrusions into the money
supply by their ability to print increasingly worthless paper money.

Now that the middle class had been destroyed as a class of people
through inflation, the Soviets focused their attention on the poor. The
starvation continued, even after Lenin died and Stalin replaced him. In 1930
Stalin began his campaign to confiscate the lands of the peasant farmers and
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herd these men and their families into ‘collective’ or state farms. To crush
their spirit, the regime created a man-made famine. Armed squads stripped
vast areas of all grain, cattle, and food. More than 3.5 million more peasants
died in concentration camps. Prominent Bolshevik Nikolai Bukharin
admitted ‘we are conducting a mass annihilation of defenseless men together
with their wives and children.’ ”’40

In 1970, the Senate Internal Security Subcommittee released a study
entitled The Human Cost of Soviet Communism which asserted that at least
21.5 million persons have been executed or have died in prison camps in the
Soviet Union during the past fifty-one years. The author of the report stated
that his estimate was conservative and that the real figure may have been as
high as 45 million.

But even this cost in human misery is not considered too high by certain
Americans. President Harry Truman was quoted by author Eldorous L.
Dayton in his book Give ’em Hell, Harry as saying: “Moscow emerged from
the dark ages only in 1917.”’4

So, in summary, Communism was imposed down on the people: the
people did not rise up and demand Communism. But, even with the ample
evidence supporting this statement, others still do not choose to believe that
this is true. Life magazine, for one, in its series on Revolutions, concluded
this about the Russian Revolution of 1917: ““The Russian Revolution began
spontaneously in an urban insurrection against a feudal regime. . ..”42

Another author, Robert Goldston, in hisbook The Russian Revolution,
stated his opinion thus: “Revolutions are not conspiracies — they are vast
social upheavals as inevitable and self-justifying as earthquakes.”43

In fact, four American presidents felt that the price the Russian people
paid for Bolshevik “progress’ was too high and they showed their contempt
for the Bolshevik government by refusing to recognize them as Russia’s
government. This American policy lasted until 1933 when President
Franklin Roosevelt granted diplomatic recognition to the Communist
government, legitimizing the brutal regime, and in essence approving their
methods in achieving control of the Russian government.
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The Cuban Revolution

Other countries have shared Russia’s “‘emergence from the dark ages’ by
changing their governmental configuration to Communism as well. Cuba is
one of these “fortunate” countries.

The typical explanation of the reasons for Cuba’s Communist experi-
ment is that Cuba was a poverty-stricken country beset with internal
problems so intense that the people were forced to seek a change in their
government. “There was a general misconception that the events in Cuba
were brought about by low standards of living and social inequalities. The
facts belie this.””!

In fact, Cuba of all of the countries in Latin America, had a rising
standard of living, and the people were moderately prosperous. Cuba was,
amongst the Latin American countries:

third in percentage of literacy;

first in percentage of education;

lowest in mortality-rate;

second in number of doctors per 1,000 people;
third in the number of dentists per 1,000 people;
first in the number of cars per person;
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first in the number of TV sets;
third in the number of telephones;
fourth in wages per employee; and
second in per capita income.

Cuba in 1958, prior to the government of the Communist Fidel Castro,
paid its employees an average of $3.00 per hour, which was higher that year
than Belgium ($2.70); Denmark ($2.86); France ($1.74); West Germany
($2.73); and comparable to the United States ($4.06).

After the Cuban revolution, the standard of living dropped, as evidenced
by these comments gleaned from four recent American magazine articles on
Cuba:

Anyone can observe the streets recalling that once they were
filled with autos and now there are few.2

Although food items are limited, they are available. Other
products are simply not to be had. Such a system of shortages makes
a ripe condition for black marketing.$

No matter how much money a family has, it finds itself equal
before the Cuban rationing system, which includes practically all
food and consumer goods.

Every Cuban has a packet of ration books, one for each
category.*

The work hours are long, shortages are real, and the many
activities, freedoms, and possessions that Americans consider
necessary to happiness are either limited or unavailable.

Since the Revolution, organized religion has markedly lost
power. The greatest change was the takeover of the schools, always
a large part of the Catholic Church’s activities.®

An article in the U.S. News and World Report, June 26, 1978, further
confirmed the scarcities and shortages in the Cuban ‘“‘paradise:”

Food shortages are a way of life in Castro’s Cuba. Havana's
best restaurants consistently run short of meat and other staples.

Because almost everything is owned by the state, Cubans are
enmeshed in endless red tape. . ..

Most workers lack motivation because of low pay. Often, four

or five persons work on a job that requires only one. Nobody does

a good job. Here in Cuba, you do only what you have to do, and

care little about the quality of your work.’

The author of the book Inside Cuba Today, Fred Ward, was concerned
about the dismal record of Cuba, especially after Cuba had once been one of
the most prosperous countries in Latin America. He interviewed many
Cubans and they had difficulty with his simple question: “No one asked by
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the author in Cuba could answer the basic concern of any student of
Communism: If the system is so successful and desirable, why won’t it work
without the massive restrictions on individual liberty?”’8

The life is so undesirable in Cuba that many have voted against it with
their feet: ““About 800,000 Cubans have emigrated to America since Fidel
Castro seized power in Cuba in 1959.”9

If the Cuban people knew what they know about the dismal record of
Communism in Cuba, they certainly would not have allowed their country
to go Communist. But the Cubans had the information necessary to
determine if Communism had worked anywhere in the world prior to 1959,
but the country went Communist anyway. The question should be asked,
then, just why the country is Communist.

The American Ambassador to Cuba during the Communist Revolu-
tion, Earl E. T. Smith, has this to say about the answer to that question: “To
the contrary, Castro could not have seized power in Cuba without the aid of
the United States. American government agencies and the United States press
played a major role in bringing Castro to power. As the U.S. Ambassador to
Cuba during the Castro-Communist revolution of 1957-59, I had first-hand
knowledge of the facts which brought about the rise of Fidel Castro. The
State Department consistently intervened — positively, negatively, and by
innuendo— to bring about the downfall of President Fulgencio Batista,
thereby making it possible for Fidel Castro to take over the government of
Cuba. On January 1, 1959, the government of Cuba fell. The United States
continued to aid the Castro regime by maintaining the long-standing
subsidy for Cuban sugar exports.’'10

The question that has long plagued those who supported the guerilla
activities of Fidel Castro has been whether or not Castro was a Communist
prior to his becoming the leader of the Cuban Communist government.

The evidence was that Castro was indeed a long-term Communist prior
to the commencement of his guerilla activities against the Batista govern-
ment and this fact was known to those in the American government who
supported his revolution. This conclusion is now a matter of fact, as the
evidence of history confirms the fact that Castro had been a Communist since
his early college days. In 1948 there was an attempted Communist takeover
in Colombia, South America. Fidel Castro led a student group into a radio
station where he grabbed a microphone to announce: ‘“This is Fidel Castro
from Cuba. This is a Communist revolution. The president has been killed.
All of the military establishments are now in our hands. The Navy has
capitulated to us, the revolution has been a success.”!!

This statement was heard by William D. Pawley, former American
Ambassador to Brazil and Peru, who heard Castro on his car radio while he
was in Bogota, Columbia, during the attempted revolution.
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Castro fled Colombia and went to the Cuban mountains, where he
started his revolution against the Batista government. This was in December,
1956, and Castro had a total of eighty-two followers. This number soon
dwindled to eleven, and by June of 1957 Castro had only thirty guerillas. The
claim is constantly made that Castro’s revolution was a popular one, and that
the workers of Cuba flocked to assist him. The numbers just aren’t there to
support this conclusion.

One of the early supporters of Fidel Castro was Herbert Matthews, a
reporter for the New York Times, and a member of the Council on Foreign
Relations.!? On February 25, 1957, Mr. Matthews reported to his readers:
“There 1s no communism to speak of in Fidel Castro’s movement.”!3

It was about this time, however, that the U.S. government learned that
Mr. Matthews was incorrect: ‘A complete dossier on Castro. . .and the
Communists surrounding Castro, prepared by the G-2 (Intelligence) of the
Cuban Army, was hand carried to Washington in 1957 and delivered to Allen
Dulles, head of the C.I.A.”’14

Unfortunately for the Cuban people and ultimately for the world as
well, Allen Dulles, also a member of the Council on Foreign Relations, did
nothing with this information.

Once again, in 1958, official reports of Castro’s Communist connections
were delivered to William Wieland, Latin American Specialist in the State
Department. As a response to these reports, Mr. Wieland requested that the
U.S. government cancel all arms shipments to the Cuban government of
Fulgencio Batista.

About this time, Castro gave a written interview to Jules DuBois in
which he declared: “I have never been nor am I a Communist. . ..”

Further support for the “non-Communist” Castro came from the
American Ambassador to Cuba who declared that Batista no longer had the
support of the U.S. government and that he should leave Cuba.!6

To show that this statement was true, and that the U.S. government was
supporting Castro, Roy Rubottom, the Assistant Secretary for Latin
American Affairs, declared in December, 1958: ‘“There was no evidence of any
organized Communist elements within the Castro movement or that Senor
Castro himself was under Communist influence.”’1?

One who disagreed was Major Pedro Diaz Lanz, head of Fidel Castro’s
Air Force. He visited the United States in July of 1959 to proclaim that he had
first-hand knowledge that Castro was a Communist. He went on a nation-
wide speaking tour proclaiming this fact, but few who could do anything
about it were listening.

Ambassador Smith gave credibility to the charges of Major Lanz when
he reported: “From the time Castro landed in the province of Oriente in
December, 1956, the State Department received reports of probable Commu-
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nist infiltration. . . of the 26th of July movement (the name of Castro’s
guerilla army.)""18

Smith placed the blame for Castro’s assumption of power in Cuba
where he felt it should be placed: “The U.S. government agencies and the
U.S. press played a major role in bringing Castro to power."”"?

The debate as to whether or not Castro was a Communist ended when
Castro himself proclaimed the following on December 2, 1961: “I have been
a Communist since my teens.’’24

Those who had been stating that Castro was not a Communist had been
wrong, but the damage had already been done. Castro assumed power in
Cuba, and the United States government quickly granted diplomatic
recognition to his government. The State Department added its assurance of
its “‘good will”’ towards the new government.

Castro now had the opportunity to put his Communist ideas to work in
Cuba. One of the first steps he took was in May, 1959, when he passed the
Agrarian Reform Law. This Communist program instructed the farmers in
what products they could grow and what price they could charge for them.
In addition, Castro passed the Urban Reform Law which cancelled all leases
and mortgages, thereby dealing a staggering blow to the middle and upper
classes in Cuba.

But the position of the United States government was changing, at least
in the secret confines of the various departments in charge of such things.
President Eisenhower gave the C.I.A. permission to organize a group of
Cuban exiles in the United States into an armed force trained to return to
Cuba and attempt to overthrow the Castro government. Eisenhower placed
the head of the C.1.A., Allen Dulles, in charge of the program. Both Dulles
and Eisenhower were members of the Council on Foreign Relations.

The C.I.A. developed the plans for the armed invasion of Cuba, and
selected two preliminary invasion sites in 1961: the Bay of Pigs, and the town
of Trinidad, Cuba. The latter had several distinct advantages over the Bay of
Pigs: it was 100 miles farther from Havana, the seat of Castro’s power; it had
a basically anti-Castro population; it had an airfield located nearby, suitable
as a site for unloading the troops, ammunition and supplies so vital to the
success of the invasion; and the town had one ingredient necessary should the
invasion fail: there was a range of mountains nearby into which the anti-
Castro Cubans could flee. These mountains could hide the force, enabling
them to rally support of other anti-Castro soldiers in a guerilla war against
the Castro government.

The plans for the invasion were discussed and approved by a committee
of various officials in the Kennedy administration, even though Mr. Dulles
was the official designee as the chief of the operation. The members of this
committee were:
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Secretary of State Dean Rusk, member of the C.F.R.;

Secretary of Defense Robert McNamara, member of the C.F.R.;
General Lyman Lemnitzer, Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff,
member of the C.F.R;

Admiral Arleigh Burke, Chief of Naval Operations;

Adolf A. Berle, Jr., Head of the Latin American Task Force, member
of the C.F.R.; and

McGeorge Bundy, Special Assistant to the President for National
Security Affairs, member of the C.F.R.2}

It is revealing that five of the six members of this committee were
members of the Council on Foreign Relations, described by one author as
“The Invisible Government” of the United States.

In addition, President Kennedy, now the President after replacing
Eisenhower, called a meeting on April 4, 1961, of the National Security
Council in order to have a full-dress debate on the plan. Those attending
included:

Allen Dulles, member of the CF.R;;
Richard Bissell, member of the C.F.R.;
General Lemnitzer, member of the C.F.R.;
Mr. Rusk, member of the C.F.R;

Mr. McNamara, member of the C.F.R.;
Adolf Berle, member of the C.F.R.;
Arthur Schlesinger, member of the CF.R.;
McGeorge Bundy, member of the C.F.R.;
Thomas Mann;

Paul Nitze, member of the C.F.R.;
Douglas Dillon, member of the C.F.R.; and
Senator William Fulbright.

The invasion force entered Cuba at the Bay of Pigs, the second choice of
the two locations, and even though there were some early successes, the
invasion failed. In the first few moments, the invaders held control of
approximately 800 square miles, but when Castro’s air force suddenly
appeared to control the skies over the invasion site, the invasion was doomed.

There has been much written on both sides about the question of
whether the invading Cubans were promised American air cover.

The anti-Castro Cubans were aware of how essential air cover was to the
success of the mission and they have taken the position since the invasion
that the American government had indeed promised this protection. The
American government’s position has basically been that no such air cover
was promised.

In any event, there was no American air cover and the invasion failed.

One of the early signs that the invasion was planned to fail was the
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appearance of an article in the New York Times on January 10, 1961, that
carried this headline about three months prior to the invasion: ““U.S. Helps
Train Anti-Castro Force at Secret Guatemalan Air-Ground Base”’??

The article included a map showing the location of the training base on
Guatemalan soil. It went on to report that the Guatemalan government was
training a force to protect Guatemala against a Cuban invasion, but
indicated that other Guatemalans were not accepting that explanation:
“Opponents of the Ydigoran Administration (the current Guatemalan
president) have insisted that the preparations are for an offensive against the
Cuban regime of Premier Fidel Castro and that they are being planned and
directed and to a great extent being paid for, by the United States.”’28

So all Castro had to do to know about the invasion that was yet to come
was to read the New York Times!

So the invasion was held on April 16, 1961, and Castro’s armed forces
and air force were victorious. There are several things about the invasion that
are extremely revealing about how poorly it had been planned:

1. The Cuban invasion force was told that there were no reefs in the
landing area, yet the bottoms of three landing craft were ripped open by the
reefs, hidden by the tide.

2. Without any air support, Castro’s air force was able to sink two
supply ships. Without the needed supplies being brought ashore, many of
the soldiers on the beaches ran out of ammunition within the first twenty-
four hours.

3. The C.1.A. armed the 1,443 man invasion force with weapons requir-
ing over thirty different types of ammunition. The guns were purchased in
second-hand stores to “avoid identifying the invading force with the U.S.
(government).”

4. Planned coordination of an underground uprising of anti-Castro
Cubans on Cuba were mismanaged and word to over one hundred under-
ground organizations was never given. They were not told when the invasion
was planned.

5.Radio SWAN, the C.I.A.’s short wave broadcast station gave one
conflicting and false report after another about uprisings all over Cuba, none
of which were wrue.

After the Bay of Pigs invasion failed, the Castro government could claim
that tiny Communist Cuba had defeated the mighty United States, and U.S,
prestige as a result of this failure sunk to a new low in Latin America. The
lesson was clear. The powerful United States could not train a force capable
of putting an end to Communism in Cuba but, by inference, anywhere else
in Latin America. And any country needing American assistance in solving
their internal battles with Communism had best not ask the United States
government to assist.
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One of the American journalists who reported on this turn in popular
support was Dr. Steuart McBirnie, who toured the area shortly after the Bay
of Pigs. He reported that many leaders of the Latin American countries he
visited reported that they felt that they couldn’t trust the American govern-
mentany longer as a protector of their government against Communism. Dr.
McBirnie reported these attitudes in America through his extensive radio
broadcasts and writings, but nothing changed.

Cuba returned to the international spotlight once again a year later
during what has been called “The Cuban Missile Crisis.”

On October 16, 1962, President John Kennedy called a meeting at the
White House because his intelligence sources were advising him that the
Russian government was placing missiles and atomic weapons in Cuba.
Present at that meeting were nineteen others, all key members of the Kennedy
administration, including his brother, Attorney General Robert Kennedy.

The Central Intelligence Agency made a formal presentation to those in
attendance by showing them photographs taken at various missile sites in
Cuba. Robert Kennedy later wrote a book entitled Thirteen Days, in which
he commented on those pictures. He wrote: ‘I, for one, had to take their word
for it. I examined the pictures carefully, and what I saw appeared to be no
more than the clearing of a field for a farm or the basement of a house. I was
relieved to hear later that this was the same reaction of virtually everyone at
the meeting including President Kennedy."’2?

Of the twenty people at the meeting, fifteen were members of the
Council on Foreign Relations.

President Kennedy, apparently after being convinced that he should see
missiles in pictures where there were no missiles, decided to take stern
measures against the Russian government. He went on television and told
the American people that several of the Cuban bases included “ballistic
missiles” capable of reaching a portion of the United States. He then called
on Premier Khrushchev of Russia to withdraw the “missiles” from Cuba.
When The New York Times carried the story of Kennedy’s speech the next
day, their article carried no pictures of either a missile or a missile base.
However, the next day, October 24, 1962, they published a picture of a
supposed “missile site’”” with what they identified as ““missiles on launchers.”
The supposed “missiles” in the picture were no larger than an actual pencil
dot, but the Times was certain that those dots were “‘missiles.”

Whatever the objects were that the Russians had in Cuba, they agreed to
remove them on October 28, subject to “United Nations verification.”’?6 The
American Navy was actually prepared to board the departing Russian ships
to verify that actual missiles were being removed. But no one actually
boarded any Russian ship supposedly carrying missiles. American photo-
graphers took pictures of the Russian ships as they flew over them while the
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ships were in the ocean, but all these photos showed were tarpaulin covered
objects of unknown contents. The media quickly labelled these objects as
“Soviet missiles.’’27

The myth that Russia was actually removing missiles has been perpet-
uated for many years. As recently as March 29, 1982, U.S. News and World
Report carried a picture of the stern end of a ship moving through the water
with a tarpaulin covered object on the deck. The caption under the picture
read ‘‘Soviet ship removes nuclear missiles from Cuba in 1962 showdown. 28

It is not known, because it has never been revealed, just how the
American government or the American press knew that there were actual
missiles under those tarpaulins, especially since the government had stated
that one of the conditions of their removal was that someone other than the
Cubans was to actually inspect the Russian ships for verification purposes.

So only the Russians and the Cubans know for certain. And they have
made no known statement to the effect that the objects under the tarpaulins
and the little dots on large photographs were actually missiles. What they
were saying, in essence, was that if the American government wanted to
believe that those objects were missiles, they had every right to do so. (It
would certainly be foolish for the Cubans and the Russian to admit that they
had actually lied to the people of the world and had shipped out wooden
crates containing nothing but humid air.)

It was later revealed that President Kennedy, as part of the agreement for
the Russians to remove the alleged missiles, agreed to remove actual missiles
from American bases in Turkey and Italy.

In addition to the removal of American missiles, President Kennedy
agreed to another condition. The American government would give
assurances to the Russian and Cubans governments that they would
intercede in any invasion of Cuba by anti-Castro forces.

Anti-Castro Cubans, unaware of this agreement between the Russians
and the Americans, were purchasing weapons and ships in the United States
at the time and were making preparations for a counter-revolution in Cuba.
As they moved towards the Cuban shore, they were stopped by the U.S. Coast
Guard and their ships and weapons were taken away. The Castro regime was
now being protected from an anti-Castro invasion by the U.S. Coast Guard.

There are many who believe that this was indeed the purpose of the
“Cuban missile crisis;”’ wooden crates were removed in exchange for an
agreement on the part of the American government to do two things:

1.  Remove actual strategic missiles from the borders of Russia, and

2. guarantee that Castro’s government would not be subject to an

anti-Castro invasion.

One of the Americans who felt that the American government had
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actually created the Castro movement and later imposed the Castro govern-
ment down on the Cuban people was President John Kennedy. According to
the New York Times of December 11, 1963, President Kennedy gave an
interview in which he was quoted as saying: “I think we have spawned,
constructed, entirely fabricated without knowing it, the Castro
movement.”’2%

For his part in assisting Castro’s rise to power, Herbert Matthews of the
New York Times was elevated to the Editorial Board of that newspaper. And
for his efforts, William Wieland was given the important post as Consul
General for Australia.’0

Castro was now guaranteed the opportunity to literally destroy the
Cuban economy with his mistaken ideas of the efficiency of Cuban Commu-
nism, and to have the U.S. Coast Guard protect his government from off-
shore invasion.

And President Kennedy, who apparently figured it all out, was dead
about three weeks before the Times carried the interview.
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Chapter 12

The American Revolution

Someone once wrote: “God cannot alter the past, only historians can!”

It is certainly not possible for historians to know about the “smoke-
filled” rooms where the future is planned unless they are made privy to the
future history being planned there. Therefore, most historians report the
historical events without really knowing how the events were created.

In addition, those who plan the wars, depressions and other human
calamities do not want the truth about their planning activities known. So
the Revisionist Historians (those who seek the true causes of the historical
events) must pursue the truth through the concealed accesses to the events of
the past as seen by those who were there and have recorded their knowledge
of the event as they remember it. These sources are generally hidden from the
general public, but they do exist.

The version of history contained in the following chapters is not the
traditionally accepted one, but it is nevertheless true. It has taken detailed
research to ferret out this version of history, sifting through the smoke of the
“smoke filled”” rooms.

Reginald McKenna, past Chairman of the Board of the Midlands Bank
of England, has written this about the power of the banking establishment:
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“I am afraid the ordinary citizen will not like to be told that banks can and
do create money. . .. And they who control the credit of the nation direct the
policy of Governments and hold in the hollow of their hands the destiny of
the people.”!

Abraham Lincoln also warned about a banking establishment,
although he chose to call it the “money power.” He wrote: “The money
power preys upon the nation in times of peace and conspires against it in
times of adversity. I see in the near future a crisis approaching that. . . causes
me to tremble for the safety of my country. The money power of the country
will endeavor to. . . work. . . upon the people, until the wealth is aggregated
in a few hands, and the republic destroyed.”?

Another who warned about the powers of a banking establishment was
Sir Josiah Stamp, a past President of the Bank of England: “If you want to
remain the slaves of the bankers, and pay the costs of your own slavery, let
them continue to create money and control the nation’s credit.””

President James Garfield also voiced a similar opinion: “Whoever
controls the volume of money in any country is absolute master of all
industry and commerce.”’4

The goals of these banking establishments was detailed by Dr. Carroll
Quigley in his book Tragedy and Hope: *...the powers of financial
capitalism had another far-reaching aim, nothing less than to create a world
system of financial control in private hands able to dominate the political
system of each country and the economy of the world as a whole. The system
was to be controlled in a feudalist fashion by the central banks of the world
acting in concert, by secret agreements arrived at in frequent private meetings
and conferences.”%

Thomas Jefferson was also aware of the power of the banking establish-
ment, and he attempted to warn the American people of the money-debt
cycle: “It is incumbent on every generation to pay its own debts as it goes —
a principle which, if acted on, would save one half of the wars of the world.”

And: “The principle of spending money to be paid by posterity, under
the name of funding, is but swindling futurity on a large scale.”’¢

Another of our founding fathers who feared the banking establishment
and its ability to create money and debt was Benjamin Franklin, who wrote:
“The Borrower is a Slave to the Lender, and the Debtor to the Creditor. ...
Preserve your freedom, and maintain your independence. Be industrious and
free; be frugal and free.”?

These warnings are very explicit. Banking establishments create
national debt. National debt makes slaves of those who owe the debt. It
becomes important, then, to understand the nature of banking establish-
ments if they have the ability to create such human misery as has been
described by the above cited authors.
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Bankers who loan to governments all over the world are called “interna-
tional bankers.” And like all bankers, their success in business depends on
their ability to have their loans repaid by the borrower. Just like the local
banker, who must secure his loan with some form of collateral, the interna-
tional banker is concerned with the debtor pledging something of value,
something that could be sold to satisfy any outstanding balance owed by the
defaulting borrower.

A local bank loans money on a house by having the debtor pledge the
home as collateral. The banker can ““foreclose” on the mortgage and become
the sole owner should the payments not be made as promised.

The international banker faced a more complex problem than the local
banker, though. What could he secure his loan with when he loaned money
to the leader of a government? The head of the government had one power
not shared by the homeowner: the right to “repudiate” the loan.

Repudiation is defined as: “The refusal of a national or state govern-
ment to pay real or alleged pecuniary obligations.”

The bankers had to develop a strategy by which they could make certain
that the government they loaned to did not repudiate the loan that the
bankers made to the governments.

The international bankers slowly developed their plan. It was called
“Balance of Power Politics.” This meant that the bankers loaned to two
governments at the same time, affording them the opportunity to play one
against the other as a means of forcing one to pay his debts to the banker. The
most successful tool of insuring compliance with the terms of payment was
the threat of war: the banker could always threaten the defaulting govern-
ment with a war as a means of forcing it to make their payments. This act of
repossessing the nation would almost always work as the head of govern-
ment, anxious to keep his seat of power, would agree to the terms of the
original loan, and continue making his payments.

The key to using this tool, however, was making certain that both
kingdoms were nearly the same size, so that one nation would not become so
powerful that the threat of a war with a weaker neighboring nation would
not be sufficient to force it into making its payments.

In other words, both nations had to be approximately the same size and
to have nearly the same potential to wage war with the other; if one nation
had a larger potential than another, the larger nation would act as a threat
against the smaller, but the smaller would not act as a threat against the
larger. Both had to have the same potential or one would no longer be a
threat to the other.

With the basic understanding of how international bankers operate, it
is now possible to truly understand the nature of the recent past.

In his book, The Real History of the Rosicrucians, the author Arthur
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Edward Waite makes this statement: ‘“Beneath the broad tide of human
history, there flow the stealthy undercurrents of the secret societies, which
frequently determine in the depths the changes that take place upon the
surface.”8

With this explanation in mind, a study of the recent past should start
with the American Revolution of 1776. The traditional historians of the past
have explained that the cause of the Revolution was America’s resistance to
“taxation without representation.” But this supposed cause doesn’t hold up
when measured against the taxation the English government was imposing
upon the Colonists. The tax was less than one percent of the nation’s Gross
National Product. And it would seem that it would take more than that to
inflame the American people into a full-scale revolution against the British
government, since the American taxpayers in 1980 were paying approxi-
mately forty percent of their income to the American government with little
direct representation (for instance, when did the American people directly
vote for foreign aid, the space race, welfare, etc.) without a revolution against
the American government.

Perhaps Mr. Waite is correct. Possibly the “secret societies” he mentions
were at work in the American colonies prior to the founding of this nation,
and the revolution against the English government.

Perhaps the beginning of the American Revolution can be traced back
to June 24, 1717, when four masonic lodges united in London, England, to
form the Grand Lodge of London. The basic tenet of the new Freemasonry,
which up to that time was generally that of a guild of stone masons and other
builders, changed during this uniting of these four lodges. From a guild,
Freemasonry became a church, a new religion. It changed from a profes-
sional Masonry, to a philosophical Masonry: ‘“The inherent philosophy of
Freemasonry implied a belief that mystic thought and feeling were bound to
disappear and to be replaced by a strictly logical and rational era.”?

Freemasonry: “. . . tried to cooperate with the Church so as to be able to
work from the inside, rationalize the doctrine of Jesus and empty it gradually
of its mystic content. Freemasonry hoped to become a friendly and legal heir
to Christianity. They considered logic and the rules of scientific thinking as
being the only absolute and permanent element of the human mind.”’1?

The new Masonry “. . .did not defend revelation, dogmas, or faith. Its
conviction was scientific and its morality purely social. The new Masonry
did not aim to destroy churches, but, with the aid of the progress in ideas, it
prepared to replace them.”’!!

This new morality spread to France in 1725, and a few years later, in the
early 1730’s, to the United States, where Lodges of the Freemasons were
formed in Philadelphia in 1731, and in Boston in 1733.12 One of the well
known members of the Philadelphia Lodge was Benjamin Franklin, who
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joined in 1732. Mr. Franklin later became Grand Master (the equivalent of
President) of his lodge in 1734.

It was this Philadelphia Lodge that started the move to confederate the
various colonies in America into a union of states. In 1731, this St. John
Lodge in Philadelphia “got in touch with the Grand Lodge of London, and
the Duke of Norfolk, then Grand Master of English Freemasonry, appointed
a Grand Master for the Central Colonies. His name was Daniel Coxe. Coxe
was the first public man to advise a federation of the colonies. . ..

Other early members of the Masons in America were George Washing-
ton, Thomas Jefferson, John Hancock, Paul Revere, Alexander Hamilton,
John Marshall, James Madison and Ethan Allen, all well known American
patriots heavily involved with the American Revolution.

More recently, at least twelve other American Presidents have been
members of the Masons: Andrew Jackson, James K. Polk, James Buchanan,
Andrew Johnson, James Garfield, William McKinley, Theodore Roosevelt,
William Howard Taft, Warren Q. Harding, Franklin Roosevelt, Harry
Truman and Gerald Ford.

In addition to the direct influence of the Masons in the American
Revolution, other Masons were also influencing America in indirect ways.
One of these influences started on July 4, 1776, when the Continental
Congress appointed Benjamin Franklin, Thomas Jefferson, and John
Adams to a committee of three to design the Seal of the United States. Two
if not all three were members of the Freemasons, and the seal they designed,
especially the reverse side, conceals Masonic symbols and secrets. According
to the Masons: ‘“Being on the reverse of the Seal, this design reveals the
‘Hidden Work,’ the ‘Lost Word’ of Ancient Freemasonry. The motif used is
the pyramid, for in ancient eras, where Freemasonry originated, the mission
was the same as it is today: to do God’s will on Earth. This labor is unfin-
ished; therefore the pyramid on the Seal is not completed. Each Brother must
contribute his portion, knowing that his work is watched over and guided by
the All-seeing Eye of God."'14

Whatever the Freemasons are, they have stirred a constant controversy
amongst the various levels of society, ever since their founding in 1717. The
first formal declaration against this organization came just twenty-one years
later, in 1738, when: “‘the Roman Catholic Church officially condemned
Freemasonry . . .in the form of a Bull issued by Pope Clement XII...."15

The condemnations of the Masons have continued since 1738 as: “No
fewer than eight Popes have condemned Freemasonry on 400 occasions since
it was founded in Britain in 1717. The first publicly pronounced ban by
Clement XII called the movement ‘unprincipled.’ "

One of his successors, Pope Leo XXIII, charged the Masons with
aiming at the “overthrow of the whole religious, political and social order

127



CHAPTER 12 THE AMERICAN REVOLUTION

based on Christian institutions and the establishment of a state of things
based on pure naturalism.’’16

One of the more recent stands against the Freemasons came on March
21, 1981, when the Roman Catholic Church again warned that “‘all Roman
Catholics who belong to Masonic lodges risk excommunication.”!6

According to the book A New Encyclopaedia of Freemasonry ““the Latin
Church. . . has agreed to regard Freemasonry as. . . those forces which are at
work in the world against the work of the Church in that world.”"?

In any event, “In the tense times before the American Revolution the
secrecy of the Masonic lodges offered the Colonial patriots the opportunity
to meet and plan their strategy.”!8

One of the pre-American Revolutionary events obviously planned in
secret was the Boston Tea Party where a group of individuals, disguised as
Indians, dumped boxes of tea into the Boston harbor. The identity of these
patriots has not been generally made known, until the Freemasons them-
selves offered this explanation of the event: “The Boston Tea Party was
entirely Masonic, carried out by members of the St. John’s Lodge (in Boston)
during an adjourned meeting.”1?

This revolutionary act had an almost immediate effect in the English
Parliament, which passed laws closing the Boston port to all trade by sea and
allowing the quartering of British troops in Massachusetts. These laws
brought a deluge of protests from all of the colonies in America.

There is reason to believe that those who caused the event were intend-
ing to use the English retaliatory activities as the incidents to unify the
American colonies against the English government. And the strategy
worked.

The call to unify the states into a federal government was strong and the
Masons were the key to that call. They were the ones who had a nationwide
membership, many of whom were well known enough to expect the
colonists to listen to their message. In fact, fifty-three of the fifty-six signers
of the Declaration of Independence were members of the Masons,2® as were
the majority of the members of the Continental Congress.

Benjamin Franklin, partly because of his visibility as a member of the
Masons, became a key to opening the doors of some of the European nations,
often led by fellow Masons. His membership could gain him critical
audiences with other Masons all over Europe and these contacts were to be
used to gain support for the American Revolution.

Franklin also understood the true cause of the American Revolution. He
was asked in London once; “How do you account for the prosperity in the
American colonies?™

Mr. Franklin replied: “That is simple. It is only because in the colonies
we issue our own money. It is called Colonial Script and we issue it in the
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proper proportion to accommodate trade and commerce.”’?!

In other words, the colonies didn’t use their power to create money to
create inflation, and as a result the American nation was becoming
prosperous.

This situation was to change, however, during the 1760’s when the Bank
of England introduced a bill in Parliament that no colony could issueits own
script. The colonies, according to this legislation, would have to issue bonds
and sell them to the Bank, who would then loan them the money they were
to use in their colonies. America’s money was to be based upon borrowed
debt. The colonies would have to pay interest for the privilege of carrying
their own money.

This action caused great unemployment when put into effect as the
Bank of England only allowed the colonies to borrow one-half of the
quantity of money previously in circulation.? Franklin and others realized
this, and Franklin is on record as saying: ‘“The colonies would gladly have
borne the little tax on tea and other matters had it not been that England took
away from the colonies their money, which created unemployment and
dissatisfaction.”’?®

And in a quote attributed to him, he said: “The refusal of King George
III to allow the colonies to operate an honest colonial money system, which
freed the ordinary man from the clutches of the money manipulators, was
probably the prime cause of the revolution.”

Franklin acknowledged that the cause of the Revolution was the
resistance of the colonies to the idea of borrowed money, resulting in debt
and inflation as well as interest payments, and not ‘‘taxation without
representation,” as is commonly believed.

One of the countries visited by the Mason Benjamin Franklin was
France. In January of 1774, Franklin was dealing with certain Masonic
leaders to buy guns for the American colonies. This transaction was made
with the knowledge and support of the French Foreign Minister Vergennes,
a fellow Mason.

In addition, the French government, again with the support of Ver-
gennes, was loaning the American colonies a total of three million livres.

Another nation was also involving itself, although indirectly, in the
American Revolution: “At the birth of the American nation, during the
Revolutionary War, Empress Catherine the Great of Russia, refused the plea
of King George III of England to send 20,000 Russian Cossacks to crush the
rebellion of the colonies. . . which.. . helped the colonies to survive.”2¢

Russia, without a central bank controlling its decisions, had assisted the
United States by refusing to send troops against the struggling colonies.
Russia was exhibiting her friendship for the United States for the first time
and would assist the United States once again in the Civil War, as will be
shown in a later chapter.
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It is interesting to discover why the two major leaders in the American
Revolution of England were fellow Masons Benjamin Franklin and George
Washington. “When America needed a national army and a national
diplomat, it turned to Brother George Washington as the only officer who
not only had national fame but who, due to his Masonic application, had
friends in all parts of the Continent. At the crucial moment when America,
on the verge of defeat, needed foreign alliances, it turned to Brother
Franklin — the only American who had world-wide fame and who, due to
Masonry, had friends all over the world.”?

Washington in turn surrounded himself with fellow Masons: “All the
staff officers Washington trusted were Masons, and all the leading generals
of the Army were Masons.”’26

These decisions by Washington paid an additional bonus, as it is likely
that Washington himself had decided to staff his armies with fellow Masons
for this reason: “It seems even likely that the unforgettable and mysterious
laxness of certain English military campaigns in America, particularly those
of the Howe brothers, (one an admiral and the other a general) was deliberate
and due to the Masonic desire of the English General to reach a peaceful
settlement and shed as little blood as possible.”2?

In other words, Washington selected fellow Masons as his general staff
because he knew that the commanding general of the English troops was also
a Mason. The fact that a Mason is duty bound not to kill a fellow Mason if
he knows that his opponent is also a Mason, has made it extremely difficult
for many non-Mason generals to get their troops to perform well in battle.

To show his public support for the Masons, after the American army
retook the city of Philadelphia from the British army on December 27, 1778,
General George Washington “his sword at his side, in full Masonic attire,
and insignia of the Brotherhood, marched at the head of a solemn procession
of three hundred brethren through the streets of Philadelphia. . .. This was
the greatest Masonic parade that had ever been seen in the New World.*’28

But even with the popular support of the Masons, Washington and the
American people had to pay for the costs of the War against the British. In
1775, the Continental Congress voted to issue paper currency (Fiat Money) to
finance the war. This money was not borrowed from any banking establish-
ment. It was simply printed as a means of paying the government’s expenses
in the war. Therefore, it contained no provision for the paying of interest to
a group of bankers who had created it out of nothing.

Most of the independent state legislatures, as a sign of good faith and as
a recognition that the central government had saved the American people
countless millions of dollars in interest payments, passed laws requiring
citizens to accept the Continental currency as legal tender.

But by the end of 1776 the “Continental,” as it was called, commanded
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only forty cents on the dollar when exchanged for silver coin. The federal
printing presses continued printing these dollars, however, so that by 1776,
there were $241.6 million of “Continentals’ in circulation.

The merchants of America were accepting these dollars at a rate of 2.5
cents on the dollar, and for less than half a penny just two years later.
Inflation had taken its toll in the value of the currency. It had become nearly
worthless when measured against real money, a hard metal. The lowest
trading price of the “Continental” occurred at the end of the war, when it
took 500 paper dollars in exchange for one silver dollar.

It is now apparent why the American people coined the phrase ‘“not
worth a Continental.” Inflation had occurred once again, in accordance with
the economic law that works in every case where the quantity of money,
unbacked by gold or silver, is increased rapidly.

It was during this time that a vital disagreement amongst the leading
American patriots was coming to the surface.

The issue was whether or not the American government should
establish a central bank. Thomas Jefferson was opposed to the establishment
of any such bank and Alexander Hamilton was in favor. Jefferson supported
his position by stating: “If the American people ever allow private banks to
control the issue of currency, first by inflation, then by deflation, the banks
and corporations that will grow up around them will deprive the people of
their property until their children will wake up homeless on the continent
their fathers conquered.”??

It was Hamilton’s proposal that the United States create the Bank of the
United States, a profit making institution to be privately owned and to enjoy
special access to the public funds. The bank would have the legal power to
create money out of nothing, and loan it, at interest, to the government.

Hamilton felt that the majority of the people couldn’t handle their own
money. He proposed that these matters would be best left up to the wealthy.
He wrote: “No society could succeed which did not unite the interest and
credit of rich individuals with those of the state. All communities divide
themselves into the few and the many. The first are rich and well-born, the
other the mass of the people. The people are turbulent and changing; they
seldom judge or determine right.”’0

Jefferson responded with his charge that banking establishments, when
given the ability to inflate and deflate the quantity of money at will, lend
themselves to a continuing series of oppressions of the people. He wrote:
“Single acts of tyranny may be ascribed to the accidental opinion of a day; but
a series of oppressions, begun at a distinguished period, and pursued
unalterably through every change of ministry, too plainly prove a deliberate,
systematical plan of reducing us to slavery.”’*!

The conspiracy that Jefferson saw forming in the United States was a
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group called the Jacobins, created by the French Branch of the Illuminati.32

Today’s dictionary defines the Jacobins as “one of a society of radical
democrats in France during the revolution of 1789; hence a plotter againstan
existing government.”

John Robison in his classic work on the Illuminati, titled Proofs of a
Conspiracy, said this about the Jacobins: “The intelligent saw in the open
system of the Jacobins the hidden system of the Illuminati.”%3

(This group will play an important part in the Civil War of 1861-65 as
will be covered in a later chapter.)

Unfortunately for the United States, President George Washington
appointed Alexander Hamilton as the Secretary of the Treasury in 1788.
Three years later, in 1791, the United States government granted a twenty-
year charter to its first national bank, called the First Bank of the United
States. This charter was to expire in 1811, and then the American citizens
were to have a chance to discuss the Bank and its merits before it could be re-
chartered.

Jefferson quietly joined in the discussion about the First Bank, stating
that Congress did not have any Constitutional authority to charter such an
institution and that the Bank was therefore a non-entity. He based his
arguments on Article I, Section 8, of the Constitution. This section reads:
“The Congress shall have the power to coin money, regulate the value
thereof....”

Jefferson argued that Congress had no authority to delegate the money
power to another agency, certainly not to an agency that was privately owned
and had not only the power to coin money but to print it and then loan it
back to the government. However, such questions about the constitutional-
ity of the Bank were, unfortunately, just questions, and the Bank survived
until 1811, when President James Monroe let the charter lapse.

Even with the pressure on the government from the Bank to borrow to
pay off the debts of the American revolution, Presidents Jefferson and
Monroe paid off all of the debts of the United States Government without
their assistance.

But the pressure to re-charter the Bank started the next year when
England started the War of 1812 against the United States. This war was
intended to force the United States into a position of needing a central bank
to pay for the costs of the war, thus creating interest payments and debt. It was
hoped by the English bankers that the Americans would re-charter the First
National Bank, or create another under a different name.

Two Americans, Henry Clay and John C. Calhoun, were early suppor-
ters of the American government’s entry into the War of 1812. They were also
the main supporters of creating another bank under another name: The
Second Bank of the United States.
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The war with England proved expensive, and raised the debt of the
United States from $45 million to $127 million.

Some Americans saw the war as the workings of a conspiracy. One, for
instance, was the president of Harvard, Joseph Willard, who made what is
now a famous speech declaring the involvement of the secret Illuminati in
the events of the day. He said, on July 4, 1812: ‘““There is sufficient evidence
that a number of societies of the Illuminati have been established in this land.
They are doubtless striving to secretly undermine all our ancient institu-
tions, civil and sacred. These societies are clearly leagued with those of the
same order in Europe. The enemies of all order are seeking our ruin. Should
infidelity generally prevail, our independence would fall of course. Our
republican government would be annihialated. . ..”

Unfortunately, the American people did not heed his warnings and the
conspiracy continued its deadly work in the United States.

The pressure to find a way to pay the costs of the War of 1812 through
the re-chartering of a national bank continued, and in 1816, the Second Bank
of the United States was chartered with a twenty-year charter. This bank was
given the ability to loan the government $60 million The money was created
out of nothing, evidenced by bonds, and loaned to the federal government.

The Second Bank now had the ability, as one writer put it, “to control
the entire fiscal structure of the country. . ..

In 1816, Thomas Jefferson once again tried to warn the American
people, this time in a letter to John Taylor:

I believe that banking institutions are more dangerous to our
liberties than standing armies.

Already they have raised up a money aristocracy that has set
the Government at defiance.

The issuing power should be taken from the banks and
restored to the Government, to whom it properly belongs.*

It didn’t take long for the Bank to exercise its powers. ‘“The inflationary
policies of the Second United States Bank in the first few years after 1812
caused banks to spread fairly discriminately through Kentucky, Tennessee,
and other Western States. Then, with the depression of 1819, the big Bank,
reversing its policy, began a peremptory contraction. Specie flowed out of the
West, leaving in its wake a trail of bankruptcies and a large debtor popula-
tion unable to meet its obligations.’’3

The Bank was using its powers to increase and decrease the money
supply to cause, first inflation, and then deflation. This cycle was of benefit
to the bankers who were able to repossess large quantities of property at a
fraction of its real value.

But the debt of the War of 1812 was paid up by the end of 1834, an action
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that was not certain to please the owners of the Second Bank.

Butone thing that happened was pleasing to the bankers. The Bank was
declared constitutional in 1819 by ‘Supreme Court Justice John Marshall, a
member of the Masons, in the case of McCulloch vs. Maryland.*”

He decreed that Congress had the implied power to create the Bank of
the United States. '

There was no specific power granted to Congress to create the Bank, so
the Constitution was stretched to fit the circumstances by declaring that the
Constitution had some mysterious ‘‘implied power” that enabled it to do
whatever the “stretchers” wanted. The arguments of Jefferson had not been
heeded. Hamilton had won.

The next relevant step in America’s history occurred in 1826 when a
member of the Freemasons, Captain William Morgan, published a book
entitled: Illustrations of Masonry By One of the Fraternity Who Has Devoted
Thirty Years to the Subject; Captain W. Morgan’s Exposition of
Freemasony.

This rather thin book of only 110 pages contained the “‘secrets” of the
Freemasons, or as Captain Morgan put it: ‘... the Lodge —room Signs,
Grips, and Masonic Emblems.”

Less than a month after the book appeared, Captain Morgan was:
“carried away. . . by a number of Freemasons. . . "’ and murdered.

It was alleged, according to a book entitled The Revolutionary Age of
Andrew Jackson, by Robert Remini, that: “...the Masonic Order had
arranged his abduction and probable murder. "%

The charge that Morgan was killed because he had broken his pledge of
secrecy in all Masonic affairs by publishing a book detailing all of the secrets
of the Order was certainly in keeping with an understanding of the Masonic
ritual. Captain Morgan detailed the procedures of the ritual of becoming a
Mason wherein the prospective Mason is caused a slight pain and then
warned: “As this is a torture to your flesh, so may it ever be to your mind and
conscience if ever you should attempt to reveal the secrets of Masonry
unlawfully.”’40

This single act by Captain Morgan was to. have major ramifications in
the years to come, especially in the Presidential election of 1832. This election
was the second one for Andrew Jackson who had been elected first in 1828,
primarily because he was in opposition to the Second Bank of the United
States. Jackson was on record as saying: “I was one of those who do not
believe that a national hank is a national blessing, but rather a curse to a
republic; inasmuch as it is calculated to raise around the administration a
moneyed aristocracy dangerous to the liberties of the country.”#!

The election of 1832 was a crucial one to the Bank, because the charter
was to be renewed during the term of the president elected that year.
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Jackson promised the American people: “The Federal Constitution
must be obeyed, state rights preserved, our national debt must be paid, direct
taxes and loans avoided, and the Federal Union preserved.

(Is is revealing that even then, in 1832, Jackson was concerned about the
preservation of the Union, the issue that would supposedly cause the Civil
War several years away.)

He continued: ‘“These are the objects I have in view, and regardless of all
consequences, will carry into effect.”4?

It was prior to this election, in 1830, that a new political party was
formed, called the Anti-Mason party, primarily as a warning to the American
people about the menace of the Masons in the country and as a response to
the murdering of Captain Morgan.# According to Mackey’s Encyclopaedia,
the new party was organized: “. .. to put down the Masonic Institution as
subversive of good government. . ..

The Anti-Masons met on September 11 in Philadelphia, where dele-
gates from eleven states met to “denounce the Freemasonic Order and to call
upon their countrymen to join a political crusade to save the nation from
subversion and tyranny at the hands of the Masons.’’4

(One of the delegates to that convention was William Seward from New
York, who later became Secretary of State under President Abraham
Lincoln.)

Another of those who became concerned about the Masons was John
Quincy Adams, president from 1825 to 1829. He published a series of letters
“abusive of Freemasonry, directed to leading politicians, and published in
the public journals from 1831 to 1833.76

But the main issue of the 1832 election was the renewal of the charter of
the Second Bank of the United States. The President of this organization,
Nicholas Biddle, ““decided to ask Congress for a renewal of the Bank’s charter
in 1832, four years before its current charter expired.”#

The strategy behind Biddle’s move was simple: “. . . since Jackson was
seeking re-election, he might see it to his advantage not to allow the matter
to become an issue and thus permit the Bank to have its recharter.”48

Henry Clay, later to become the Republican candidate for the presid-
ency against Jackson, and his colleague Daniel Webster took the lead in
guiding the re-chartering bill through the Congress. They were not to be
disappointed as the bill passed the Senate by a vote of 28 to 20 and the House
by a vote of 107 to 85. But President Jackson had the last opportunity to act
on the Bill and he vetoed it on July 10, 1832. In his veto, Jackson again
warned the American people by saying:

Itis regretted that the rich and powerful too often bend the acts
of governments to their selfish purposes. Distinctions in society
will always exist under every just government.
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Equality of talents, of education, of wealth, cannot be pro-
duced by human institutions.

In the full enjoyment of the gifts of heaven, and the fruits of
superior industry, economy and virtue, every man is equally
entitled to protection by law, but when the law undertakes to these
natural and just advantages artificial distinctions, to grant titles,
gratuities and exclusive privileges, to make the rich richer, and the
potent more powerful, the humble members of society — the
farmers, mechanics, and laborers — who have neither the time nor
the means of securing like favors to themselves, have a right to
complain of their injustice to their government.5¢

He continued by stating that he held ““the belief that some of the powers
and privileges possessed by the existing bank are unauthorized by the
Constitution, subversive of the rights of the States, and dangerous to the
liberties of the people. . ..”5!

However, even though he had vetoed the re-chartering bill, thereby
risking the wrath of the American people had they decided they had wanted
the Bank, Jackson decided to let the 1832 election decide its fate. Jackson,
who ran on the basic platform of “Bank and no Jackson or No Bank and
Jackson,” faced great opposition, especially in the press of the United States,
“largely because of advertising pressure.’’52

This meant that there were elements inside the business community
which had something to gain by the re-chartering of the Bank.

The only ones, apparently, who did not favor the re-chartering were the
American people, who responded by re-electing Andrew Jackson by the
following vote:

Candidate Percentage of total votes cast
Jackson 55 percent
Clay 37 percent
the Anti-Masons 8 percent

That meant that approximately 2 out of every 3 voters, those who voted
for either Jackson or the Anti-Masons, voted against the rechartering of the
Second Bank of the United States. (An interesting footnote to history is the
fact that the Anti-Masons actually carried the state of Vermont and thereby
received its votes in the Electoral College.)

After the election, President Jackson ordered Biddle to withdraw
government funds on deposit in the Bank, and Biddle refused. And to show
his displeasure at Jackson’s directive, Biddle called for a “‘general curtailment
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of loans throughout his entire banking system. Biddle’s order was so sudden
and its financial effect so devasting, that it pitched the country into an
economic panic. Which was precisely what Biddle wanted.”’53

The awesome power of the Bank to destroy in the market place was now
being utilized against the American people, even though they voted against
it in the 1832 election. The people were right. They wanted no part of a
banking establishment and they were being punished for their votes against
1t.

Biddle reduced the amount of loans outstanding between August 1,
1833, and November 1, 1834, by $18,000,000 and for the next five months, they
were reduced by almost $14,500,000. Then Biddle reversed himself and forced
the banks to increase the quantity of money from $52,000,000 on January 1,
1833, to $108,000,000 a year later, and to $120,000,000 a year after that.

Biddle was “in fact embarked on the campaign the radicals above all
feared: the deliberate creation of a panic in order to blackmail the govern-
ment into re-chartering the Bank.” He was quoted as saying “Nothing but
the evidence of suffering abroad will produce any effect in Congress. . .. My
own course is decided — all other Banks and all the merchants may break, but
the Bank of the United States shall not break.’’5

And of course, the contraction and expansion cycle caused the types of
economic problems that Biddle had anticipated. “Businesses failed, men
were thrown out of work, money was unobtainable.’’5*

President Jackson saw through Biddle's activities and once again
warned the American people: ‘“The bold effort the present bank had made to
control the Government, the distress it had wantonly produced. . . are but
premonitions of the fate that awaits the American people should they be
deluded into a perpetuation of this institution, or the establishment of
another like it.”’s5

Jackson not only saw that Biddle’s efforts would destroy the economy of
the United States, he also felt that Europe would suffer as well. But his real
fears were that the Bank constituted a threat to his very existence. He told his
Vice President, Martin Van Buren, ‘“The Bank, Mr. Van Buren, is trying to
kill me. But I will kill it.”56

It is not certain whether Jackson meant that the Bank was trying to
destroy his political career or to murder him, but on January 30, 1835, a
would-be assassin named Richard Lawrence stepped into his path and fired
two pistols at close range at him. Both pistols misfired, and President
Jackson was not hurt. Lawrence later claimed that he had been “in touch
with the powers in Europe, which had promised to intervene if any attempt
was made to punish him.”57

In addition to being the subject of the first presidential assassination
attempt in the United States, President Jackson was made the subject of the
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first censure of a President. The Senate, in March, 1834, “agreed by a vote of
26 to 20 to officially censure Andrew Jackson for removing the government’s
deposits from the Bank of the United States without the express authoriza-
tion of the United States Congress.”"58

Jackson apparently blamed the Bank. He said: “So glaring were the
abuses and corruptions of the Bank. .. so palpable its design by its money
and power to control the government and change its character. ...”’5
Someone had attempted to control the government by removing him from
the presidency.

The Senate of 1837 later reversed this action by voting to expunge the
censure by a vote of 24 to 19.

Even with all of the toils and tribulations of the period, Jackson was able
to completely liquidate the national debt during his eight years in office.

As Jackson was leaving the presidency, he once again warned the
American people in his Farewell Address: “The Constitution of the United
States unquestionably intended to secure to the people a circulating medium
of gold and silver. But the establishment of a national bank by Congress,
with the privilege of issuing paper money receivable in the payment of
public dues. . . drove from general circulation the constitutional currency
and substituted one of paper in its place.’’6

But all of these defeats at the hands of Jackson and the American people
didn’t deter the bankers from attempting to re-charter the Bank. President
John Tyler vetoed two bills in 1841 to revive the Second Bank of the United
States.

So the Bank’s charter expired in 1836 and, for the next 24 years, until the
Civil War started in 1861, the United States had no central bank. So for the
years up until 1841, at least, the bankers had been foiled in their attempts to
completely enmesh the United States in the web of a permanent banking
establishment.
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'The Rothschild Family

In his book The History of the Great American Fortunes, author
Gustavus Myers had identified the major power behind the Second Bank of
the United States as being the Rothschild family.!

This European banking family was started by the father, Amschel
Moses Bauer (they were later to change their last name to Rothschild) who
started in the banking business in a meager way. After some early success in
the loaning of money to local governments, Amschel decided to expand his
banking establishment by loaning to national governments. He set up his
five sons in banking houses, each in a different country.

Meyer Rothschild was sent to Frankfort, Germany; Solomon to Vienna,
Austria; Nathan to London, England; Carl to Naples, Italy; and James to
Paris, France.

With the Rothschild sons scattered all over Europe, each operating a
banking house, the family could easily convince any government that it
should continue to pay its debts, or the force of the ‘‘balance of power”
politics would be used against the debtor’s nation. In other words, the
Rothschild family would play one government against another by the threat
of war. Each government would feel cornered into paying its debts by the
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threat of a war which would take away its kingdom. The brothers could
finance both sides of the conflict thereby insuring not only that the debtor
would pay its debts but that enormous fortunes would be made in the
financing of the war.

This power was visualized by Meyer Rothschild when he summarized
the strategy thus: “Permit me to control the money of a nation, and I care not
who makes its laws.”2

One of the early events that solidified the Rothschild control of the
English government was the battle of Waterloo in June, 1815.

The Rothschilds had created a system of Rothschild couriers in Europe
so that important information could be exchanged amongst the five
brothers. The sign that identified the messengers as being couriers for the
Rothschild family was a red pouch that they carried. This pouch enabled
them to cross national borders with impunity, as most European nations had
instructed their guards that the pouch carrier was not to be detained, even if
that nation was at war with the nation represented by the pouch carrier.

This method ensured that the Rothschild family had immediate
information about the major events in Europe, even before the rulers of the
countries involved. This device was also known to the other banking families
in Europe and the Rothschild access to quick information often gave them
an early advantage in the market place.

England was at war with France, and the battle of Waterloo was to be the
deciding battle in this war. If Napoleon, the commanding general of the
French forces, defeated Wellington, the commanding general of the English
forces, there was little left to deter him from controlling all of Europe. The
other bankers around London knew of the significance of this battle and
looked to Nathan Rothschild for advance information as to the outcome,
because the bankers knew of the promptness of Rothschild’s courier system.

Nathan was seen in the corner of the London bond market looking
exceedingly glum, and this was interpreted by the bankers as meaning that
Nathan knew who had won the Battle of Waterloo: France and Napoleon
had defeated Wellington and England. At least that was what the English
bankers thought, and because they felt that their nation had lost, they started
selling the government bonds that they owned.

And as always, when large quantities of bonds are sold at the same time,
their price drops. And the more that the price fell, the more gloomy Nathan
looked.

But unknownst to the English bond holders, Nathan’s agents were
buying English bonds, and he was able by this method to acquire large
-quantities of these bonds at a small percentage of their true value.

Nathan Rothschild had purchased the English government.

When the official English courier finally appeared at the bond market
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and announced that the English had defeated the French and that all had not
been lost, Nathan was nowhere to be found.

The exact profit made on this ruse might never be known, as the
Rothschild banks are always partnerships and never corporations. Because
there are no stockholders, the brothers and their successive heirs have only to
share the knowledge of the size of all profits made by the bank with the other
brothers and whatever partners they might take in, and not the stockholders
of the corporation.
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Chapter 14
The Monroe Doctrine

On December 2, 1823, President James Monroe issued what has been
called The Monroe Doctrine. His statement was blunt and to the point,
declaring ‘“‘that the American continents, by the free and independent
condition which they have assumed and maintain, are henceforth not to be
considered as subjects for future colonization by any European powers.”’!

President Monroe added an explanation, declaring that the political
systems in European countries were different from those in the Americas:
“We owe it, therefore, to candor and to the amicable relations existing
between the United States and those powers to declare that we should
consider any attempt on their part to extend their system to any portion of
this hemisphere as dangerous to our peace and safety.””?

Monroe’s action came as the result of a treaty, called the Treaty of
Verona, signed by the government leaders of Austria, France, Prussia, and
Russia who, according to a then current observer, American Senator Robert
Owen, had:

well-laid plans also to destroy popular government in the
American colonies which had revolted from Spain and Portugal in
Central and South America under the influence of the successful
example of the United States.
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It was because of this conspiracy against the American repub-
lics by the European monarchies that the great English statesman,
Canning, called the attention of our government to it, and our
statesmen then, including Thomas Jefferson, took an active part to
bring about the declaration by President Monroe in his next annual
message to the Congress of the United States that the United States
would regard it as an act of hostility to the Government of the
United States and an unfriendly act if this coalition or if any power
of Europe ever undertook to establish upon the American Conti-
nent any control of any American republic or to acquire any
territorial rights.’

Senator Owen entered the Treaty in the Congressional Record in 1916.
It reads, in part:

The undersigned. . . have agreed as follows:

Article 1: The high contracting powers being convinced that
the system of representative government is equally as incompatible
with the monarchial principles as the maxim of the sovereignty of
the people with the divine right, engage mutually... to sue all
their efforts to put an end to the system of representative govern-
ments, in whatever country it may exist in Europe, and to prevent
its being introduced in those countries where it is not yet known.

Article 2: As it can not be doubted that the liberty of the press
is the most powerful means used by the pretended supporters of the
rights of nations to the detriment of those of the princes, the high
contracting parties promise reciprocally to adopt all proper
measures to suppress it, not only in their own states but also in the
rest of Europe.

Article 3: Convinced that the principles of religion contribute
most powerfully to keep nations in the state of passive obedience
they owe to their princes, the high contracting parties declare it to
be their intention to sustain in their respective states those measures
which the clergy may adopt. . .so intimately connected with the
preservation of the authority of the princes. ...

Monroe’s bold declaration struck the European governments a rather
severe blow. Many European diplomats spoke out against it, but it was
popular with the citizens of the South American nations it protected.

Monroe’s Secretary of State was John Quincy Adams, and he was largely
responsible for writing the Doctrine. The American people, pleased with
what he had written, responded by electing him President of the United
States in 1824.

But more importantly, another move by the European powers into the
affairs of the American people had been repulsed.
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Karl Marx (left), the Communist,
wrote “From each according to his
ability, to each according to his
need.”

Lyndon Johnson (below), not a Communist, wrote ‘“We (in .
government) are going to try to take all of the money that. we (in
government) think is unnecessarily being spent an.d take it frc’)’m
the ‘haves’ and give it to the ‘have nots’ that need it so much.
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Oswald Spengler, right, (1880-1936), a German historian and
author, came to the realization that ‘‘Communist’’ movements
were controlled by wealthy interests, supposedly the ‘“enemy”” of
the Communists. He wrote “There is no proletarian, not even
Communist, movement that has not operated in the interests of
money . . .and without the idealists among its leaders having the
slightest suspicion of the fact.”

Adam Weishaupt, left, a former Jesuit priest, founded the
Illuminati on May 1, 1776. His organization was dedicated to the
destruction of Christianity and all religion. There is evidence that
the Iluminati is still in existence, but under other names.
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Dr. Bella Dodd, a former member of the Communist Party felt
that “the Communist Conspiracy (was) merely a branch of a
much bigger conspiracy.” She discovered that any one of three
wealthy American “‘capitalists’” could make decisions for the
Party. These decisions were always ratified later by the
Communist Party in Russia.
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This cartoon by Robert Minor in the St. Louis Post-Dispatch
appeared in 1911. It depicted the acceptance of Marxist
Communism by the “wealthy capitalists,” supposedly the
enemies of Marx and his followers. The financiers depicted are:
John D. Rockefeller, J. P. Morgan, John D. Ryan of National
City Bank, and Morgan partner George W. Perkins. Immediately
behind Karl Marx is Teddy Roosevelt.
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Alexis, the son of Nicholas II, Czar
of Russia, in 1914, and Colonel
Michal Goloniewski, who claims to
be the adult Alexis, in 1964. The
Communist government sup-

posedly murdered the entire family =~
of the Czar in 1918, but the Colonel °

charges that they were spirited out
of Russia to safety in Europe. The
colonel’s claim to be the son of the
Czar was confirmed by the Ameri-

can government, yet few outside of _

those who investigated this claim
will agree that the family survived
the alleged massacre. Perhaps the
reason this is so is that any legally
certified heir to the Romanov for-
tune would inherit several billions
of dollars deposited in American
and European banks by the Czar
prior to the revolution.
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Thomas Jefferson, left, warned the American people about
creating a national debt. He wrote: “To preserve our
independence, we must not let our leaders load us with perpetual
debt. We must make our election between economy and liberty, or
profusion and servitude. It is incumbent on every generation to
pay its own debts as it goes—a principle which, if acted on,
would save one half of the wars of the world.”” In 1984, America’s
national debt was approximately $1,600,000,000,000 ($1.6
trillion).

Andrew Jackson, right, as President of the United States, fought a
battle with the federally chartered Second Bank of the United
States. He later claimed that it was responsible for the
assassinztion attempt made against him in 1835.
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Civil War General William Tecum-
seh Sherman wrote in his book
Memoirs I: “The truth is not
always palatable, and should not

always be told.” Historians are still

uncovering evidences of the Euro

pean and American conspiracy that

split the United States into a North

and a South so that they could
finance both sides in the ensuing |

President Abraham Lincoln wrote
that a “money power’ was at work
in the Civil War and that it assisted
in the passage of the National
Banking Act of 1863. This bill
created a national bank with the
ability to create money and loan it,
at interest, to the United States
government. It was this same
“power”’ that was involved in his
assassination in 1865.
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Chapter 15
'The Civil War

General William Tecumseh Sherman, one of the participants in the
Civil War, made this rather cryptic comment in his book MemoirsI: “. .. the
truth is not always palatable and should not always be told.’"

A similar comment was made by the author of the biography of Senator
Zachariah Chandler of Michigan, a Senator during the Civil War: “The
secret history of these days. . . concealing many startling revelations, has yet
been sparingly written; it is doubtful if the veil will ever be more than slightly
lifted.””?

Those who have attempted to lift the veil have discovered that there are
indeed many hidden truths about this fateful period in American history.
One who only hinted at the truth about the real causes of the War was
Colonel Edward Mandell House, who wrote his book entitled Philip Dru,
Admanistrator, in 1912. In it, he has one of his characters make this statement:
“Cynical Europe said that the North would have it appear that a war had
been fought for human freedom, whereas it was fought for money.”3

Is it possible that the Civil War was fought for reasons other than those
traditionally offered? Is it possible that the real reasons for the war are among
the secrets that some wish not to be revealed? Is it possible that slavery and
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states rights were not the real causes of the War?

After the demise of the Second Bank of the United States, the state banks,
those chartered by the various states in the Union, operated the banking
system of the United States and issued all of the money. Almost exclusively,
this money was backed by gold, not by debt and paper money.

However, the financial position of the federal government had been
slowly deteriorating: ““At the outbreak of the war the United States Treasury
was in greater shambles than Fort Sumter. Southern banks had been quietly
withdrawing large amounts of funds on deposit in the North. When Lincoln
took office, he found his Treasury almost empty.’’¢

The Civil War started in 1837, the year after the charter of the Second
Bank had expired, when the Rothschild family sent one of their representa-
tives to the United States. His name was August Belmont, and he arrived
during the panic of 1837. He quickly made his presence felt by buying
government bonds. His success and prosperity soon led him to the White
House, where he became the “financial advisor to the President of the United
States.”’

Another of the pieces of this enormous puzzle fell into place in 1854
when a secret organization known as the Knights of the Golden Circle was
formed by George W. L. Bickley,5 who ‘“‘declared that he had created the
fateful war of 1861 with an organization that had engineered and spread
secession.””?

Another of the leading characters in the story of the Civil War was J.P.
Morgan, later to become one of America’s most wealthy and influential
industrialists and bankers. Mr. Morgan went to Europe in 1856 to study at the
University of Gottingen in Germany. It is not inconceivable that one of the
people he met while in college was Karl Marx, who was active during this
time writing and publicizing his ideas about Communism, since Marx was
in and out of Germany on a regular basis.

In any event, it was during this time that the European bankers began
plotting the Civil War. ““According to John Reeves, in an authorized
biography entitled The Rothschilds, the Financial Rulers of Nations, a
pivotal meeting took place in London, in 1857. It was at this meeting that the
International Banking Syndicate decided that (in America) the North was to
be pitted against the South under the old principle of ‘divide and conquer.’
This amazing agreement was corroborated by MacKenzie in his historical
research entitled The Nineteenth Century.”8

The plotters realized that once again the American people would not
accept a national bank without a reason for having one, and once again the
plotters decided upon a war. Wars are costly, and they force governments into
a position where they must borrow money to pay for them, and the decision
was made once again to force the United States into a war so that it would
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have to deal with the issue of how to pay for its costs.

But the plotters had a difficult problem: what nation could they induce
to fight against the United States government? The United States was too
powerful, and no country, or combinations of countries, could match them
in a “balance of power” showdown. Canada to the north and Mexico to the
south were not strong enough and couldn’t raise an army adequate for the
anticipated conflict, so they were discounted. England and France were 3,000
miles away and across a huge ocean that made the supplying of an invading
army nearly impossible. And Russia had no central bank so the bankers had
no control over that nation.

 So the bankers made the decision to divide the United States into two
parts, thereby creating an enemy for the government of the United States to
war against.

The bankers first had to locate an issue to use in causing the southern
states to secede from the United States.

The issue of slavery was ideal.

Next the bankers had to create an organization that could promote
secession amongst the southern states so that they would divide themselves
away from the federal government.

The Knights of the Golden Circle was created for that purpose. Abra-
ham Lincoln began to see the drama unfold as he was campaigning for the
Presidency in 1860. He saw the war as an attempt to split the Union, not over
the issue of slavery, but just for the pure sake of splitting the Union. He
wrote: “I have never had a feeling politically that did not spring from the
sentiments embodied in the Declaration of Independence. If it (the Union)
cannot be saved without giving up that principle, I was about to say I would
rather be assassinated on this spot than surrender it.””®

So many of his fellow Americans also saw the war as an attempt to split
the Union that “it was not uncommon for men to declare that they would
resign their officer’s commission if the war for the Union was perverted into
an attack on slavery.”’10

Curiously, Mr. Lincoln started having thoughts about his own assassi-
nation during the 1860 convention.

He went upstairs and, exhausted by repressed excitement, he
lay down on the couch in Mrs. Lincoln’s sitting room.

While lying there he was disturbed to see in the mirror two
images of himself which were alike, except that one was not so clear
as the other. The double reflection awakened the primitive vein in
the superstition always present in him. He rose and lay down again
to see if the paler shadow would vanish, but he saw it once
more. . ..

The next morning . . . he went home and reclined on the couch
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to see if there was not something wrong with the mirror itself. He

was reassured to find it played the same trick. When he tried to

show it to Mrs. Lincoln, however, the second reflection failed to

appear.
Mrs. Lincoln took it as a sign that he was to have two terms in

the Presidency, but she feared the paleness of one of the figures

signified that he would not live through the second term.

‘Tam sure,” he said to his partner once, ‘I shall meet with some
terrible end. ...'!!

The Knights of the Golden Circle were successful in spreading the
message of secession amongst the various Southern states. As each state
withdrew from the United States, it left independently of the others. The
withdrawing states then formed a Confederation of States, as separate and
independent entities. The independence of each state was written into the
Southern Constitution: ‘“We, the people of the Confederate States, each state
acting for itself, and in its sovereign and independent character. . ..”12

This action was significant because, should the South win the war, each
state could withdraw from the confederation, re-establish its sovereign
nature and set up its own central bank. The southern states could then have
a series of European-controlled banks, the Bank of Georgia, the Bank of
South Carolina, etc., and then any two could have a series of wars, such as in
Europe for centuries, in a perpetual game of Balance of Power politics. It
would be a successful method of insuring that large profits could be made on
the loaning of money to the states involved.

President Lincoln saw the problem developing, and was fortunate that
the government of Russia was willing to assist his government in the event
of a war with England and France. “While still President-elect, he (Lincoln)
had been informed by the Russian minister to the United States that his
country was willing to aid the Washington government should it be
menaced by England and France.”’!?

Eleven southern states seceded from the Union to form the Confederacy.
But in a rather enigmatic move, the flag adopted by the Confederacy had
thirteen stars on it. As mentioned before, the number thirteen has signifi-
cance to the Freemasons.

The South started the Civil War on April 12, 1861, when they fired upon
Fort Sumter, a Northern fort in South Carolina.

One of the members of the Knights of the Golden Circle was the well
known bandit Jesse James, and it was Jesse’s father, George James, a Captain
in the Southern Army, who fired the first shot at the fort.

Abraham Lincoln, now President of the Northern States, once again
reported to the American people that the war was a result of conspiratorial
forces at work in the South. He told the North that: “‘combinations too
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powerful to be suppressed by the ordinary machinery of peacetime govern-
ment had assumed control of various Southern states.”’!4

Lincoln, and later the Russian government, saw that England and
France were aligning themselves against the North on the side of the South,
and immediately issued orders for a sea blockade of the Southern states to
prevent these two nations from using the seas to send supplies to the South.

The Russian minister to the United States also saw this alignment and
he advised his government in April, 1861, that: “England will take advantage
of the first opportunity to recognize the seceded states and that France will
follow her.”15 (It is interesting that two of the Rothschild brothers had banks
in England and France.)

The Russian foreign minister instructed his American minister in
Washington in July, 1861,, “to assure the American nation that it could
assume ‘the most cordial sympathy on the part of our August Master (the
Czar of Russia) during the serious crisis which it is passing through at the
present.’ 16

Lincoln was receiving great pressure from certain of the banking
establishment to float interest-bearing loans to pay the costs of the war.
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