
Better Examine the Contents of Your Soul; He Will

The character of the times in which we live is such as to call forth from 
us even this admonition, that we ought not to be astonished at the heresies
(which abound) neither ought their existence to surprise us, for it was 
foretold that they should come to pass; nor the fact that they subvert the 
faith of some, for their final cause is, by affording a trial to faith, to give 
it also the opportunity of being “approved.” 
Groundless, therefore, and inconsiderate is the offence of the many who

are scandalized by the very fact that heresies prevail to such a degree. How
great (might their offence have been) if they had not existed. When it has been
determined that a thing must by all means be, it receives the (final) cause for
which it has its being. This secures the power through which it exists, in
such a way that it is impossible for it not to have existence.
Taking the similar case of fever, which is appointed a place amongst all

other deadly and excruciating issues (of life) for destroying man: we are not
surprised either that it exists, for there it is, or that it consumes man, for that
is the purpose of its existence. In like manner, with respect to heresies, which
are produced for the weakening and the extinction of faith, since we feel a
dread because they have this power, we should first dread the fact of their
existence; for as long as they exist, they have they have their power; and as
long as they have their power, they, have their existence. 
But still fever, as being an evil both in its cause and in its power, as 

all know, we rather loathe than wonder at, and to the best of our power 
guard against, not having its extirpation in our power. Some men prefer
wondering at heresies, however, which bring with them eternal death and the
heat of a stronger fire, for possessing this power, instead of avoiding their
power when they have the means of escape: but heresies would have no power,
if (men) would cease to wonder that they have such power. For it either 
happens that, while men wonder, they fall into a snare, or, because they are
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Restoring the hearts of the fathers to the children



A Note From the Editor
If you have been reading The Voice of Elijah® for a while, you

might have noticed that the title of the main article in this issue sounds a
tad familiar. Once you’ve digested the content, you will see why. If you
are new to The Voice of Elijah®, I highly recommend that you obtain a
copy of the free booklet, Wanna Hear a Whopper? The contents of that
booklet was first published as “Wanna Hear the Whopper the Liar Came
Up With? (I Doubt You’ll Believe It!)” The Voice of Elijah®, October 1996. 

In the main article, Larry has referred to books and articles from
back issues of this newsletter to point you to additional information
helpful to your understanding. Snippets are in no way a substitute for
reading the entire articles in the back issues sited, so I wholeheartedly
encourage you to read the referenced articles/books in their entirety (see
Order Form). Here are a few quotes to refresh your memory:

How was it possible for Satan to reduce the Church, whose very foun-
dation was once the Truth Jesus Christ taught the Apostles, to the rubble of
conflicting notions it is today? Actually, it was not all that difficult. All he
had to do was suggest a few innovative doctrines to specifically selected indi-
viduals who had no knowledge of, or regard for, Church history and traditional
Christian doctrines. He could then use the beliefs he crafted through these
people to turn the Church in some new direction. That’s all he did with
Darby and his dippy doctrines. 
“Wanna Hear the Whopper the Liar Came Up With? (I Doubt You’ll Believe
It!)” The Voice of Elijah®, October 1996, p. 23

Dimwit Darby said this: 

“None are more untrustworthy on every fundamental subject than the
mass of primitive fathers.”

The Truth is, there is only one “way” that you can know for sure that
your understanding of the Scriptures lines up with what the Apostles taught.
And that is by comparing your beliefs to the things stated by the Early
Church Fathers prior to the loss of The Apostolic Teaching. That is why I
have, for nearly fifteen years now, been showing you that what I teach agrees
with what the Early Church believed. But it does not agree at all with the
ridiculous Dispensational theory of John Darby.
“Ever Wonder What He Meant When He Said, ‘Make Disciples’?” The
Voice of Elijah® Update, August 2008, p. 17

Jesus desired the Church to be an unbroken chain of Teachers and disci-
ples stretching all the way from His Own day until the time of His Return.
But it hasn’t happened that way. Don’t be deceived. If the history of the
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Church reveals nothing else, it clearly stands as mute
testimony to the fact that The Teaching of Jesus was
lost somewhere along the way. If not, why was it nec-
essary for Martin Luther to recover and publish the
most basic of all doctrines—Salvation by Faith—thus
inciting the Protestant Reformation?
“Where Are Jesus’ Disciples?” The Voice of Elijah®,
April 1991, p. 1

Jesus never intended the Scriptures to be inter-
preted. He intended them to be explained—to be
taught by a disciple who had been taught by a disciple
who had been taught by a disciple, etc. Peter said this
clearly: (2 Peter 1:20–2:1a).
“Where Are Jesus’ Disciples?” The Voice of Elijah®,
April 1991, p. 8

Whereas Irenæus lived in southern France and
was concerned with handing down the apostolic tra-
dition just as he had received it, Clement lived in
Alexandria, Egypt, and was intent on teaching his stu-
dents how to interpret the Scriptures for themselves.
“Questions & Answers,” The Voice of Elijah®, 
July 2018, p. 20

By the end of the second century, 150 years or
so after Jesus Christ died, you know where The
Teaching was? It was every individual going to the
Scriptures saying, “I think I know what this means; I
think this means that.” And {do} you know who was
behind them, cheering them on? The most prolific
writer the Early Church ever knew: Origen. … He
had such an impact on the Church that the Church
walked away from everything that they had ever
believed concerning the parabolic images of The
Teaching, concerning the idioms of The Teaching,
{and} concerning the {parabolic} imagery that it’s
encased in. They left it all.
Larry D. Harper, The Way, The Truth, The Life, p. 87

The Protestant Reformers restored the essential
elements of the Gospel message. Consequently, mil-
lions have been saved over the centuries since by
believing the simple Truth that God will forgive sins.

However, The Apostolic Teaching is also going to be
restored before the End. Therefore, True Believers will
also understand that Truth before the Second Coming
of Jesus Christ. They are certainly going to need it. 
“Who’s Watchin’ da Bishop?” The Voice of Elijah®

Update, June 1994, p. 12

I should probably also remind you that although the
leaders of the Early Church lost The Apostolic
Teaching, Satan’s agents have never quite been able
to snuff out the Truth of the Gospel—until recently.
The restoration of the Gospel message concerning sal-
vation by belief (faith) in the Gospel message was, in
fact, what the Protestant Reformation was all about. 
“Questions & Answers,” The Voice of Elijah®,
April 2007, p. 15

Satan wanted S.K. {Søren Kierkegaard} to cre-
ate a philosophical delusion whereby he could convince
himself he believed something he did not actually
believe. That way, he would not only deceive himself,
his philosophical goofiness could be used to carry away
millions in our own day. Satan has been phenomenally
successful in that regard. Christians today who have
never heard of Søren Kierkegaard are seeing things
exactly the same way he saw them.
“Satan’s Fools Are Satan’s Tools,” The Voice of
Elijah®, April 1994, p. 8

Wesley has emphasized that all those who have
been born again have a definite “witness” within
themselves. … he has hit the nail squarely on the head
in affirming that the purpose of the “witness” within
the True Believer is for the Believer’s own benefit, not
for the benefit of others.
“A Question for the Sleeper: Are You Aware You Are
Snoring?” The Voice of Elijah®, October 1994, p. 15

Enjoy the read. I have a hunch this one will be
a real eye-opener!

In Him,

Continued from inside front cover
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In the January 2017 issue of The Voice of Elijah®, I
began to explain how the “winds” that “blow” here on
Planet Earth are constantly at work, training those who
are ignorant of their presence to think “The Way” they
want them to think so that they will do what they want
them to do. In this article, I am going to explain a few
things to help those of you who have been born again
understand how the “winds” are able to accomplish their
objectives through the beliefs of those who are ignorant
of the fact that they are being used by the “winds.”

Instead of looking at the history of mankind the
way that historians are prone to—as a sequence of
events whose course is determined by the actions of
men—I am going to point you to a slightly different
perspective, one that explains what has been going on
behind the scenes, out of the sight of men, for as long as
men have inhabited this orbiting space ball. That is, I
am going to show you how the “winds” influence the
course of history by introducing a simple suggestion in
the mind of someone who is in a position to influence
the mind-set of later generations. Then they just sit back
and ridicule the lunkheads who are stupid enough to
believe the stupidity they injected into the mind of a
dullard, just as they did the dispensational nonsense
touted by John Darby.  [See the booklet titled Wanna
Hear a Whopper?; “The Origen of Folly,” The Voice of
Elijah®, January 1993, pp. 29–30; “Wanna Hear the
Whopper the Liar Came Up With? (I Doubt You’ll
Believe It!)” The Voice of Elijah®, October 1996; and
“Ever Wonder What He Meant When He Said, ‘Make
Disciples’?” The Voice of Elijah® Update; August 2008,
pp. 14–17.] 

My purpose in what I say here is to provide you
insight into how the “winds” have used—and are still

using—competing ideologies to herd the ignorant
among us in whatever direction the “winds” want them
to go. I will conclude by showing you the specific objec-
tive the “winds” set out to achieve nearly two hundred
years ago so that we would all end up exactly where we
are today. But first, I need to define basic terminology so
we are all on the same page, so to speak.

Christian dogma is not normally considered to be
an ideology; but that is, in fact, exactly what it is.
Merriam-Webster defines ideology in four different ways:

1a. a manner or the content of thinking characteristic of an
individual, group, or culture

1b. the integrated assertions, theories and aims that 
constitute a sociopolitical program

1c. a systematic body of concepts especially about human
life or culture

2. visionary theorizing

Other dictionaries define the term ideology in
essentially the same way, but some of them assert the
sociopolitical connection to be the most dominant
nuance. Therefore, I will point out the simple fact that,
if you truly believe the message of the Bible, you
already believe Jesus Christ is going to appear at the
End of the Age and replace all current sociopolitical
systems with a sociopolitical system in which He rules
as both God and King. If you do not believe that is
going to happen, then you have clearly chosen to
believe some other stupid ideology the “winds” have
“blown” in your direction. Therefore, you have no
good reason to waste your time reading anything I

Wanna Hear ANOTHER Whopper
the Liar Came Up With?

(I’m Certain You Won’t Believe It!)
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have to say. But you might get a good laugh out of
reading my “ramblings,” so be my guest; you may even
learn a few things you did not know.

The Ideology of Orthodox Christianity
I have spent the better part of the past three

decades laying out evidence that should convince any-
one with an IQ at or above room temperature that the
leaders of the Early Church lost The Apostolic Teaching. I
told you the Apostles were charged with taking The
Teaching of Jesus and handing it down to the next genera-
tion along with instructions that they hand it down to
the next generation with the same instructions. In that,
they were expected to follow the same teacher/disciple
practice that was widely used by the philosophical
schools at that time. (See “Where Are Jesus’ Disciples?”
The Voice of Elijah®, April 1991.) That fact should be
beyond contradiction since Jesus said so Himself:

18[And] [after [Jesus] approached], [He spoke] [to
them], [saying]: “[All] [Authority] [in] [Heaven] [and]
[on] [Earth] [has been given] [to Me]. 19[Therefore], [go]!
[Make disciples of] [all] [The] [Gentiles]: (1) [baptiz-
ing] [them] [into] [The] [Name] [of The] [Father]
[and] [of The] [Son] [and] [of The] [holy] [Spirit],
20(2) [teaching] [them] [to keep watch over] [every-
thing]—[as much as] [I gave a commandment] [to
you]. [And] [guess what!] [I] [AM] [always] [with]
[you], [until] [The] [Consummation] [of The] [Current
Age].”
(Matthew 28:18–20) —HSSB

Historical evidence clearly reveals why the leaders
of the Early Church failed to do what Jesus commanded
the Apostles: They were completely overwhelmed by
the boneheaded actions of mendacious men who were
encouraged by the “winds” to speculate regarding the
meaning of the biblical text rather than just pass along
the things they had been taught. So I explained how the
two men most responsible for encouraging others to
follow their lead in speculating were Clement of
Alexandria and his equally stupid student Origen. (See
The Advent of Christ and AntiChrist, p. 35, fn. 21; “Did You
Mean That Literally?” and “The Origen of Folly,” The
Voice of Elijah®, January 1993; and “The Politics of
Nicæa: Constantine and the Church,” The Voice of
Elijah®, January 1995.)

Once the “winds” were able to instill the goofy
notion in the minds of Church leaders that their task
was to speculate as to the meaning of the biblical text
rather than just hand down The Apostolic Teaching, it was
not all that difficult for men who were attuned to the
“winds” to introduce one ridiculous doctrine after
another; and all too soon the leaders of the Church fell
into pooling their ignorance and arguing about who
was right and who was wrong. 

By the end of the second century A.D., neither end
of the theological spectrum could see they had given up
the insight into the meaning and significance of the para-
bolic imagery of The Apostolic Teaching that earlier genera-
tions understood and had taken on the mind-set of
Greek philosophers. It has been that way ever since;
consequently, theologians and Church leaders today
don’t have a clue as to the simple story the Scriptures
have to tell, although there have been several feeble
attempts over the past century to understand the
Scriptures on the basis of a biblical theology rather than
the ridiculous systematic theology that has been stan-
dard practice in the Church since the third century A.D. 

I tell you plainly; God did not call me to be shy
about it: The things I have been explaining over the
past three decades are part of the same biblical theology
the Early Church understood prior to the time the
Church lost The Apostolic Teaching. You can believe that if
you care to; disbelieve it if you dare to. It makes me no dif-
ference either way, I’m just doing what God called me
to do to prepare a remnant for the Second Coming of
Jesus Christ. But let me put away my raggedy old soap-
box and get back to what I am explaining here.

Over the centuries, as Church leaders lost more
and more insight into the meaning of the Scriptures that
the Apostolic Church had been given, the leadership of
the Church was taken over by men whose only interest
appears to have been the money flowing into Church
coffers. That is exactly “The Way” Jesus said it would be:

24[He set [another] [Comparison] before] [them],
[saying]: “[The] [Kingdom] [of The] [Heavens] [is like] [a
Man] [who sowed] [exceptionally good] [Seed] [in] [his]
[Field]. 25[But] [while] [His] [Men] [were sleeping], [his]
[Enemy] [came] [and] [oversowed*] [Tares] [in] [The
Midst] [of The] [Wheat] [and] [went away]. 26[So] [then],
[when] [The] [Grass] [sprouted] [and] [produced] [Fruit],
[The] [Tares] [also] [appeared]. 27[So], [when [The] [Slaves]
[of The] [Owner of the House] approached], [they said] [to
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him]: ‘[Master], [did You [not] sow] [exceptionally good]
[Seed] [in] [Your] [Field]? [Therefore], [where did [{the}
Tares] [it has] come from]?’ 28[So] [he] [declared] [to them],
‘[An Enemy]—[a Man]—[has done] [This]!’ [So] [his]
[Slaves] [say] [to him], ‘[Therefore], [do You want] [us to
[go] cull [them] out]?’ 29[But] [He] [declares]: ‘[No], [lest
perhaps], [while culling [The] [Tares] out], [you might, [at
the same time], uproot] [The] [Wheat] [with them]. 30[Let]
[both of them] [grow together*] [until] [The] [Harvest];
[and] [at] [Harvest] [Time] [I will tell] [The] [Reapers],
“[First], [cull out] [The] [Tares] [and] [bind] [them] [into]
[Bundles*] [in order] [to] [burn [them] up]; [but] [gather]
[The] [Wheat] [into] [My] [Storehouse].”’” 
(Matthew 13:24–30) —HSSB

Lest some fool ignorantly dispute the fact that,
when Jesus said that, He had in mind Pretenders who
would come into the Church pretending to be some-
thing they were not and never would be, I merely
point out the fact that it has been readily conceded that
tare plants appear to be wheat plants until they
mature. But you don’t have to take my word for it,
Jesus Himself said that is what He had in mind:

36[At that time], [after leaving] [The] [Crowds], [He
came] [into] [The] [House]. [And] [His] [Disciples]
[approached] [Him], [saying], “[Explain [The]
[Comparison] [of The] [Tares] [of The] [Field] in detail]
[for us].” 37[So], [in response], [He] [said]: “[The One
Who] [sows] [The] [exceptionally good] [Seed] [is] [The]
[Son] [of The] [Man], 38[but] [The] [Field] [is] [The]
[World]. [And then] [The] [exceptionally good] [Seed]?
[These Individuals] [are] [The] [Sons] [of The] [Kingdom].
[And then] [The] [Tares]? [They are] [The] [Sons] [of The]
[One Who Is Nasty]. 39[And then] [The] [Enemy], [the
one who] [sowed] [them]? [He is] [The] [False Accuser].
[And then] [The] [Harvest]? [It is] [{the} Consummation]
[of {the} Current Age]. [And then] [The] [Reapers]?
[They are] [Messengers]. 40[Therefore], [indeed, just as]
[The] [Tares] [are culled out] [and] [burned up] [in a Fire],
[it will be] [like this] [at] [The] [Consummation] [of The]
[Current Age]. 41[The] [Son] [of The] [Man] [will send]
[His] [Messengers], [and] [they will cull] [all] [The]
[Deadfall Traps] [and] [those who] [commit] [The]
[Lawless Deed] [out] [of] [His] [Kingdom], 42[and] [they
will throw] [them] [into] [The] [Furnace] [of The] [Fire].
[Weeping] [and] [Gritting] [of] [Teeth] [will be] [there].
43[At that time], [THOSE] [WHO ARE BLAMELESS] [WILL

SHINE FORTH*] [LIKE] [THE] [SUN] [in] [The] [Kingdom]
[of] [their] [Father]. [Let [the one who] [has] [Ears] hear].”
(Matthew 13:36–43) —HSSB

The Apostle Paul made it clear to the leaders of
the church at Ephesus that some of the Pretenders that
Jesus mentioned would become leaders of the Church:

25“[And] [now] [guess what!] [I] [am aware] [that]
[you] [all], [among] [whom] [I passed through], [preach-
ing] [The] [Kingdom], [will [no longer] see] [my] [Face],
26[because] [I am testifying] [to you] [on] [This] [Day]
[Today] [that] [I am] [clear] [of] [The] [Blood] [of every-
one]. 27[For] [I did [not] draw back] [so as to] [not]
[divulge] [to you] [The] [whole] [Decision] [of The]
[{Living} God]. 28[Watch out] [for one another] [and]
[all] [The] [Little Flock] [for] [which] [The] [Spirit] [that
is] [holy] [has put [you] down as] [Overseers], [to shep-
herd] [The] [Summoned Assembly] [of The] [{Living}
God] [that] [He acquired for Himself] [with] [His] [Own]
[Blood]. 29[I] [am aware] [that] [after] [my]
[Departure*] [oppressive] [Wolves] [will come in] [to]
[you], [not] [sparing] [The] [Little Flock]. 30[And]
[from among] [you] [yourselves] [Men] [who are
speaking] [things that have been distorted] [will rise
up] [to] [pull [The] [Disciples] away] [after] [them].
31[Wherefore], [stay awake], [remembering] [that] [I did
[not] stop] [warning] [each] [One] [with] [Tears] [{for}
Three Years*], [Night] [and] [Day]. 32[And] [now] [I am
going to commit] [you] [to The] [{Living} God] [and]
[The] [Word] [of] [His] [Favor]—[which] [can] [edify
{you}] [and] [give {you}] [The] [Inheritance] [among]
[all] [who] [have been made holy].”
(Acts 20:25–32) —HSSB

Eventually, as a result of the nonsense that the
“winds” were able to introduce into the Church
through speculation of men who had no real interest in
knowing the Truth, the leaders of the Church were
reduced to paying lipservice to the things explained in
the New Testament. But that changed completely in
the early sixteenth century, when Protestant Reformers
came along and upset the tables of the moneychangers
by taking a veritable whip to the ridiculous beliefs that
had been instilled in the minds of the rank and file by
leaders who had never been born again.

Men like John Calvin and Ulrich Zwingli did not
hesitate to call out leaders of the Roman Catholic
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Church for exactly what they were—Pretenders. Since it
is important that you know a little bit about that part of
Church history, I have spent quite a bit of time over the
past three decades talking about how the Protestant
Reformers went about the task of restoring the Gospel
message to its rightful place as the introduction to God’s
plan of salvation. (See “Questions & Answers,” The Voice
of Elijah®, July 1995, pp. 23–26; “Who’s Watchin’ da
Bishop?” The Voice of Elijah® Update, June 1994, p. 12;
“Questions & Answers,” The Voice of Elijah®, April 2007,
p. 15; The Old Testament Gospel of Jesus Christ; and 7 Simple
Steps to Salvation.)

I have also shown you how the “winds” have
consistently worked since the Protestant Reformation
to thwart the full impact of the restored Gospel message.
They have done so by planting Pretenders in every
group that has experienced revival so as to disrupt the
working of the Holy Spirit in the minds of men. (See
“Where Are Jesus’ Disciples?” The Voice of Elijah®,
April 1991, p. 1; “Don’t Worry. Be Happy. God’s Got It
All Under Control!” The Voice of Elijah® Update,
September 1992, p. 3; as well as “Familiarity Breeds
Contempt, but Ignorance Propagates Faster Than
Rabbits,” The Voice of Elijah®, July 1995, p. 2.) 

I made sure to show you how the “winds” were
able to replace the historical definition of Christian
“faith” with the goofy “leap of faith” nonsense that has
now completely deceived this generation. They did that
by “blowing” the mirage that mere hope is saving faith
through the mind of the deranged individual Søren
Kierkegaard. (See “Satan’s Fools Are Satan’s Tools,” The
Voice of Elijah®, April 1994.) As a result of that one bitter
little man spouting off things he heard the “winds” say,
our generation has thrown out the need for any objective
Truth; they hope they will be saved just because they
hope they will be saved. That’s stupid, I know; but they
firmly believe it.

Now I want to refresh your memory with regard
to things I have already told you about how the “Wind”
of the Holy Spirit worked with men to accomplish
God’s purpose after the Protestant Reformation.

The First Great Awakening
The nexus of the outpouring of the Holy Spirit

that has been aptly termed “the First Great Awakening”
can be found in a group of Christian students who met
three hours each day for prayer and fellowship while

attending the University of Oxford. Charles Wesley
(1707–1788) founded the group in 1729; and before
long, it was being sarcastically called the “Holy Club” by
other students, by students who considered the mem-
bers of the group to be religious fanatics simply because
they themselves had no real interest in knowing what
God expected, or demanded, of anyone.

By the time Charles Wesley founded the “Holy
Club” at the University of Oxford, his older brother,
John (1703–1791), had already completed both a
Bachelor of Arts and a Master of Arts Degree there. John
had then returned home after ordination as an
Anglican priest to assist his father in his ministry. But
John returned to a teaching position at Oxford as junior
fellow a short time after the “Holy Club” began meet-
ing, and he took over the leadership role from his
younger brother. Membership in the club increased dra-
matically under John’s leadership; and in 1730, the
members began ministering in prisons, where they
cared for the sick and gained release for imprisoned
debtors by paying off their debts.

One of the members of the “Holy Club” who
joined the group in 1732, after beginning his studies at
Oxford, was George Whitefield (1714–1770). He
assumed leadership of the group in October 1735, when
the Wesley brothers sailed for Savannah in the newly
established Province of Georgia at the request of James
Oglethorpe, the founder of the Province. Neither brother
was well received by the settlers, most likely due to their
concern for spiritual commitment. So Charles returned
to England in August 1736; and his brother John fol-
lowed him in December 1737.

On his way back to England, John struck up an
acquaintance with members of the Moravian Church
who had experienced revival as early as 1722. Their calm
demeanor during a devastating storm at sea convinced
Wesley they had something he lacked. That belief result-
ed in his “Aldersgate experience” on May 24, 1738, an
experience in which he claims to have repented and
been born again. (See “Was John Wesley a Pretender?”
and “A Question for the Sleeper: Are You Aware You Are
Snoring?” The Voice of Elijah®, October 1994.) His
younger brother Charles had already had the same
experience, in the same house on Aldersgate Street, just
three days earlier. Whitefield had undergone a similar
conversion experience during Lent in 1735.

In 1738, George Whitefield sailed for Savannah to
serve as a parish priest; but he returned to England at
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the beginning of 1739 to raise money for an orphanage
he planned to build in Georgia. In February of that year,
he began to preach the Gospel to large groups in parks
and fields around Bristol—in the open air, outside the
established churches. In less than a week, the crowds in
attendance were ten thousand or more; three months
later, they had grown to fifty thousand. Howell Harris
and Daniel Rowland had been using the open-air
preaching method throughout South Wales since 1735,
when it first resulted in a spontaneous outbreak of
revival. Harris introduced Whitefield to the practice;
and Whitefield, in turn, demonstrated it to John Wesley.
He then set sail for North America, leaving Wesley to
continue the work he had begun in and around Bristol.

Open-air preaching in fields and parks did not
come naturally to John Wesley; he felt much more com-
fortable preaching to small groups and following the
liturgy of the Anglican church. But he continued to
preach the Gospel wherever the opportunity presented
itself until his death over fifty years later. He did so
because he felt the priests of the Church of England
were not preaching the Gospel as God expected. The
Truth is, he was doing exactly what God expects of an
Evangelist—preaching the Gospel to unbelievers outside
the Church. (See 7 Simple Steps to Salvation, p. 6.)

When Whitefield arrived in North America, he
began preaching the Gospel in the open air—just as he
had been doing in England—and in any church that
provided him the opportunity. Between 1739 and 1742,
when he returned to England again, he preached the
Gospel to tens of thousands of settlers along the eastern
coast of North America. The response to his preaching
was absolutely astounding; thousands repented in total
contrition and sorrow for sins. But that was nothing
more than a continuation of a revival that was already
underway when he arrived.

Seven years earlier, Jonathan Edwards (1703–1758)
had overseen the first North American revival to result
in a huge number of conversions. It had broken out in
his church in 1733, in Northampton, Massachusetts.
The ostensible catalyst for the revival was a series of ser-
mons in which he preached on the topic of “justification
by faith alone.” Within six months, more than one in
four young people in Northampton had responded to
the Gospel. By 1735, the revival that broke out in his
church had spread throughout the Connecticut River
Valley; and it continued on through 1737, when it finally
began to taper off. 

As a result of his experience in dealing with the
revival in his church in Northampton, which had only
lasted there for two years, Edwards invited Whitefield
to preach to his congregation in 1740. The following
year, revival broke out in Northampton again. That is
when Edwards wrote his most well-known treatise,
“Sinners in the Hands of an Angry God.” 

Although the revivals that occurred during the
First Great Awakening were not confined to England
and the North American colonies alone, it was there
that the major impact of this great movement of the
Holy Spirit was felt. But by 1745, the intensity of the
revivals in the North American colonies had begun to
wane. It would continue to diminish during the 1750s
and 1760s as the work of the Holy Spirit slowly made its
way through the frontier areas of the southern colonies
and the communities of the slaves.

It was at this point that Satan was put on notice
that his usual practice of using human governments to
squelch the move of the Holy Spirit was in jeopardy.
Leaders in the thirteen colonies banded together,
declared independence from England in 1776, and
endorsed a Constitution that provided protection for
the freedom to preach the Gospel without fear of gov-
ernment intervention. Satan must have realized he had
to chart a new course of action; and that is precisely
what he did, just a few short years later, after the
Second Great Awakening made it obvious the Holy
Spirit was continuing to work.

The Second Great Awakening
The Second Great Awakening began in Logan

County, Kentucky, over the years from 1796 to 1800 after
a fellow by the name of James McGready (1763–1817)
was assigned to pastor the Presbyterian churches at Red
River, Muddy River, and Gasper River. During those
four years, the three churches in which McGready
preached witnessed intermittent occasions on which
various individuals experienced a sovereign move of the
Holy Spirit that produced the contrition and intense
conviction of sin necessary for their conversion. 

In June of 1800, McGready held a Communion
service at the Red River church and invited the sur-
rounding Methodist and Baptist ministers to join him in
preaching. He planned it as just a weekend of services
that would begin with a service on Friday evening and
end with a Communion service on Sunday morning. But
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the Holy Spirit fell on Saturday; and before the “camp
meeting” ended, twelve people had responded to the
Gospel. So McGready organized another open-invitation
Communion service to be held the following month, in
July of 1800, this time at the Gasper River church. But he
advertised this one as a “camp meeting,” because some
of the people who attended the first meeting had
camped out at the church. So he invited others to do the
same. The response was tremendous; people came from
hundreds of miles around, camped out, and saw forty-
five respond to the Gospel before the meeting ended on
Tuesday.

At the next “camp meeting,” the one that
McGready held at the Muddy River church in the
month of August, fifty more people responded to the
Gospel message. But that was just the beginning of the
awakening. Ministers of other Methodist and
Presbyterian churches started holding their own “camp
meetings,” and those locations experienced revival as
well. Before long, the movement of the Holy Spirit had
spread down the Cumberland River Valley into Middle
and East Tennessee, with the result that hundreds more
were added to the churches in those areas.

The Holy Spirit began to work in earnest during
the first week of August 1801, after Barton W. Stone
(1772–1844), the minister of the Presbyterian church at
Cane Ridge, Kentucky, held a “camp meeting” at his
church. He had specifically traveled down to the Green
River area earlier in the year to observe firsthand what
was going on in those “camp meetings.” He returned to
Cane Ridge convinced the revivals were a legitimate
movement of the Holy Spirit; so he was determined to
organize one himself, which he did.

Services at Cane Ridge were scheduled to be held
over three days, beginning Friday night, August 1, and
ending with Communion service on Sunday morning,
August 3. Instead, the “camp meeting” preaching con-
tinued until the following Thursday, August 6.
Estimates are more than twenty thousand attended,
with thousands responding to the Gospel. Eighteen
Presbyterian ministers preached salvation sermons
from atop stumps out in the open rather than in the
church building, and several other Methodist and
Baptist ministers either preached or assisted those who
responded. When that “camp meeting” ended, the
Second Great Awakening was in full swing.

By the time Charles Finney (1792–1875) began
preaching in 1825, “camp meeting” revivals had long

since spread out from Kentucky, Tennessee, and Ohio
into upstate New York. Although Finney preached
mainly in Jefferson County, at the upper end of Lake
Ontario, a revival meeting he held in Rochester, on the
southern shore of the lake, provided the spiritual impe-
tus for revivals breaking out in that area. Finney also
contributed greatly to the effort to keep the work of the
Holy Spirit alive in the churches by publishing several
works in which he explained how Evangelists can assist
people in responding to the Gospel message. 

As a result of the “camp meeting” style of revival
meetings and the efforts of men like Finney who sought
to provide opportunity for the Holy Spirit to work in
the minds of those who were receptive, the Second
Great Awakening lasted into the 1850s; and its impact
could still be felt even in the early years of the twentieth
century. The Gospel message was eventually lost by the
Presbyterians and Methodists, but it continued on in
Baptist denominations; and after being taken up by
some in the “Holiness Movement,” it was kept alive by
Pentecostals until just a few decades ago. But today, the
Truth of the Gospel message is more dead than alive.

Over the past three decades, I have explained the
Truth with regard to the ideology of the Living Word of
God that God would have you believe; now I am going
to explain how Satan plans to use the lies encapsulated
in various other ideologies he has spawned to lead the
entire world astray. But as you read, you need to keep
one simple fact in mind: The ideologies I point out for you
are on a collision course that is going to result in the 
ultimate triumph of the Truth of God’s ideology over all
others. You can count on it.

The Ideology of Dispensationalism
I have already published a refutation of the doo-

fus dispensational doctrine disseminated by the dullard
John Darby. [See the booklet titled Wanna Hear a
Whopper?; “The Origen of Folly,” The Voice of Elijah®,
January 1993, pp. 29–30; “Wanna Hear the Whopper the
Liar Came Up With? (I Doubt You’ll Believe It!)” The
Voice of Elijah®, October 1996; and “Ever Wonder What
He Meant When He Said, ‘Make Disciples’?” The Voice of
Elijah® Update, August 2008, pp. 14–17.] That diabolical
deception has come down to us, the final generation of
Christian Believers, in order to fulfill things the
Scriptures declared would occur at the End of the Age.
The Book of Revelation puts it this way:
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7[Then] [there was] [War] [in] [Heaven]—[Michael]
[and] [his] [Messengers] [waging war] [with] [The] [Sea
Serpent]. [So] [The] [Sea Serpent] [and] [his] [Messengers]
[waged war], 8[and] [they did [not] have the ability {to
win}]; [neither] [was [a Place] [still] found] [for them] [in]
[Heaven]. 9[So] [The] [Sea Serpent]—[The] [Great One],
[The] [Snake], [The] [Ancient One], [the one that] [is called]
“[False Accuser]” [and] “[Satan],” [the one who] [is going
to lead [The] [entire] [Civilized World] astray]—[was
thrown down]. [He was thrown down] [to] [The] [Earth],
[and] [his] [Messengers] [were thrown down] [with] [him].
10[Then] [I heard] [a [loud] Voice] [in] [Heaven], [saying]:
“[At this time], [The] [Salvation] [and] [Supernatural
Power] [and] [Kingdom] [of] [our] [God]—[and] [The]
[Authority] [of] [His] [Anointed One]—[have come],
[because] [The] [Accuser*] [of] [our] [Brothers]—[the one
who] [makes accusations against] [them] [Day] [and]
[Night] [before] [our] [God]—[has been thrown down].
11[And] [they] [have triumphed over] [him] [because of]
[The] [Blood] [of The] [Little Lamb] [and] [because of] [The]
[Word] [of] [their] [Testimony], [and] {because} [they did
[not] love] [their] [Soul] [up to the time] [of Death]. 12[For]
[This Reason] [The] [Heavens] [and] [you [who] [are camp-
ing out] [in] [them] must celebrate]. [Woe to] [The] [Earth]
[and] [The] [Sea] [because] [The] [False Accuser]—[who
has] [tremendous] [Rage], [aware] [that] [he has] [just a lit-
tle] [Time]—[has come down] [to] [you].” 
(Revelation 12:7–12) —HSSB

If you think you could never be one of those
deceived by Satan, you already are—without a doubt.
The “war” that John mentions in that passage is the
mental battle that has raged for centuries in the minds
of True Believers. It is, in fact, an intense ideological cam-
paign that Satan has waged in his ongoing effort to
defeat the Truth of the Living Word of God. He will
soon fail in his attempt to stamp out the Truth; but
when he does, the full force of his ideological campaign
is going to hit this entire generation like a tornado in a
hurricane. And woe to anyone who still clings to any of
the stupid ideologies he has promulgated against the
Truth of the one true Christian ideology over the past
several centuries.

Satan has an incredibly deadly purpose he
intends to achieve through the dispensational ideology
that the “winds” “blew” through the mind of just one
man, John Darby. That insidious ideology has allowed
Satan to convince this entire generation of “Christians”

that they have nothing to fear simply because they will
be kept from the wrath of the Antichrist by being rap-
tured before he arrives. But the subcurrent in that ideol-
ogy, as it was assiduously promulgated by the false
“Evangelist,” D.L. Moody, is the simple belief that God
loves you so much that He would never do anything to
hurt you. The Truth is, God is planning to destroy this
generation, and will readily turn any one of His legiti-
mate Children inside out—just as He did Job—if they
need that drastic measure to turn them back from total
stupidity.

As I showed you in the booklet titled The
AntiChrist, the Early Church Fathers knew full well that
Satan would become incarnate at the End of the Age;
pretend to be Jesus Christ; rebuild the Temple in
Jerusalem; begin to reign as king over the Jews; and
undertake a series of military campaigns to eliminate
those who oppose him. Just keep in mind the fact that
the Early Church Fathers were making those claims
long after the Temple in Jerusalem had been destroyed
and the Jews were no longer allowed to even enter
Jerusalem. So they knew full well the Jews would even-
tually be restored to their homeland and become an
independent nation once again. Satan was merely using
John Darby to reiterate what those men already knew.

By “blowing” specific “winds” through the mind of
John Darby, Satan was able to craft and disseminate an
ideology that fit together nicely with the things he
already knew the Early Church Fathers had said about
him. He has done the same thing with various other
men, and he fully intends to use those beliefs—those
conflicting ideologies—to accomplish his goals here at the
End of the Age. So you need to know why those ideolo-
gies are not true if you intend to avoid being taken in by
a delusion the likes of which this world has never seen.

The Ideology of Capitalism
In its purest form, capitalism is an economic sys-

tem based on the belief that an individual producing goods
or services for others should be allowed to own not only
the means of producing those goods and services but
also the profit generated by their distribution. While that
belief is not normally considered to be an ideology, that
is, in fact, exactly what it is. Capitalism is actually one of
the most virulent ideologies in existence today, simply
because it is based on the common-sense notion that an
individual should be free to benefit from his own 
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ingenuity and effort, and not be forced to turn the profit
that his ideas and effort generate over to someone else. 

The economic activity based on capitalist ideology
has been practiced on a limited scale for thousands of
years; but it has increased exponentially over the past
three hundred years, and for just a few basic reasons.
Since you need to know how the world got to where it
is now before you can understand where Satan intends
to take it, I am going to explain the basics.

The firm foundation on which modern capitalism
is based was laid in 1624, when the English Parliament,
in the Statute of Monopolies, restricted the authority of
the King to grant letters of patent for monopolies as
favors to his friends and relatives. Thereafter, he could
only do so for individuals who invented or introduced
new inventions, and only for a limited number of
years. It would take a while (more than a century) for
the right circumstances to come along, but when they
did, the result of that single action by the English
Parliament would result in an economic upheaval the
likes of which the world had never seen before. Folks
today call what happened the “Industrial Revolution,”
but there have actually been three or four phases to the
revolution; and it is still ongoing.

Production of Textiles
One of the first shots fired in the Industrial

Revolution was in 1733, and it was aimed squarely at
the textile industry. At the time, the guild masters in
the cities and towns controlled the production of wool
and linen fabric, but cotton was still being spun and
woven in a cottage industry scattered throughout the
countryside. The individuals engaged in that industry,
who were normally women spinning thread on a spin-
ning wheel and men weaving the thread into fabric on
a loom, were producing cotton fabric under contract to
merchants who were distributing the finished product. 

As a result of the freedom allowed them by the
guild masters who controlled the spinning and weav-
ing of wool and linen, innovators were easily able to
begin mechanizing an industry that was ripe for the
taking. To give you some idea of what happened, con-
sider this: England imported 2.5 million pounds of raw
cotton in 1750, when the work was done by hand. By
1800, when spinning and weaving was done mostly by
machine, imported cotton had increased to 52 million
pounds, with most of it coming from the United States.

The problem with cotton fabric produced in
England at the time was two-fold: it not only lacked
quality, it was also expensive. China could manufacture
cotton fabric much more cheaply, and India could make
a better quality product. So the inventors in England
first focused on making cotton fabric cheaper, then they
focused on making it better. Since it took four to eight
women spinning cotton to supply one man weaving
the fabric, it wasn’t too hard to see that productivity
could be increased by mechanizing the spinning
process. Here’s how it happened:

1733—John Kay (1704–1779), a shuttle maker,
patented the flying shuttle. His invention allowed the
shuttle that carried the weft (the width of the fabric) to
pass through the warp (the length of the fabric)
threads faster and over a wider span of cloth. His new
shuttle also made it possible for one weaver to operate
a loom that had previously required two to operate.
Kay began manufacturing and selling the flying shuttle
in July of 1733; by September, weavers were so con-
cerned about losing their jobs that they petitioned the
King to stop the manufacture of Kay’s invention, to no
avail. The invention doubled the productivity of
weavers, creating an increased demand for cotton yarn
that would not be satisfied for more than thirty years.

1738—Lewis Paul (died 1759) patented a roller
spinning frame and a flyer-and-bobbin system that was
designed to meet the increased demand for cotton
yarn. Each machine could spin fifty threads simultane-
ously, and after Paul granted a license for 250 spindles
(five machines) to Edward Cave (1691–1754), a maga-
zine publisher, Cave set up the spinning machines in a
warehouse in London. 

1742—Edward Cave rebuilt a water mill that had
previously been used for grinding corn on the River
Nene in Northampton. He installed four or five of the
new spinning machines there, with each one produc-
ing fifty spindles of thread. The result of Cave’s new
factory was an increased production of cotton thread,
which seriously taxed the ability of those who were
carding cotton by hand in preparation for it being spun
into yarn. His cotton mill was actually the first water-
powered factory built during the Industrial Revolution;
but it was only modestly profitable, and after it closed
down in 1761, there was a renewed demand for cotton
yarn. 

1748—Lewis Paul and Daniel Bourn obtained
separate patents for new mechanical carding machines
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to meet the increased demand for carded cotton.
Carding cotton in preparation for spinning it into yarn
is necessary in that carding disentangles, cleans, inter-
mixes the fibers, and lines them up in a sliver (a long
bundle of fiber) that can be used to spin yarn. A card
uses a set of wires (think: dog brush) that poke through
a material called “card clothing.” The new carding
machines were intended to mechanize the hand card-
ing process in use at the time. Bourn’s patent envi-
sioned a set of rolling cylinders with wires poking
through leather. Paul’s patent was, likewise, for a
machine using mechanical rollers.

1760—Robert Kay (1728–1802), son of John Kay
the shuttle maker, combined a “drop box” with the fly-
ing shuttle his father patented in 1733, thereby making
it possible for one weaver to simultaneously deploy
multiple shuttles on a hand loom. This greatly reduced
production time for cross-striped material.

1764—James Hargreaves (1720–1778), a hand
loom weaver in Standhill, Lancashire, patented the
spinning jenny, a multi-spindle spinning frame
designed mainly for use by workers in the cottage
industry. This was a key development in that it allowed
one person to produce sixteen or more spools of yarn
at the same time. The invention of the flying shuttle
had doubled the demand for yarn more than thirty
years earlier, but most spinning was still being done by
hand. This invention was intended to help the cottage
industry meet the demand for cotton yarn. Its weak-
ness lay in the fact that it could only produce loosely
spun yarn suitable for the weft, not the warp.

1769—Richard Arkwright (1732–1792) patented
the spinning frame, which was actually invented by
Thomas Highs with the assistance of John Kay, a clock
maker who was no relation to John Kay, the shuttle
maker who had patented the flying shuttle in 1733.
Arkwright’s patent was later overturned, not because it
built on the concept embodied in Hargreaves’ spinning
jenny, but because he could not prove it was novel
enough to qualify for a patent. The Truth appears to be
twofold: Everybody knew Arkwright had hired John
Kay to help him steal Thomas Highs’ invention, and
Arkwright applied for patents only so he could keep
competitors tied up in court by suing for patent
infringement. Such are the ways of the incorrigible
capitalistic private property owner class. 

Whereas the spinning jenny was only able to pro-
duce a lightly twisted yarn that was suitable for the

weft, the spinning frame produced a hard yarn that
could be used for the warp as well. This allowed 100
percent cotton cloth to be mechanically manufactured
in Britain for the very first time. 

The spinning frame was too large to be operated
by hand like the spinning jenny because it used draw
rollers invented by Lewis Paul to stretch and harden
the yarn. So Arkwright used horses to power the frame
at first; but in 1771 he moved production to Cromford,
where he installed it in a water-powered factory on the
River Derwent. For this reason the frame has also been
called the “water frame.” But Cromford was to be just
the first of many factories that Arkwright built to meet
the increased demand for cotton yarn.

1775—Richard Arkwright patented a new carding
machine based on improvements he made to the
machine patented by Lewis Paul in 1748. He also
applied for a grand patent that would grant him a
monopoly over every mechanical process used in the
manufacture of textiles. He then proceeded to sue every
competitor in an attempt to force them out of business.

1776—Richard Arkwright has been credited with
being the father of the modern industrial factory system
even though Edward Cave had built the first cotton mill
more than twenty years earlier. The reason for that
moniker is, he bought land around Cromford in 1776
and built housing for weavers he brought in from other
areas. He employed entire families, including all chil-
dren above the age of seven. By the time he turned the
business over to his son, nearly two-thirds of his
employees were children. He allowed his employees
one week of vacation per year, but they could not leave
the village where they were employed.

1777—Richard Arkwright leased the Haarlem
Mill in Wirksworth and installed the first steam engine
to be used in a cotton mill. Its purpose was to pump
water back into the millpond that supplied water to the
waterwheel that powered the mill.

1779—Samuel Crompton (1753–1827) invented
the spinning mule, which was based on a combination
of Hargreaves’ spinning jenny and Arkwright’s spin-
ning frame. The yarn it produced could be sold for
three times the price of other yarn simply because it
produced yarn suitable for the manufacture of muslin.
Therefore, everyone spinning cotton yarn wanted one.

Sadly, Samuel Crompton profited very little from
his invention simply because he lacked the means to
patent it. Consequently, Richard Arkwright and others
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were free to capitalize on Crompton’s invention, which
they did. By 1812, four to five million spinning mules
were in use, each and every one producing yarn that
had already made England extremely competitive in
the production of cotton fabric. But none of those
machines were producing royalties for the man who
invented them; so by the end of his life, Crompton was
reduced to living on an annuity his friends had pur-
chased for him. Such are the vagaries of capitalism.

1779—Richard Arkwright’s mill at Lancashire was
destroyed during riots that protested his complete
mechanization of the textile industry.

1785—Edmund Cartwright (1743–1823) patented
his first power loom; he patented his second in 1789;
his third, in 1792. None were commercially viable
because he could not solve problems related to sizing
(to change the characteristics of) the warp. 

1786—Richard Arkwright was knighted Sir
Richard Arkwright, this in spite of the fact that he had
quite obviously stolen the inventions of others and
patented them, then tried to illegally gain a monopoly
over the textile manufacturing process by patenting
inventions that had already been patented—thereby
forcing out competitors—and made a fortune by
exploiting children. Such are the ways of the ruthless
capitalistic private property owner who uses the law
and government officials to game the system.

1788—Richard Arkwright built yet another factory,
this one at Masson Hill, out of the most expensive red
brick, no less! Before his death in 1792, he would go on
to build textile factories at Manchester and Matlock Bath,
as well as at New Lanark, Scotland, to name just a few. 

1792—Richard Arkwright died, leaving behind an
estate worth half a million pounds. Such is the fate of
every ruthless capitalistic private property owner; they
can’t take it with them.

1794—Eli Whitney (1765–1825) patented the cot-
ton gin, making it possible for American cotton growers
to supply the English textile industry with an adequate
supply of cotton at a reasonable price. One person
using a single cotton gin could now remove the seeds
from fifty-five times more cotton per day than a person
doing it by hand, thereby allowing American cotton to
be produced and sold more cheaply. This led to an
increased number of cotton plantations in the Southern
United States and Brazil.

1803—William Radcliffe (1761–1842) invented the
beam warper and the dressing sizing machine. These

solved the problems related to Edmund Cartwright’s
power loom, so weaving could be easily mechanized.

1830—Those who were spinning yarn in the cot-
tage industry could no longer compete with newer
machines. Thereafter, all spinning of yarn was done in
factories.

1838—James Walton (1803–1883) began mechani-
cally producing a newly patented wire-card machine
that replaced the traditional leather backing for the card
with an Indian rubber backed by cloth. At the time, his
factory in Northern England was the largest in the
world producing machinery for the textile industry.

End Note—Britain was never able to match the
quality of the superior Indian cloth. But as a result of the
mechanization of textile manufacturing, it eventually
destroyed the Indian textile industry by underselling.
Such are the cut-throat ways of the capitalistic private
property owner class.

The Steam Engine
1698—Thomas Savery (1650–1715) patented the

first device to be called a “steam engine.” It was not
actually an engine, since it had no moving parts. It sim-
ply used a vacuum created by condensing steam to
suck water up into a pipe, and it used steam pressure to
push the water higher. It was not only used for pump-
ing water out of mines but also for pumping water back
into a millpond so the water could be reused for driving
waterwheels at factories sited away from rivers.
Savery’s “steam engine” could not raise water more
than thirty feet and had problems due to the intense
pressure created in the boiler. Boiler explosions were
common.

1712—Thomas Newcomen (1664–1729) invented a
piston-driven steam engine that was used for the same
purposes as Savery’s steam “engine.” It had a greater
lift for pumping water out of mines and was therefore
more widely used, although one of Savery’s steam
“engines” was still in use as late as 1820.

1720—Jacob Leupold (1674–1727) drew up plans
for a high-pressure, non-condensing steam engine that
would not be patented and manufactured until eighty
years later, after the turn of the century.

1774—John Wilkinson (1728–1808) patented the
first machine tool. It included a process for boring iron
gun barrels from a solid piece of iron by rotating the
gun barrel rather than the boring bar. He also applied
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for a similar patent for a process for boring the cylinders
of steam engines in which the boring bar extended
through the cylinder and was supported on both ends.

1775—James Watt (1736–1819) patented a new
steam engine, one that added a condenser unit to the
Newcomen steam engine, greatly increasing its power,
efficiency, and cost effectiveness. His partner, Matthew
Boulton, used John Wilkinson’s method for boring
cylinders to manufacture the engine. 

1782—James Watt developed a new rotary steam
engine, which could now be used not only for pumping,
milling, weaving, and blowing, but also for hammering,
grinding, rolling, and slitting operations in foundries.

1784—William Murdoch (1754–1839) built the first
viable steam carriage while working for Boulton and
Watt in Cornwall.

1800—James Watt’s steam-engine patent expired,
opening the way for others to apply for patents for a
high-pressure, non-condensing steam engine without
fear of violating his patent.

1802—Richard Trevithick (1771–1833) patented a
high-pressure steam engine that eliminated the con-
denser unit on James Watt’s engine by exhausting the
spent steam directly into the atmosphere through a ver-
tical pipe. A year earlier, he had already demonstrated
the engine could power a steam carriage at forty strokes
per minute and a boiler pressure of 145 psi by driving it
on the road between Camborne and Beacon.

1804—Richard Trevithick demonstrated the first
steam locomotive, but it proved to be too heavy for the
cast-iron tracks it ran on.

1811—John Blenkinsop (1783–1831) patented a
rack and pinion system for a steam locomotive. 

1812—John Blenkinsop demonstrated a steam
locomotive for the Middleton Railway; it weighed five
tons and carried ninety tons on edge rails made of iron.

1820—Rolled iron rails were introduced, allowing
heavier locomotives to be built and put to use.

1825—Stockton and Darlington Railway began
using steam engines to haul coal from coal mines near
Shildon to Stockton-on-Tees and Darlington. Horse-
drawn carriages were still allowed to use the railway.

1830—The Liverpool and Manchester Railway
began hauling passengers and freight on the first inter-
city railway to be completely dedicated to steam engine
locomotives. 

End Note—Some parts of wrought iron railways
had to be replaced every three to six months because

the iron would not hold up under the weight of the
trains. That weakness would remain a major problem
until steel could be produced more cheaply. Steel rails
were introduced by Robert Forester Mushet at the
Darkhill Ironworks in Gloucestershire in 1857.

Production of Iron/Steel
Prior to the invention of the steam engine, iron

production was mainly limited by the scarcity of the
water power needed to drive the blast bellows. But
production of quality iron remained limited even after
the invention of the steam engine due to an inability to
use coal in the smelting and refining process.

1678—Sir Clement Clerke (died 1693) and his son
Talbot built reverberatory furnaces for smelting metal,
mainly copper, in Avon Gorge below Bristol.

1690s—The reverberatory furnace was first used
for melting pig iron for use in foundries.

1709—Abraham Darby (1678–1717) began using
coke instead of charcoal in an iron-making blast furnace
at Coalbrookdale in Shropshire.

1740—Benjamin Huntsman (1704–1776) used coke
rather than charcoal to make crucible steel from blister
steel. Local cutlery makers would not buy his hardened
steel, so he sold it to cutlery makers in France. When
French cutlery proved to be superior and began to out-
sell their own products, local manufacturers were
forced to buy from Huntsman.

1750—Coke had replaced charcoal in the smelting
of lead and copper, but had not replaced charcoal in the
smelting and refining of iron because of coal’s sulfur
content.

1757—John Wilkinson (1728–1808) patented a
water-powered blowing engine that was used to
replace the leather bellows in blast furnaces.

1767—Charles Wood (1702–1774) and his brother
John patented an ironmaking process known as pot-
ting and stamping. It was not widely used and was
soon replaced by the puddling process patented by
Henry Cort.

1768—John Smeaton (1724–1792) designed a cast
iron blowing cylinder and paired it with a steam engine
to replace the water-powered blowing engine. This
allowed blast furnaces to be located closer to the mines
where coal and iron were located.

1781—The Iron Bridge, the world’s first bridge
constructed of iron, opened—allowing traffic to cross
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the River Severn at Shropshire, England. Its construc-
tion was initiated by John Wilkinson, and it used cast
iron girders manufactured at Abraham Darby’s blast
furnace at Coalbrookdale. 

1783—Henry Cort (1740–1800) patented the
rolling process used to expel most of the molten slag
from iron and consolidate “puddles” of wrought iron. 

1784—Henry Cort patented the puddling process
used to decarburize molten pig iron by stirring it with a
“rabbling bar.” This reduced the cost of producing a
structural grade iron. Men who worked this job normally
died before the age of forty.

1785—Imports of iron from Sweden and Russia
began to decline.

1790s—Britain eliminated iron imports and
became a net exporter of iron.

1828—James Beaumont Neilson (1792–1865)
patented the hot blast process, which greatly increased
the efficiency of the furnace smelting iron by blowing it
with hot air rather than cold. This not only reduced fuel
consumption by two-thirds, it also allowed for the use
of a lower grade of raw coal as a fuel, resulting in even
greater savings.

1855—Henry Bessemer (1813–1898) patented the
Bessemer process for making steel. The process
involved blowing air through molten pig iron so the
oxygen in the air would burn off impurities and leave
the resulting iron with a lower carbon content. The
process significantly lowered the cost of making steel,
thereby making steel available to replace cast iron and
wrought iron in various applications. Two of the most
crucial uses of steel were steel bridge girders and steel
railroad tracks.

The Consequences of Capitalism
The rapid industrial development in England from

1700 to 1850 had a devastating impact on not only the
environment but also the culture. Old ways of life were
completely replaced. For example, weavers who had
been part-time farmers before the invention of the spin-
ning jenny became full-time weavers. But because the
spinning jenny required more strength to operate, some
men who had been weavers became spinners instead. In
both cases, entire families were forced to survive on the
income of the man alone.

As more and more part-time farmers left their
land to become full-time weavers and spinners, larger

farms gained more acreage and, through economies of
scale, were able to undercut the price of produce so that
even more small farmers were forced to leave the farms.
That created a demographic shift that saw more and
more families moving into the cities. When men like
Richard Arkwright began using watermills to power the
spinning frame and the spinning mule, the strength of
the man was no longer needed to operate the equip-
ment. Women and children could easily do it. 

Beginning in 1785, the British textile industry
slowly converted from water power to James Watt’s
new rotary steam engine. All of these new engines
were put to work powering spinning frames and spin-
ning mules. By 1834, there were over eight million
spinning mules, 110,000 power looms, and 250,000
hand looms installed and working in Britain. Three
quarters of them were using steam power.

From 1800 to 1850, the demographic shift from the
country to the cities was one of the biggest changes. But
Irish men also migrated to England, looking for work.
Cities doubled and, in some cases, tripled in size. The
workers lived in slums without paved streets, sewers, or
running water, in houses that were little more than
shanties. Had he lived to see it, Richard Arkwright
would have been proud of the fact that the government
allowed him to amass a fortune while his people worked
in his expensive red-brick factory and went home to
sleep in squalor. It is no wonder folks took issue with a
situation that was patently (pun intended) unfair.

The Ideology of the Communist 
The Industrial Revolution undoubtedly created

nostalgia in the minds of many who longed for the
slower pace of “the good old days,” when men worked
the fields, children roamed the woods, and women
spun yarn. But the rapid change also instilled jealousy
in intellectual pinheads who wanted the good life that
capitalism offered, but lacked the opportunity, means, or
ability to attain it. So rather than pushing government
officials to harness capitalism through government over-
sight so that it could be controlled for the benefit of all
segments of society, they stupidly declared an ideological
war on capitalism, the very thing that had greatly
improved the miserable conditions in which all of
mankind had lived for thousands of years. 

The dimwitted vapor-headed intellectuals who
outlined the most ignorant ideology ever known to man
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are Karl Marx and Friedrich Engels. The Communist
ideology that the “winds” “blew” through the vacant
space between the ears of these two dullards was, and
still is, not a very bright idea, to say the least; but hey,
more than one imbecile has come to the conclusion that
killing the goose that lays the golden eggs is the best
course of action, so let’s not judge. 

Folks enamored by the ideology of Marx and
Engels have enough difficulty dealing with reality as it
is without others ridiculing their numskull fantasies
regarding a utopia that can never be. But then again,
maybe the right thing to do is just tell it like it is: The
ideology these two knuckleheads concocted is just about
as moronic as the “winds” could ever make it; and the
reason Satan peddled it to the intelligencia first was to
make sure it would hold on until the End of the Age so
that he could use it for his own perverted purposes.

In 1848 Karl Marx and Friedrich Engels published
a booklet titled The Communist Manifesto, in which they
outlined their fantasy; so I will let their drearily dumb
diatribe speak for itself. I have defined the esoteric
terms proletarian, proletariat, bourgeoises, and bourgeois for
you so you can better understand the bitter hostility
they felt toward private ownership of property as the
basis on which they believed Capitalism and the
Industrial Revolution were based: 

I. Bourgeois and Proletarians
The history of all hitherto existing societies is the

history of class struggles.
Freeman and slave, patrician and plebeian, lord and

serf, guild-master and journeyman, in a word, oppressor
and oppressed, stood in constant opposition to one another,
carried on an uninterrupted, now hidden, now open fight,
a fight that each time ended, either in a revolutionary 
re-constitution of society at large, or in the common ruin
of the contending classes.

In the earlier epochs of history, we find almost
everywhere a complicated arrangement of society into var-
ious orders, a manifold gradation of social rank. In ancient
Rome we have patricians, knights, plebeians, slaves; in the
Middle Ages, feudal lords, vassals, guild-masters, jour-
neymen, apprentices, serfs; in almost all of these classes,
again, subordinate gradations.

The modern bourgeois [capitalistic private prop-
erty owner] society that has sprouted from the ruins of
feudal society has not done away with class antagonisms.
It has but established new classes, new conditions of

oppression, new forms of struggle in place of the old ones.
Our epoch, the epoch of the bourgeoisie [capitalistic pri-
vate property owner class], possesses, however, this dis-
tinctive feature: it has simplified the class antagonisms.
Society as a whole is more and more splitting up into two
great hostile camps, into two great classes, directly facing
each other: Bourgeoisie [capitalistic private property
owner class] and Proletariat [propertyless wage-
earner class].

From the serfs of the Middle Ages sprang the char-
tered burghers of the earliest towns. From these burgesses
the first elements of the bourgeoisie [capitalistic private
property owner class] were developed.

The discovery of America, the rounding of the Cape,
opened up fresh ground for the rising bourgeoisie [capital-
istic private property owner class]. The East-Indian
and Chinese markets, the colonisation of America, trade
with the colonies, the increase in the means of exchange
and in commodities generally, gave to commerce, to navi-
gation, to industry, an impulse never before known, and
thereby, to the revolutionary element in the tottering feu-
dal society, a rapid development.

The feudal system of industry, under which indus-
trial production was monopolised by closed guilds, now no
longer sufficed for the growing wants of the new markets.
The manufacturing system took its place. The guild-
masters were pushed on one side by the manufacturing
middle class; division of labour between the different cor-
porate guilds vanished in the face of division of labour in
each single workshop.

Meantime the markets kept ever growing, the
demand ever rising. Even manufacture no longer sufficed.
Thereupon, steam and machinery revolutionised industrial
production. The place of manufacture was taken by the
giant, Modern Industry, the place of the industrial middle
class, by industrial millionaires, the leaders of whole
industrial armies, the modern bourgeois [capitalistic pri-
vate property owners].

Modern industry has established the world-market,
for which the discovery of America paved the way. This
market has given an immense development to commerce,
to navigation, to communication by land. This develop-
ment has, in its time, reacted on the extension of industry;
and in proportion as industry, commerce, navigation, rail-
ways extended, in the same proportion the bourgeoisie
[capitalistic private property owner class] developed,
increased its capital, and pushed into the background
every class handed down from the Middle Ages.
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We see, therefore, how the modern bourgeoisie 
[capitalistic private property owner class] is itself the
product of a long course of development, of a series of 
revolutions in the modes of production and of exchange.

Each step in the development of the bourgeoisie [cap-
italistic private property owner class] was accompanied
by a corresponding political advance of that class. An
oppressed class under the sway of the feudal nobility, an
armed and self-governing association in the medieval com-
mune; here independent urban republic (as in Italy and
Germany), there taxable “third estate” of the monarchy (as
in France), afterwards, in the period of manufacture proper,
serving either the semi-feudal or the absolute monarchy as
a counterpoise against the nobility, and, in fact, corner-
stone of the great monarchies in general, the bourgeoisie
[capitalistic private property owner class] has at last,
since the establishment of Modern Industry and of the
world-market, conquered for itself, in the modern represen-
tative State, exclusive political sway. The executive of the
modern State is but a committee for managing the common
affairs of the whole bourgeoisie [capitalistic private prop-
erty owner class].

The bourgeoisie [capitalistic private property owner
class], historically, has played a most revolutionary part. 

The bourgeoisie [capitalistic private property
owner class], wherever it has got the upper hand, has put
an end to all feudal, patriarchal, idyllic relations. It has piti-
lessly torn asunder the motley feudal ties that bound man
to his “natural superiors,” and has left remaining no other
nexus between man and man than naked self-interest, than
callous “cash payment.” It has drowned the most heavenly
ecstasies of religious fervour, of chivalrous enthusiasm, of
philistine sentimentalism, in the icy water of egotistical cal-
culation. It has resolved personal worth into exchange
value. And in place of the numberless and feasible chartered
freedoms, has set up that single, unconscionable freedom—
Free Trade. In one word, for exploitation, veiled by religious
and political illusions, naked, shameless, direct, brutal
exploitation.

The bourgeoisie [capitalistic private property
owner class] has stripped of its halo every occupation
hitherto honoured and looked up to with reverent awe. It
has converted the physician, the lawyer, the priest, the
poet, the man of science, into its paid wage labourers.

The bourgeoisie [capitalistic private property
owner class] has torn away from the family its sentimen-
tal veil, and has reduced the family relation to a mere
money relation.

The bourgeoisie [capitalistic private property
owner class] has disclosed how it came to pass that the bru-
tal display of vigour in the Middle Ages, which Reactionists
so much admire, found its fitting complement in the most
slothful indolence. It has been the first to show what man’s
activity can bring about. It has accomplished wonders far
surpassing Egyptian pyramids, Roman aqueducts, and
Gothic cathedrals; it has conducted expeditions that put in
the shade all former Exoduses of nations and crusades.

The bourgeoisie [capitalistic private property
owner class] cannot exist without constantly revolutionis-
ing the instruments of production, and thereby the relations
of production, and with them the whole relations of society.
Conservation of the old modes of production in unaltered
form, was, on the contrary, the first condition of existence
for all earlier industrial classes. Constant revolutionising of
production, uninterrupted disturbance of all social condi-
tions, everlasting uncertainty and agitation distinguish the
bourgeois [capitalistic private property owner] epoch
from all earlier ones. All fixed, fast-frozen relations, with
their train of ancient and venerable prejudices and opinions,
are swept away, all new-formed ones become antiquated
before they can ossify. All that is solid melts into air, all that
is holy is profaned, and man is at last compelled to face with
sober senses, his real conditions of life, and his relations with
his kind.

The need of a constantly expanding market for its
products chases the bourgeoisie [capitalistic private prop-
erty owner class] over the whole surface of the globe. It
must nestle everywhere, settle everywhere, establish con-
nections everywhere.

The bourgeoisie [capitalistic private property
owner class] has through its exploitation of the world-
market given a cosmopolitan character to production and
consumption in every country. To the great chagrin of
Reactionists, it has drawn from under the feet of industry
the national ground on which it stood. All old-established
national industries have been destroyed or are daily being
destroyed. They are dislodged by new industries, whose
introduction becomes a life and death question for all
civilised nations, by industries that no longer work up
indigenous raw material, but raw material drawn from the
remotest zones; industries whose products are consumed,
not only at home, but in every quarter of the globe. In place
of the old wants, satisfied by the productions of the country,
we find new wants, requiring for their satisfaction the
products of distant lands and climes. In place of the old
local and national seclusion and self-sufficiency, we have
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intercourse in every direction, universal inter-dependence
of nations. And as in material, so also in intellectual pro-
duction. The intellectual creations of individual nations
become common property. National one-sidedness and 
narrow-mindedness become more and more impossible, and
from the numerous national and local literatures, there
arises a world literature.

The bourgeoisie [capitalistic private property
owner class], by the rapid improvement of all instruments
of production, by the immensely facilitated means of com-
munication, draws all, even the most barbarian, nations
into civilisation. The cheap prices of its commodities are the
heavy artillery with which it batters down all Chinese walls,
with which it forces the barbarians’ intensely obstinate
hatred of foreigners to capitulate. It compels all nations, on
pain of extinction, to adopt the bourgeois [capitalistic pri-
vate property owner] mode of production; it compels
them to introduce what it calls civilisation into their midst,
i.e., to become bourgeois [capitalistic private property
owners] themselves. In one word, it creates a world after its
own image.

The bourgeoisie [capitalistic private property
owner class] has subjected the country to the rule of the
towns. It has created enormous cities, has greatly increased
the urban population as compared with the rural, and has
thus rescued a considerable part of the population from the
idiocy of rural life. Just as it has made the country dependent
on the towns, so it has made barbarian and semi-barbarian
countries dependent on the civilised ones, nations of peasants
on nations of bourgeois [capitalistic private property
owners], the East on the West.

The bourgeoisie [capitalistic private property
owner class] keeps more and more doing away with the
scattered state of the population, of the means of production,
and of property. It has agglomerated production, and has
concentrated property in a few hands. The necessary conse-
quence of this was political centralisation. Independent, or
but loosely connected provinces, with separate interests,
laws, governments and systems of taxation, became lumped
together into one nation, with one government, one code of
laws, one national class-interest, one frontier and one 
customs-tariff. The bourgeoisie [capitalistic private prop-
erty owner class], during its rule of scarce one hundred
years, has created more massive and more colossal produc-
tive forces than have all preceding generations together.
Subjection of Nature’s forces to man, machinery, application
of chemistry to industry and agriculture, steam-navigation,
railways, electric telegraphs, clearing of whole continents for

cultivation, canalisation of rivers, whole populations con-
jured out of the ground—what earlier century had even a
presentiment that such productive forces slumbered in the
lap of social labour?

We see then: the means of production and of
exchange, on whose foundation the bourgeoisie [capitalis-
tic private property owner class] built itself up, were
generated in feudal society. At a certain stage in the devel-
opment of these means of production and of exchange, the
conditions under which feudal society produced and
exchanged, the feudal organisation of agriculture and
manufacturing industry, in one word, the feudal relations
of property became no longer compatible with the already
developed productive forces; they became so many fetters.
They had to be burst asunder; they were burst asunder.

Into their place stepped free competition, accompa-
nied by a social and political constitution adapted to it,
and by the economical and political sway of the bourgeois
[capitalistic private property owner] class.

A similar movement is going on before our own eyes.
Modern bourgeois [capitalistic private property owner]
society with its relations of production, of exchange and of
property, a society that has conjured up such gigantic means
of production and of exchange, is like the sorcerer, who is no
longer able to control the powers of the nether world whom
he has called up by his spells. For many a decade past the his-
tory of industry and commerce is but the history of the revolt
of modern productive forces against modern conditions of
production, against the property relations that are the condi-
tions for the existence of the bourgeoisie [capitalistic private
property owner class] and of its rule. It is enough to men-
tion the commercial crises that by their periodical return put
on its trial, each time more threateningly, the existence of the
entire bourgeois [capitalistic private property owner]
society. In these crises a great part not only of the existing
products, but also of the previously created productive forces,
are periodically destroyed. In these crises there breaks out an
epidemic that, in all earlier epochs, would have seemed an
absurdity—the epidemic of over-production. Society sudden-
ly finds itself put back into a state of momentary barbarism;
it appears as if a famine, a universal war of devastation had
cut off the supply of every means of subsistence; industry
and commerce seem to be destroyed; and why? Because there
is too much civilisation, too much means of subsistence, too
much industry, too much commerce. The productive forces at
the disposal of society no longer tend to further the develop-
ment of the conditions of bourgeois [capitalistic private
property owner] property; on the contrary, they have
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become too powerful for these conditions, by which they are
fettered, and so soon as they overcome these fetters, they
bring disorder into the whole of bourgeois [capitalistic pri-
vate property owner] society, endanger the existence of
bourgeois [capitalistic private property owner] property.
The conditions of bourgeois [capitalistic private property
owner] society are too narrow to comprise the wealth creat-
ed by them. And how does the bourgeoisie [capitalistic pri-
vate property owner class] get over these crises? On the
one hand enforced destruction of a mass of productive forces;
on the other, by the conquest of new markets, and by the
more thorough exploitation of the old ones. That is to say, by
paving the way for more extensive and more destructive
crises, and by diminishing the means whereby crises are pre-
vented.

The weapons with which the bourgeoisie [capitalis-
tic private property owner class] felled feudalism to the
ground are now turned against the bourgeoisie [capitalis-
tic private property owner class] itself.

But not only has the bourgeoisie [capitalistic pri-
vate property owner class] forged the weapons that
bring death to itself; it has also called into existence the
men who are to wield those weapons—the modern working
class—the proletarians [propertyless wage-earners].

In proportion as the bourgeoisie [capitalistic private
property owner class], i.e., capital, is developed, in the
same proportion is the proletariat [propertyless wage-
earner class], the modern working class, developed—a
class of labourers, who live only so long as they find work,
and who find work only so long as their labour increases
capital. These labourers, who must sell themselves piece-
meal, are a commodity, like every other article of commerce,
and are consequently exposed to all the vicissitudes of com-
petition, to all the fluctuations of the market.

Owing to the extensive use of machinery and to divi-
sion of labour, the work of the proletarians [propertyless
wage-earners] has lost all individual character, and conse-
quently, all charm for the workman. He becomes an
appendage of the machine, and it is only the most simple,
most monotonous, and most easily acquired knack, that is
required of him. Hence, the cost of production of a workman
is restricted, almost entirely, to the means of subsistence that
he requires for his maintenance, and for the propagation of
his race. But the price of a commodity, and therefore also of
labour, is equal to its cost of production. In proportion there-
fore, as the repulsiveness of the work increases, the wage
decreases. Nay more, in proportion as the use of machinery
and division of labour increases, in the same proportion the

burden of toil also increases, whether by prolongation of the
working hours, by increase of the work exacted in a given
time or by increased speed of the machinery, etc.

Modern industry has converted the little workshop of
the patriarchal master into the great factory of the industrial
capitalist. Masses of labourers, crowded into the factory, are
organised like soldiers. As privates of the industrial army
they are placed under the command of a perfect hierarchy of
officers and sergeants. Not only are they slaves of the bour-
geois [capitalistic private property owner] class, and of
the bourgeois [capitalistic private property owner]
State; they are daily and hourly enslaved by the machine, by
the over-looker, and, above all, by the individual bourgeois
[capitalistic private property owner] manufacturer him-
self. The more openly this despotism proclaims gain to be its
end and aim, the more petty, the more hateful and the more
embittering it is.

The less the skill and exertion of strength implied in
manual labour, in other words, the more modern industry
becomes developed, the more is the labour of men superseded
by that of women. Differences of age and sex have no
longer any distinctive social validity for the working class.
All are instruments of labour, more or less expensive to
use, according to their age and sex.

No sooner is the exploitation of the labourer by the
manufacturer, so far at an end, that he receives his wages
in cash, than he is set upon by the other portions of the
bourgeoisie [capitalistic private property owner class],
the landlord, the shopkeeper, the pawnbroker, etc.

The lower strata of the middle class—the small
tradespeople, shopkeepers, retired tradesmen generally, the
handicraftsmen and peasants—all these sink gradually
into the proletariat [propertyless wage-earner class],
partly because their diminutive capital does not suffice for
the scale on which Modern Industry is carried on, and is
swamped in the competition with the large capitalists,
partly because their specialized skill is rendered worthless
by the new methods of production. Thus the proletariat
[propertyless wage-earner class] is recruited from all
classes of the population.

The proletariat [propertyless wage-earner class]
goes through various stages of development. With its birth
begins its struggle with the bourgeoisie [capitalistic private
property owner class]. At first the contest is carried on by
individual labourers, then by the workpeople of a factory,
then by the operatives of one trade, in one locality, against
the individual bourgeois [capitalistic private property
owner] who directly exploits them. They direct their attacks
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not against the bourgeois [capitalistic private property
owner] conditions of production, but against the instru-
ments of production themselves; they destroy imported
wares that compete with their labour, they smash to pieces
machinery, they set factories ablaze, they seek to restore by
force the vanished status of the workman of the Middle Ages.

At this stage the labourers still form an incoherent
mass scattered over the whole country, and broken up by
their mutual competition. If anywhere they unite to form
more compact bodies, this is not yet the consequence of their
own active union, but of the union of the bourgeoisie [capi-
talistic private property owner class], which class, in
order to attain its own political ends, is compelled to set the
whole proletariat [propertyless wage-earner class] in
motion, and is moreover yet, for a time, able to do so. At this
stage, therefore, the proletarians [propertyless wage-
earners] do not fight their enemies, but the enemies of their
enemies, the remnants of absolute monarchy, the landown-
ers, the non-industrial bourgeois [capitalistic private
property owner], the petty bourgeoisie [capitalistic pri-
vate property owner class]. Thus the whole historical
movement is concentrated in the hands of the bourgeoisie
[capitalistic private property owner class]; every victory
so obtained is a victory for the bourgeoisie [capitalistic pri-
vate property owner class].

But with the development of industry the proletariat
[propertyless wage-earner class] not only increases in
number; it becomes concentrated in greater masses, its
strength grows, and it feels that strength more. The various
interests and conditions of life within the ranks of the prole-
tariat [propertyless wage-earner class] are more and
more equalised, in proportion as machinery obliterates all
distinctions of labour, and nearly everywhere reduces
wages to the same low level. The growing competition
among the bourgeois [capitalistic private property own-
ers], and the resulting commercial crises, make the wages
of the workers ever more fluctuating. The unceasing
improvement of machinery, ever more rapidly developing,
makes their livelihood more and more precarious; the 
collisions between individual workmen and individual
bourgeois [capitalistic private property owner] take
more and more the character of collisions between two
classes. Thereupon the workers begin to form combinations
(Trades Unions) against the bourgeois [capitalistic private
property owners]; they club together in order to keep up
the rate of wages; they found permanent associations in
order to make provision beforehand for these occasional
revolts. Here and there the contest breaks out into riots.

Now and then the workers are victorious, but only
for a time. The real fruit of their battles lies, not in the
immediate result, but in the ever-expanding union of the
workers. This union is helped on by the improved means of
communication that are created by modern industry and
that place the workers of different localities in contact with
one another. It was just this contact that was needed to cen-
tralise the numerous local struggles, all of the same charac-
ter, into one national struggle between classes. But every
class struggle is a political struggle. And that union, to
attain which the burghers of the Middle Ages, with their
miserable highways, required centuries, the modern prole-
tarians [propertyless wage-earners], thanks to railways,
achieve in a few years.

This organisation of the proletarians [property-
less wage-earners] into a class, and consequently into
a political party, is continually being upset again by
the competition between the workers themselves. But it
ever rises up again, stronger, firmer, mightier. It compels
legislative recognition of particular interests of the workers,
by taking advantage of the divisions among the bourgeoisie
[capitalistic private property owner class] itself. Thus
the ten-hours’ bill in England was carried.

Altogether collisions between the classes of the old soci-
ety further, in many ways, the course of development of the
proletariat [propertyless wage-earner class]. The bour-
geoisie [capitalistic private property owner class] finds
itself involved in a constant battle. At first with the aristocra-
cy; later on, with those portions of the bourgeoisie [capitalis-
tic private property owner class] itself, whose interests
have become antagonistic to the progress of industry; at all
times, with the bourgeoisie [capitalistic private property
owner class] of foreign countries. In all these battles it sees
itself compelled to appeal to the proletariat [propertyless
wage-earner class], to ask for its help, and thus, to drag it
into the political arena. The bourgeoisie [capitalistic private
property owner class] itself, therefore, supplies the prole-
tariat [propertyless wage-earner class] with its own
instruments of political and general education, in other
words, it furnishes the proletariat [propertyless wage-
earner class] with weapons for fighting the bourgeoisie
[capitalistic private property owner class].

Further, as we have already seen, entire sections of the
ruling classes are, by the advance of industry, precipitated
into the proletariat [propertyless wage-earner class], or
are at least threatened in their conditions of existence. These
also supply the proletariat [propertyless wage-earner
class] with fresh elements of enlightenment and progress.
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Finally, in times when the class struggle nears the
decisive hour, the process of dissolution going on within the
ruling class, in fact within the whole range of society,
assumes such a violent, glaring character, that a small 
section of the ruling class cuts itself adrift, and joins the
revolutionary class, the class that holds the future in its
hands. Just as, therefore, at an earlier period, a section of
the nobility went over to the bourgeoisie [capitalistic 
private property owner class], so now a portion of the
bourgeoisie [capitalistic private property owner class]
goes over to the proletariat [propertyless wage-earner
class], and in particular, a portion of the bourgeois [capi-
talistic private property owner] ideologists, who have
raised themselves to the level of comprehending theoretically
the historical movement as a whole.

Of all the classes that stand face to face with the
bourgeoisie [capitalistic private property owner class]
today, the proletariat [propertyless wage-earner class]
alone is a really revolutionary class. The other classes decay
and finally disappear in the face of Modern Industry; the
proletariat [propertyless wage-earner class] is its special
and essential product. The lower middle class, the small
manufacturer, the shopkeeper, the artisan, the peasant, all
these fight against the bourgeoisie [capitalistic private
property owner class], to save from extinction their exis-
tence as fractions of the middle class. They are therefore not
revolutionary, but conservative. Nay more, they are reac-
tionary, for they try to roll back the wheel of history. If by
chance they are revolutionary, they are so only in view of
their impending transfer into the proletariat [propertyless
wage-earner class], they thus defend not their present,
but their future interests, they desert their own standpoint
to place themselves at that of the proletariat [propertyless
wage-earner class].

The “dangerous class,” the social scum, that passively
rotting mass thrown off by the lowest layers of old society,
may, here and there, be swept into the movement by a 
proletarian [propertyless wage-earner] revolution; its
conditions of life, however, prepare it far more for the part of
a bribed tool of reactionary intrigue.

In the conditions of the proletariat [propertyless
wage-earner class], those of old society at large are
already virtually swamped. The proletarian [propertyless
wage-earner] is without property; his relation to his wife
and children has no longer anything in common with the
bourgeois [capitalistic private property owners] family-
relations; modern industrial labour, modern subjection to
capital, the same in England as in France, in America as in

Germany, has stripped him of every trace of national char-
acter. Law, morality, religion, are to him so many bourgeois
[capitalistic private property owners] prejudices,
behind which lurk in ambush just as many bourgeois [cap-
italistic private property owners] interests.

All the preceding classes that got the upper hand,
sought to fortify their already acquired status by subjecting
society at large to their conditions of appropriation. The
proletarians [propertyless wage-earners] cannot become
masters of the productive forces of society, except by abol-
ishing their own previous mode of appropriation, and
thereby also every other previous mode of appropriation.
They have nothing of their own to secure and to fortify;
their mission is to destroy all previous securities for, and
insurances of, individual property.

All previous historical movements were movements
of minorities, or in the interests of minorities. The prole-
tarian [propertyless wage-earner] movement is the
self-conscious, independent movement of the immense
majority, in the interests of the immense majority. The
proletariat [propertyless wage-earner class], the low-
est stratum of our present society, cannot stir, cannot
raise itself up, without the whole superincumbent strata
of official society being sprung into the air.

Though not in substance, yet in form, the struggle of
the proletariat [propertyless wage-earner class] with the
bourgeoisie [capitalistic private property owner class]
is at first a national struggle. The proletariat [property-
less wage-earner class] of each country must, of course,
first of all settle matters with its own bourgeoisie [capital-
istic private property owner class].

In depicting the most general phases of the develop-
ment of the proletariat [propertyless wage-earner class],
we traced the more or less veiled civil war, raging within
existing society, up to the point where that war breaks out
into open revolution, and where the violent overthrow of
the bourgeoisie [capitalistic private property owner
class] lays the foundation for the sway of the proletariat
[propertyless wage-earner class].

Hitherto, every form of society has been based, as we
have already seen, on the antagonism of oppressing and
oppressed classes. But in order to oppress a class, certain
conditions must be assured to it under which it can, at
least, continue its slavish existence. The serf, in the period
of serfdom, raised himself to membership in the commune,
just as the petty bourgeois [capitalistic private property
owner], under the yoke of feudal absolutism, managed to
develop into a bourgeois [capitalistic private property
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owner]. The modern laborer, on the contrary, instead of
rising with the progress of industry, sinks deeper and deeper
below the conditions of existence of his own class. He
becomes a pauper, and pauperism develops more rapidly
than population and wealth. And here it becomes evident,
that the bourgeoisie [capitalistic private property owner
class] is unfit any longer to be the ruling class in society,
and to impose its conditions of existence upon society as an
over-riding law. It is unfit to rule because it is incompetent
to assure an existence to its slave within his slavery,
because it cannot help letting him sink into such a state,
that it has to feed him, instead of being fed by him. Society
can no longer live under this bourgeoisie [capitalistic pri-
vate property owner class], in other words, its existence
is no longer compatible with society.

The essential condition for the existence, and for the
sway of the bourgeois [capitalistic private property
owner] class, is the formation and augmentation of capital;
the condition for capital is wage-labour. Wage-labour rests
exclusively on competition between the laborers. The
advance of industry, whose involuntary promoter is the
bourgeoisie [capitalistic private property owner class],
replaces the isolation of the labourers, due to competition, by
their revolutionary combination, due to association. The
development of Modern Industry, therefore, cuts from
under its feet the very foundation on which the bourgeoisie
[capitalistic private property owner class] produces and
appropriates products. What the bourgeoisie [capitalistic
private property owner class], therefore, produces,
above all, is its own grave-diggers. Its fall and the vic-
tory of the proletariat [propertyless wage-earner
class] are equally inevitable.

II. Proletarians and Communists
In what relation do the Communists stand to the

proletarians [propertyless wage-earners] as a whole?
The Communists do not form a separate party

opposed to other working-class parties.
They have no interests separate and apart from those

of the proletariat [propertyless wage-earner class] as a
whole.

They do not set up any sectarian principles of their
own, by which to shape and mould the proletarian [prop-
ertyless wage-earners] movement.

The Communists are distinguished from the other
working-class parties by this only: (1) In the national strug-
gles of the proletarians [propertyless wage-earners] of
the different countries, they point out and bring to the front

the common interests of the entire proletariat [propertyless
wage-earner class], independently of nationality. (2) In
the various stages of development which the struggle of the
working class against the bourgeoisie [capitalistic private
property owner class] has to pass through, they always
and everywhere represent the interests of the movement as a
whole. 

The Communists, therefore, are on the one hand,
practically, the most advanced and resolute section of
the working-class parties of every country, that sec-
tion which pushes forward all others; on the other
hand, theoretically, they have over the great mass of
the proletariat [propertyless wage-earner class] the
advantage of clearly understanding the line of march,
the conditions, and the ultimate general results of the
proletarian [propertyless wage-earners] movement.

The immediate aim of the Communist is the
same as that of all the other proletarian [propertyless
wage-earner] parties: formation of the proletariat
[propertyless wage-earner class] into a class, over-
throw of the bourgeois [capitalistic private property
owner] supremacy, conquest of political power by the
proletariat [propertyless wage-earner class].

The theoretical conclusions of the Communists are
in no way based on ideas or principles that have been
invented, or discovered, by this or that would-be universal
reformer. They merely express, in general terms, actual
relations springing from an existing class struggle, from a
historical movement going on under our very eyes. The
abolition of existing property relations is not at all a dis-
tinctive feature of Communism.

All property relations in the past have continually
been subject to historical change consequent upon the
change in historical conditions. 

The French Revolution, for example, abolished feudal
property in favour of bourgeois [capitalistic private prop-
erty owner] property.

The distinguishing feature of Communism is not
the abolition of property generally, but the abolition
of bourgeois [capitalistic private property owner]
property. But modern bourgeois [capitalistic private
property owner] private property is the final and most
complete expression of the system of producing and appro-
priating products, that is based on class antagonisms, on
the exploitation of the many by the few.

In this sense, the theory of the Communists may
be summed up in the single sentence: Abolition of 
private property.
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We Communists have been reproached with the desire
of abolishing the right of personally acquiring property as
the fruit of a man’s own labour, which property is alleged to
be the groundwork of all personal freedom, activity and
independence.

Hard-won, self-acquired, self-earned property! Do you
mean the property of the petty artisan and of the small peas-
ant, a form of property that preceded the bourgeois [capital-
istic private property owner] form? There is no need to
abolish that; the development of industry has to a great
extent already destroyed it, and is still destroying it daily.

Or do you mean modern bourgeois [capitalistic pri-
vate property owner] private property?

But does wage-labour create any property for the
labourer? Not a bit. It creates capital, i.e., that kind of prop-
erty which exploits wage-labour, and which cannot increase
except upon condition of begetting a new supply of wage-
labour for fresh exploitation. Property, in its present form,
is based on the antagonism of capital and wage-labour. Let
us examine both sides of this antagonism.

To be a capitalist, is to have not only a purely personal,
but a social status in production. Capital is a collective
product, and only by the united action of many members,
nay, in the last resort, only by the united action of all mem-
bers of society, can it be set in motion. Capital is, therefore,
not a personal, it is a social power.

When, therefore, capital is converted into common
property, into the property of all members of society, 
personal property is not thereby transformed into social
property. It is only the social character of the property that
is changed. It loses its class-character.

Let us now take wage-labour. The average price of
wage-labour is the minimum wage, i.e., that quantum
of the means of subsistence, which is absolutely requi-
site in bare existence as a labourer. What, therefore, the
wage-labourer appropriates by means of his labour, merely
suffices to prolong and reproduce a bare existence. We by no
means intend to abolish this personal appropriation of the
products of labour, an appropriation that is made for the
maintenance and reproduction of human life, and that
leaves no surplus wherewith to command the labour of 
others. All that we want to do away with, is the miserable
character of this appropriation, under which the labourer
lives merely to increase capital, and is allowed to live only
in so far as the interest of the ruling class requires it.

In bourgeois [capitalistic private property
owner] society, living labour is but a means to increase
accumulated labour. In Communist society, accumulated

labour is but a means to widen, to enrich, to promote the
existence of the labourer.

In bourgeois [capitalistic private property
owner] society, therefore, the past dominates the present;
in Communist society, the present dominates the past. In
bourgeois [capitalistic private property owner] society
capital is independent and has individuality, while the liv-
ing person is dependent and has no individuality.

And the abolition of this state of things is called
by the bourgeois [capitalistic private property
owner], abolition of individuality and freedom! And
rightly so. The abolition of bourgeois [capitalistic private
property owner] individuality, bourgeois [capitalistic
private property owner] independence, and bourgeois
[capitalistic private property owner] freedom is
undoubtedly aimed at.

By freedom is meant, under the present bourgeois
[capitalistic private property owner] conditions of
production, free trade, free selling and buying. 

But if selling and buying disappears, free selling and
buying disappears also. This talk about free selling and
buying, and all the other “brave words” of our bourgeoisie
[capitalistic private property owner class] about free-
dom in general, have a meaning, if any, only in contrast
with restricted selling and buying, with the fettered traders
of the Middle Ages, but have no meaning when opposed to
the Communistic abolition of buying and selling, of the
bourgeois [capitalistic private property owner] 
conditions of production, and of the bourgeoisie [capitalis-
tic private property owner class] itself.

You are horrified at our intending to do away with
private property. But in your existing society, private
property is already done away with for nine-tenths of the
population; its existence for the few is solely due to its
non-existence in the hands of those nine-tenths. You
reproach us, therefore, with intending to do away with a
form of property, the necessary condition for whose 
existence is the non-existence of any property for the
immense majority of society.

In one word, you reproach us with intending to
do away with your property. Precisely so; that is just
what we intend.

From the moment when labour can no longer be 
converted into capital, money, or rent, into a social power
capable of being monopolised, i.e., from the moment when
individual property can no longer be transformed into bour-
geois [capitalistic private property owner] property, into
capital, from that moment, you say individuality vanishes.
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You must, therefore, confess that by “individual”
you mean no other person than the bourgeois [capitalistic
private property owner], than the middle-class owner of
property. This person must, indeed, be swept out of the
way, and made impossible.

Communism deprives no man of the power to
appropriate the products of society; all that it does is to
deprive him of the power to subjugate the labour of others
by means of such appropriation.

It has been objected that upon the abolition of private
property all work will cease, and universal laziness will
overtake us. 

According to this, bourgeois [capitalistic private
property owner] society ought long ago to have gone to
the dogs through sheer idleness; for those of its members
who work, acquire nothing, and those who acquire any-
thing, do not work. The whole of this objection is but another
expression of the tautology: that there can no longer be any
wage-labour when there is no longer any capital.

All objections urged against the Communistic mode of
producing and appropriating material products, have, in the
same way, been urged against the Communistic modes of
producing and appropriating intellectual products. Just as,
to the bourgeois [capitalistic private property owner], the
disappearance of class property is the disappearance of pro-
duction itself, so the disappearance of class culture is to him
identical with the disappearance of all culture.

That culture, the loss of which he laments, is, for the
enormous majority, a mere training to act as a machine. 

But don’t wrangle with us so long as you apply, to
our intended abolition of bourgeois [capitalistic private
property owner] property, the standard of your bourgeois
[capitalistic private property owner] notions of freedom,
culture, law, etc. Your very ideas are but the outgrowth of
the conditions of your bourgeois [capitalistic private
property owner] production and bourgeois [capitalistic
private property owner] property, just as your jurispru-
dence is but the will of your class made into a law for all, a
will, whose essential character and direction are determined
by the economical conditions of existence of your class.

The selfish misconception that induces you to trans-
form into eternal laws of nature and of reason, the social
forms springing from your present mode of production and
form of property—historical relations that rise and disap-
pear in the progress of production—this misconception you
share with every ruling class that has preceded you. What
you see clearly in the case of ancient property, what you
admit in the case of feudal property, you are of course 

forbidden to admit in the case of your own bourgeois 
[capitalistic private property owner] form of property.

Abolition of the family! Even the most radical
flare up at this infamous proposal of the Communists.

On what foundation is the present family, the bour-
geois [capitalistic private property owner] family,
based? On capital, on private gain. In its completely devel-
oped form this family exists only among the bourgeoisie
[capitalistic private property owner class]. But this
state of things finds its complement in the practical absence
of the family among the proletarians [propertyless wage-
earners], and in public prostitution.

The bourgeois [capitalistic private property
owner] family will vanish as a matter of course when its
complement vanishes, and both will vanish with the van-
ishing of capital.

Do you charge us with wanting to stop the exploita-
tion of children by their parents? To this crime we plead
guilty. But, you will say, we destroy the most hallowed
of relations, when we replace home education by social.

And your education! Is not that also social, and
determined by the social conditions under which you edu-
cate, by the intervention, direct or indirect, of society, by
means of schools, etc.? The Communists have not invented
the intervention of society in education; they do but seek to
alter the character of that intervention, and to rescue edu-
cation from the influence of the ruling class.

The bourgeois [capitalistic private property
owner] clap-trap about the family and education, about
the hallowed co-relation of parent and child, becomes all the
more disgusting, the more, by the action of Modern
Industry, all family ties among the proletarians [property-
less wage-earners] are torn asunder, and their children
transformed into simple articles of commerce and instru-
ments of labour.

But you Communists would introduce community
of women, screams the whole bourgeoisie [capitalistic pri-
vate property owner class] in chorus.

The bourgeois [capitalistic private property
owner] sees in his wife a mere instrument of production.
He hears that the instruments of production are to be
exploited in common, and, naturally, can come to no other
conclusion than that the lot of being common to all will
likewise fall to the women.

He has not even a suspicion that the real point is to
do away with the status of women as mere instruments of
production. For the rest, nothing is more ridiculous than
the virtuous indignation of our bourgeois [capitalistic
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private property owner] at the community of women
which, they pretend, is to be openly and officially estab-
lished by the Communists. The Communists have no need
to introduce community of women; it has existed almost
from time immemorial. Our bourgeois [capitalistic pri-
vate property owners], not content with having the
wives and daughters of their proletarians [propertyless
wage-earners] at their disposal, not to speak of common
prostitutes, take the greatest pleasure in seducing each
other’s wives.

Bourgeois [capitalistic private property owner]
marriage is in reality a system of wives in common
and thus, at the most, what the Communists might
possibly be reproached with, is that they desire to
introduce, in substitution for a hypocritically con-
cealed, an openly legalised community of women. For
the rest, it is self-evident that the abolition of the present
system of production must bring with it the abolition of
the community of women springing from that system, i.e.,
of prostitution both public and private.

The Communists are further reproached with
desiring to abolish countries and nationality.

The working men have no country. We cannot
take from them what they have not got. Since the prole-
tariat [propertyless wage-earner class] must first of all
acquire political supremacy, must rise to be the leading
class of the nation, must constitute itself the nation, it is,
so far, itself national, though not in the bourgeois [capital-
istic private property owner] sense of the word.

National differences and antagonisms between 
peoples are daily more and more vanishing, owing to the
development of the bourgeoisie [capitalistic private
property owner class], to freedom of commerce, to the
world-market, to uniformity in the mode of production
and in the conditions of life corresponding thereto.

The supremacy of the proletariat [propertyless
wage-earner class] will cause them to vanish still faster.
United action, of the leading civilised countries at least, is
one of the first conditions for the emancipation of the prole-
tariat [propertyless wage-earner class].

In proportion as the exploitation of one individual
by another is put an end to, the exploitation of one nation
by another will also be put an end to. In proportion as the
antagonism between classes within the nation vanishes,
the hostility of one nation to another will come to an end.

The charges against Communism made from a reli-
gious, a philosophical, and, generally, from an ideological
standpoint, are not deserving of serious examination.

Does it require deep intuition to comprehend that
man’s ideas, views and conceptions, in one word, man’s con-
sciousness, changes with every change in the conditions of his
material existence, in his social relations and in his social life?

What else does the history of ideas prove, than that
intellectual production changes its character in proportion
as material production is changed? The ruling ideas of
each age have ever been the ideas of its ruling class.

When people speak of ideas that revolutionise socie-
ty, they do but express the fact, that within the old society,
the elements of a new one have been created, and that the
dissolution of the old ideas keeps even pace with the disso-
lution of the old conditions of existence.

When the ancient world was in its last throes, the
ancient religions were overcome by Christianity. When
Christian ideas succumbed in the eighteenth century to
rationalist ideas, feudal society fought its death battle with
the then revolutionary bourgeoisie [capitalistic private
property owner class]. The ideas of religious liberty
and freedom of conscience merely gave expression to
the sway of free competition within the domain of
knowledge.

“Undoubtedly,” it will be said, “religious, moral,
philosophical and juridical ideas have been modified in the
course of historical development. But religion, morality,
philosophy, political science, and law, constantly survived
this change.” 

“There are, besides, eternal truths, such as Freedom,
Justice, etc. that are common to all states of society. But
Communism abolishes eternal truths, it abolishes all reli-
gion, and all morality, instead of constituting them on a
new basis; it therefore acts in contradiction to all past his-
torical experience.”

What does this accusation reduce itself to? The his-
tory of all past society has consisted in the development of
class antagonisms, antagonisms that assumed different
forms at different epochs.

But whatever form they may have taken, one fact is
common to all past ages, viz., the exploitation of one part
of society by the other. No wonder, then, that the social
consciousness of past ages, despite all the multiplicity and
variety it displays, moves within certain common forms,
or general ideas, which cannot completely vanish except
with the total disappearance of class antagonisms.

The Communist revolution is the most radical
rupture with traditional property relations; no won-
der that its development involves the most radical
rupture with traditional ideas.
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But let us have done with the bourgeois [capitalistic
private property owner] objections to Communism.

We have seen above, that the first step in the 
evolution by the working class, is to raise the proletariat
[propertyless wage-earner class] to the position of
ruling class, to win the battle of democracy.

The proletariat [propertyless wage-earner
class] will use its political supremacy to wrest, by
degrees, all capital from the bourgeoisie [capitalistic
private property owner class], to centralise all
instruments of production in the hands of the State,
i.e., of the proletariat [propertyless wage-earner
class] organised as the ruling class; and to increase the
total of productive forces as rapidly as possible.

Of course, in the beginning, this cannot be effected
except by means of despotic inroads on the rights of
property, and on the conditions of bourgeois [capitalis-
tic private property owner] production; by means of
measures, therefore, which appear economically insuf-
ficient and untenable, but which, in the course of the
movement, outstrip themselves, necessitate further inroads
upon the old social order, and are unavoidable as a means of
entirely revolutionising the mode of production.

These measures will of course be different in different
countries. Nevertheless 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.
2. A heavy progressive or graduated income tax.
3. Abolition of all right of inheritance.
4. Confiscation of the property of all emigrants and rebels.
5. Centralisation of credit in the hands of the State, by
means of a national bank with State capital and an exclu-
sive monopoly.
6. Centralisation of the means of communication and
transport in the hands of the State.
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 common plan.
8. Equal liability of all to labour. Establishment of indus-
trial armies, especially for agriculture.
9. Combination of agriculture with manufacturing indus-
tries; gradual abolition of the distinction between town
and country, by a more equable distribution of the popula-
tion over the country.

10. Free education for all children in public schools.
Abolition of children’s factory labour in its present form.
Combination of education with industrial production,
&c., &c.

When, in the course of development, class distinc-
tions have disappeared, and all production has been 
concentrated in the hands of a vast association of the whole
nation, the public power will lose its political character.
Political power, properly so called, is merely the organised
power of one class for oppressing another. If the proletariat
[propertyless wage-earner class] during its contest with
the bourgeoisie [capitalistic private property owner
class] is compelled, by the force of circumstances, to organ-
ise itself as a class, if, by means of a revolution, it makes
itself the ruling class, and, as such, sweeps away by force 
the old conditions of production, then it will, along with
these conditions, have swept away the conditions for the
existence of class antagonisms and of classes generally, and
will thereby have abolished its own supremacy as a class.

In place of the old bourgeois [capitalistic private
property owner] society, with its classes and class antago-
nisms, we shall have an association, in which the free develop-
ment of each is the condition for the free development of all.
(Karl Marx and Friedrich Engels, The Communist
Manifesto, 1888.)

Now that you have read that drivel for yourself,
let me point out the things it says Communists want to
impose on any country where they are able to come to
power via one-party rule. They want to:

1. Abolish private property.
2. Abolish all rights to individuality and freedom.
3. Abolish family/make children wards of the state.
4. Allow only public education.
5. Replace marriage with free love.
6. Elevate wage-earners to the ruling class.
7. Impose a heavy income tax.
8. Impose a minimum wage.
9. Abolish all rights of inheritance.

10. Confiscate property of immigrants/dissidents.
11. Control credit via a state bank.
12. Control communication/transportation.
13. Increase factories owned by the state.
14. Make everyone work.
15. Distribute population equally.
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The things on that list are all mentioned in the
text, so you can be fairly well certain they define
Communist ideology. And here is one very veritable ver-
ity you can always count on: If it looks like a duck,
walks like a duck, and quacks like a duck, it is a duck—
even if someone tells you it is something else. So if you
see a politician that looks, walks, and talks like a
Communist, you have yourself a Communist, even if he
calls himself a “socialist.” That is because the “socialist”
dogma you hear from some politicians today came
directly out of The Communist Manifesto penned by Marx
and Engels. Should you doubt that, stay tuned; I am
about to tell you how the Communist agenda became
the agenda of a political party in a capitalist country. I
am certain you will have a hard time believing it, so
buckle up and hang on; here goes.

After the October Revolution in 1917 brought the
Bolsheviks to power in the new “socialist” state of
Russia, Communist party leaders were expected to
read, and make decisions based on, the works of Karl
Marx, Friedrich Engels, and Vladimir Lenin. But after
the formation of the Soviet Union in 1922, those works
were not only required reading for the rank-and-file
members of the Communist Party, the Soviet govern-
ment made the distribution of the Communist dogma
an important policy objective. That is the point at which
the indoctrination of the world with regard to the non-
sense in The Communist Manifesto got underway. 

Communists have always understood the awe-
some power of disinformation, misinformation, and
propaganda—that is, lies. That is because they are well
aware of what I have told you repeatedly: People act in
accordance with what they believe. So Communists do not
tell the Truth, they tell people what they want them to
believe, with total disregard for whether or not it is true.
On that basis alone you should be able to recognize the
work of Satan, the Liar. He is desperate to make sure as
many people as possible are aligned with Communist
ideology because he plans to use it to attain his real
objective—the destruction of this entire civilization.

The public distribution of Communist literature
was not the only way Soviet leaders planned to indoc-
trinate the world with their ideology, not by a long shot.
They set out to infiltrate every echelon of society, from
top to bottom, in every country around the world so
that they could influence the unsuspecting, which is
exactly what they have done. Since I cannot prove
beyond a shadow of doubt that what I am about to tell

you is true, I will just tell you it is what I believe they
would have done and let you decide.

First of all, I believe they would have printed sev-
eral hundred thousand copies of an English translation
of The Communist Manifesto and distributed them far and
wide, which is exactly what the British and American
Communist Parties did in 1932. I also believe they would
have made sure the contents of that publication became
an integral part of political-science courses in as many
universities as possible, which it did. 

I believe they would have made sure Communist
sympathizers were ensconced in as many positions of
power and influence as possible. Not only would they
have placed them in government positions, they would
also have placed them: (1) in universities where they
were protected by a tenure system so that they could
indoctrinate as many mentally pliable young people
(think: Hitler’s youth) as possible without fear of losing
their jobs; (2) among the actors and actresses in
Hollywood, so they could influence the thinking of the
young people who idolize them; (3) in the mainstream
news organizations, so they could distribute disinfor-
mation, misinformation, and propaganda; (4) in politi-
cal parties, so they could pass “socialist” legislation.

If you doubt the Communists could have accom-
plished these things here in the United States, perhaps
a brief survey of historical events will refresh your
memory, so let me ask you a few questions: 

1. Where do you think the hippie movement in the
1960s got the expression “free love”? Could it be they were
hearing it kicked around by those who were being fed the
Communist propaganda distributed in the universities? 

2. Why do you think the stylized image of Che
Guevara, the Communist who helped Fidel Castro come to
power in Cuba, was the icon of the anti-war movement in
the 1960s? Could it be that the anti-war movement was not
actually a campaign against the draft but was orchestrated
by Communists who sympathized with the Communist
regime in North Vietnam? Could it be that Jane Fonda had
been ignorantly duped by Communist propaganda taught
at Vassar College, where it was fashionable for students to
dabble in such things? Likely, since she characterized her
opposition to the Vietnam War as “small-c communism.”
Like a true Communist, she said the Black Panthers were
“our revolutionary vanguard … we must support them
with love, money, propaganda, and risk.”
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3. Why do you think the mainstream media has
gradually become more and more a propaganda tool for the
liberal “socialist” agenda? Could it be that it has been
taken over by people educated at journalism schools where
Communist propagandizers are teaching?

4. Why would John Brennan, former Director of the
CIA, admit he voted for a Communist candidate in 1976?
And why would James Comey, former Director of the FBI,
admit he “used to be a Communist”? Could it be they are
trying to get ahead of the propaganda curve and tell us,
“There’s nothing wrong with that”? 

Before you reject the above conjectures, consider
the fact that Nikita Khrushchev, the Premier of the
Soviet Union from 1958 to 1964 may have “let the cat
out of the bag” when he said the following:

“You Americans are so gullible. No, you won’t accept com-
munism outright, but we’ll keep feeding you small doses of
socialism until you’ll finally wake up and find you already
have communism. We won’t have to fight you. We’ll so
weaken your economy until you’ll fall like overripe fruit
into our hands.”

“We cannot expect the Americans to jump from capitalism
to communism, but we can assist their elected leaders in
giving Americans small doses of socialism, until they sud-
denly awake to find they have communism.”

“We do not have to invade the United States, we will
destroy you from within.” 

“Whether you like it or not, history is on our side. We will
bury you!”

“I once said, ‘We will bury you,’ and I got in trouble with
it. Of course we will not bury you with a shovel. Your own
working-class will bury you.”

Some of those quotes have been consistently
debunked over the years, and it is true the first two can-
not be verified. But one has to wonder, considering the
fact that Khrushchev was known for being “loose-
lipped,” why would anyone but a Communist deny he
said it? The Soviet dissident, Aleksandr Solzhenitsyn,
told us what was going on when he said the following
to an audience at Hillsdale College on June 30, 1975:

“Through the decades of the 1920s, the 1930s, the
1940s, the 1950s, the whole Soviet press wrote: ‘Western
capitalism, your end is near.’ But it was as if the capitalist
had not heard, could not understand, could not believe this.
Nikita Khrushchev came here and said, ‘We will bury you!’
They didn’t believe that, either. They took it as a joke. Now,
of course, they have become more clever in our country.
Now they don’t say ‘we are going to bury you’ anymore,
now they say ‘detente.’ Nothing has changed in Communist
ideology. The goals are the same as they were, but instead of
the artless Khrushchev, who couldn’t hold his tongue, now
they say ‘detente.’ … What sort of detente is it when they
employ the sort of inhumane propaganda which is proudly
called in the Soviet Union ‘ideological warfare.’”

So the Communists were conducting ideological
warfare here in the United States in 1975. That is, they
were seeking to change the thinking of young people.
And they have succeeded in duping the unsuspecting
majority through misinformation, disinformation, and
propaganda. As Khrushchev said:

“The press is our chief ideological weapon.”

“The John Birch Society is Communism’s greatest ally.
With its help we will divide and confuse the American peo-
ple until they have lost faith in their Government, their
nation has ceased to be a major power, and their country is
ripe for revolution.”

In case you are not familiar with the John Birch
Society, let me explain why that last quote is significant.
The John Birch Society is an anti-communist advocacy
group. Its vitriol against Communists during the 1950s
and 1960s continued the crusade of a man named
Joseph McCarthy, a man who has become immortal-
ized in the term McCarthyism. You need to know the
Truth regarding the allegations made by that ridiculous
little man, and the Venona Files reveal it, so let me tell
you what they say.

The Venona Project
In 1943, Carter Clarke, an officer in the War

Department’s Military Intelligence Division, began a
project, code-named “Venona,” with the purpose of
reading all diplomatic communications between the
United States and the Soviet Union. He did so because
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he suspected Joseph Stalin was about to sign an agree-
ment with Hitler and pull out of his alliance with the
United States. What Clarke discovered was something
else entirely. 

The Venona Project would eventually reveal that
Julius and Ethel Rosenberg had committed treason by
giving the Soviet Union secrets related to the
Manhattan Project and the development of the atomic
bomb. But it revealed much more than that. It was
already an established fact that there were Communist
cells in academia and Hollywood; but after cracking the
Soviet code, the Venona Project discovered that nearly
350 Communist spies had penetrated the highest levels
of the United States government. The Soviet espionage
campaign had been so effective, in fact, that some of the
spies were advisors to President Franklin Roosevelt.
That is most likely the reason why President Roosevelt
was never briefed on the findings of the project. 

Clarke insisted that only FBI Director J. Edgar
Hoover and a few others in the Roosevelt Administration
had a “need to know” who the spies were. When
General Bradley and Admiral Stone insisted on telling
the CIA, Clarke told them flat-out: It wasn’t going to
happen. That was most likely because he already knew
fifteen to twenty Soviet spies were working at the OSS
before it became the CIA. 

After Roosevelt’s death in April 1945, Harry
Truman was made privy to the communications the
Venona Project had intercepted and was given regular
briefings. As any good poker player knows, that is an
obvious “tell.” Clarke must have, with good reason,
believed Roosevelt could not be trusted. It is a well-
known fact that Roosevelt was, during World War II,
much more friendly with Joseph Stalin than with
Winston Churchill, much to the dismay of Churchill. So
one would have good reason to wonder why one of his
first acts as President was to grant the Communist gov-
ernment of the Soviet Union not only diplomatic recog-
nition, but also financial assistance.

When you look at Roosevelt’s legislative record,
however, it is fairly obvious why Clarke would doubt
Roosevelt’s ideology. During his first term in office,
Roosevelt signed into law a plethora of laws that read
like the items on the Communist wish-list—items found
in The Communist Manifesto. The National Industrial
Recovery Act stipulated a minimum wage for industry
and encouraged the formation of unions; the Federal
Communication Commision established government

authority over telecommunications; the National Labor
Relations Act gave greater power to unions. But one
should not overlook the most “socialistic” of all the
“socialist” laws Roosevelt signed—the Social Security Act. 

After the Supreme Court stepped in and declared
unconstitutional several pieces of legislation that
Roosevelt had signed during his first term, he proposed
the Judicial Procedures Reform Bill of 1937, which would
have given him the power to “pack the Court” by
increasing the number of Supreme Court justices. That
move was too “socialistic” for even his own party; and
his own Vice President led the opposition against him.
But if you heard some of the “socialists” in our own era
advocating the same thing—and they did—after the
Supreme Court turned conservative in 2018 (for the first
time since 1937), you may not have taken that for what it
is: another “tell.” Those who advocate “packing the
Court” (or replacing the Electoral College with the popu-
lar vote, or not giving every state two Senators) are not
“socialists” interested in social programs, they are
Communists yearning for one-party rule. 

The Communists have known for a very long
time that the only way to get around the safeguards
built into the Constitution of the United States and
implement one-party rule is via the Federal Judiciary.
They were aware of that when Franklin Roosevelt’s
Communist advisors advised him to “pack the Court”
in 1937, and they are even more aware of it now that
Conservatives have a majority on the Supreme Court
for the first time since that time. (Now you know why
“socialists” howled so loudly when that happened; they
know they lost ground in what they have been steadily
working to achieve over the past eighty years.) 

The Achilles heel of the Constitution is the Federal
Judiciary, as Thomas Jefferson, the third President of
the United States, knew all too well:

“The original error [was in] establishing a judiciary
independent of the nation, and which, from the citadel of the
law, can turn its guns on those they were meant to defend,
and control and fashion their proceedings to its own will.” 
(Letter to John Wayles Eppes, 1807)

“You seem … to consider the judges as the ultimate
arbiters of all constitutional questions; a very dangerous
doctrine indeed, and one which would place us under the
despotism of an oligarchy. Our judges are as honest as
other men, and not more so … and their power [is] the
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more dangerous, as they are in office for life and not respon-
sible, as the other functionaries are, to the elective control.
The Constitution has erected no such single tribunal,
knowing that to whatever hands confided, with corruptions
of time and party, its members would become despots.” 
(Letter to William Jarvis, Sept. 28, 1820)

“The germ of dissolution of our federal government is
in the constitution of the federal Judiciary; an irresponsible
body (for impeachment is scarcely a scare-crow) working
like gravity by night and by day, gaining a little today and a
little tomorrow, and advancing its noiseless step like a thief,
over the field of jurisdiction, until all shall be usurped.” 
(Letter to Charles Hammond, August 18, 1821)

“At the establishment of our constitutions, the judi-
ciary bodies were supposed to be the most helpless and
harmless members of the government. Experience, howev-
er, soon showed in what way they were to become the
most dangerous; that the insufficiency of the means 
provided for their removal gave them a freehold and irre-
sponsibility in office; that their decisions, seeming to con-
cern individual suitors only, pass silent and unheeded by
the public at large; that these decisions, nevertheless,
become law by precedent, sapping, by little and little, the
foundations of the constitution, and working its change
by construction, before any one has perceived that that
invisible and helpless worm has been busily employed in
consuming its substance. In truth, man is not made to be
trusted for life if secured against all liability to account.” 
(Letter to A. Coray, October 31, 1823)

Now that you know President Franklin Roosevelt
went whole-heartedly for “socialism” and attempted to
implement one-party rule by “packing the Court,” you
should also be able to understand why Satan made sure
Joseph McCarthy made such a fool of himself that the
epithet McCarthyism makes it difficult for anyone to
make a charge of Communism against anyone. You see,
McCarthy claimed the State Department was full of
Communist spies and sympathizers; but that was a
charge he could never substantiate. Although the
Venona Project did not validate his claim against the
people he accused, it certainly did reveal that his claims
were far from unfounded.

One of the men who had been accused of being a
Soviet sympathizer in 1939 and again in 1948—long
before McCarthy began his anti-Communist tirade—

was Alger Hiss. The Venona files prove Hiss had been
working for the Soviets since 1935, a date that becomes
significant only when you know when and how Hiss
served in the Roosevelt Administration.

Hiss joined the Administration as an attorney in
the Justice Department soon after Roosevelt took office
in 1933. He then moved over to a Senate committee and
spent the better part of the next two years in court
defending the legitimacy of the Agricultural
Adjustment Administration, which was trying to raise
the price of commodities by paying farmers to cut the
size of their herds and leave land uncultivated. It was
during this time that Hiss became acquainted with radi-
cals on the Agriculture Department’s legal team and
was, most likely, recruited by someone who was a
Communist sympathizer. At any rate, the Venona files
indicate Hiss began working with the Soviets in 1935,
which means he was already a spy when he moved to
the State Department in 1936.

Hiss was still working for the State Department
when World War II ended in 1945. He was also a mem-
ber of the delegation that attended the Yalta
Conference, where Franklin Roosevelt, Winston
Churchill, and Joseph Stalin agreed to make no separate
peace agreements with the Nazi regime. It was at this
conference that Roosevelt supposedly snubbed
Churchill, preferring instead to spend time with Stalin,
the Communist he called “Uncle Joe.” Critics claimed
Hiss gave too many concessions to the Soviets in the
“Declaration of Liberated Europe” that he helped to
draft at the conference, so one can only wonder how
much influence he had on Roosevelt over the preceding
twelve years.

End Note
You should already know how much I hate lies

from what I have written over the years. That includes
the disinformation, misinformation, and propaganda
spewed by the Communists (not “socialists”) among
us. But you also need to know I have just about as
much disdain for the Capitalists whose only concern is
the next million or billion they can add to their bank
account with no concern at all for how they get it. I am
not in favor of either ideology simply because my inter-
est in the affairs of this world is not in anything other
than the protection that the Constitution of the United
States provides those of us who have found haven in
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its guarantee of freedom of speech and religion. Believe
me, those rights will never exist in any country where
the Communists gain one-party rule. So I tend to favor
the Capitalist ideology over that of the Communists. 

The track record of the Communists is one in
which the fate of those who disagree with their ideology
has long since been determined. Under the rule of
Joseph Stalin from 1923 to 1954, more than one hun-
dred million Soviet dissidents were exterminated—not
“re-educated,” not imprisoned, just exterminated. Poof!
and they were gone—forever. I wonder how the buf-
foon Karl Marx would compare the loss of an entire life
with a factory worker’s life of oppression.

What do you suppose Engels would say about
the millions who lost their lives in China during the
regime of their dearly beloved comrade Chairman Mao
Zedong? Some stupid folks want to rehabilitate his
legacy by low-balling the figure, but the Truth appears
to be that somewhere between forty and forty-five mil-
lion Chinese died as a result of the Marxist nonsense he
believed. Others say as many as seventy million died,
but I’ll give him the benefit of the doubt. 

I could go on to talk about Pol Pot in Cambodia
(two million dead) and Ho Chi Minh in North Vietnam
(another million), but you get the idea; there is a very
definite trend with the Communists: If you disagree
with their ideology, you not only lose your freedom;
you end up losing your life. So if you have felt the
hatred expressed by the numskulls among us who are
completely caught up in the Communist ideology today,
just be thankful you haven’t yet paid the price they
will impose if they ever get the chance. 

I have an absolute hatred for the dimwitted
Communist ideology because I can see the “winds” have
instilled it in the minds of mendacious mental midgets
who consider themselves to be intellectually superior just
as they instilled the stupid dispensational ideology in the
minds of fundamentalist Christians who consider them-
selves to be religiously superior. So the Communists look
down their intellectually superior noses at others the same
way the Dispensationalists look down their religiously
superior noses. The adherents of both ideologies are judg-
mentalists who consider themselves superior to all 
others, and Satan intends to use both of them to accom-
plish his goals here at the End. Since you need to know
what is coming down the pike, here it is.

As I explained in Wanna Hear a Whopper?, Satan
has already used the dispensational ideology to prepare

unsuspecting “Christians” for the appearance of the
Antichrist. So they will readily accept that bitter little
man as the one God has chosen to usher in an era of
peace and prosperity for the entire world. Keep that in
mind; it is important. The Communists believe the
imposition of their vapid Communist ideology is going
to achieve exactly the same thing. So get ready, those
two ideologies are hell-bent for a confrontation that will
prove one simple fact—both are but a fantasy that
Satan used to accomplish the following:

15[Then] [he tells] [me]: “[The] [Waters] [that] [You saw]—
[where] [The] [Prostitute] [is sitting]—[are] [Peoples]
[and] [Crowds] [and] [Nations] [and] [Tongues]. 16[And]
[The] [ten] [Horns] [and] [The] [Beast] [that] [You saw]?
[These Individuals] [will hate] [The] [Prostitute]; [so] [they
will make] [her] [deserted] [and] [naked], [and] [eat] [her]
[Flesh] [and] [burn [her] up] [in] [a Fire].”
(Revelation 17:15–16) —HSSB

Those two verses are describing exactly the same
thing—a nuclear holocaust—that Zephaniah describes
in much greater detail. Believe it if you care to; disbelieve it
if you dare to. But when the world sees the clouds of
glory in which Jesus Christ returns for His Own, I am
fairly certain you will have much the same reaction as
the stupid Capitalists who made it all possible:

“[Then] [The] [Merchants] [of The] [Earth] [are going to
weep] [and] [mourn] [over] [her], [because] [nobody] [is
going to buy] [their] [Cargo] [any longer].”
(Revelation 18:11) —HSSB

The Capitalists have nobody but themselves to
blame for what is coming. As Lenin once said when
asked where the Communists would get the rope to
hang the Capitalists, “They’ll supply us with it.” And so it
is. Self-absorbed Capitalists unleashed the Communists
by allowing China to join the World Trade Organization.
Since then, they have given their avowed enemy most of
their technology and trade secrets. How stupid is that?
The Communists have now weaponized capitalism, the
very thing they have vowed to destroy; and they are
intently focused on using it against the Capitalists, who
are too myopically focused on profit to see what is hap-
pening. So they will continue to empower the
Communists until the Dispensationalists come up
against them in Africa. It’s coming; so stay tuned! �



ensnared, they cherish their surprise, as if heresies were so powerful because
of some truth which belonged to them. It would no doubt be a wonderful
thing that evil should have any force of its own, were it not that heresies are
strong in those persons who are not strong in faith. 
In a combat of boxers and gladiators, generally speaking, it is not

because a man is strong that he gains the victory, or loses it because he 
is not strong, but because he who is vanquished was a man of no strength;
and indeed this very conqueror, when afterwards matched against a really
powerful man, actually retires crest-fallen from the contest. In precisely the
same way, heresies derive such strength as they have from the infirmities of
individuals–having no strength whenever they encounter a really powerful
faith.
It is usual, indeed, with persons of a weaker character, to be so built up

(in confidence) by certain individuals who are caught by heresy, as to topple
over into ruin themselves. How comes it to pass, (they ask), that this woman
or that man, who were the most faithful, the most prudent, and the most
approved in the church, have gone over to the other side? Who that asks such a
question does not in fact reply to it himself, to the effect that men whom 
heresies have been able to pervert ought never to have been esteemed prudent,
or faithful, or approved? 
This again is, I suppose, an extraordinary thing, that one who has been

approved should afterwards fall back? Saul, who was good beyond all 
others, is afterwards subverted by envy. David, a good man “after the Lord’s
own heart,” is guilty afterwards of murder and adultery. Solomon, endowed
by the Lord with all grace and wisdom, is led into idolatry, by women. For
to the Son of God alone was it reserved to persevere to the last without sin.

Tertullian, “The Prescription Against Heretics,” Chaps. i—iii, in Roberts and
Donaldson (Eds.), The Ante-Nicene Fathers (1885), Vol. 3, pp. 243—244.
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