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Robberies Orchestrated by Government 

© 2014   Cameron Rebigsol 

Capitalism=Free Trade 
 Socialism=Forced Trade=Robbery 

Who Else but Government Can Enforce Socialism?  
Limitless Power Enables Limitless Robbing!  

 
 

The trouble with Socialism is that eventually you run out of other people's money —Margaret Thatcher— 
Eventually, no one has money, but only the few topmost socialist chiefs who have the power to “run out of other people's 
money”.  

 
1. There are Only Two Types of Trading 

 
2. The Manifesto of the Communist Party 

      —A Declaration of Monopolization of Absolute Power  
  

 
1     The Only Two Types of Trading 

 

It has been commonly accepted that the essence of capitalism is a free market.  Indeed, it is 
so defined by the Manifesto of the Communist Party, one of the most pioneering and 
authoritative political documents ever objecting capitalism:  

 

The bourgeoisie…has left no other nexus between people…than callous "cash 
payment"... It has resolved personal worth into exchange value…has set up that single, 
unconscionable freedom ―Free Trade...free selling and buying…if selling and buying 
disappears, free selling and buying disappears also. 

 
Meanwhile, along with its objection, the same document declares how much irreconcilable hostility 

it has toward free trade―an open calling for abolition:   
 

This talk about free selling and buying ... have no meaning when opposed to the 
communist abolition of buying and selling…  

 
Selling and buying constitutes trading; a market, big or small, is thus needed and formed. In 

the market people trade materials, services, skills, ideas..., exchanging any kind of 
interest.   Therefore, trading is the essence of a market.  Joining the trading are people called 
either sellers or buyers. The trading is called free, and genuinely free, if, and only if, the will of 
both the sellers and the buyers in the trading are fully respected.  Without this respect, no trade 
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can be termed as free.   If the freedom in the trading is not hampered in any degree, either a seller 
or a buyer can withdraw the trading without suffering any undesirable consequences when he 
finds the trading term not favorable. With all this explained, we can define capitalism with a term 
of more condensed essence:  The essence of capitalism is free trading, termed as free-trade, 
wherever the trading happens, within a designated market or anywhere else.     

 
A trade cannot be seen as being free if the will of either the seller or the buyer is 

jeopardized.  In such a trade, one of the parties, either as a seller or a purchaser, is forced to 
complete the trade.  Such an individual cannot withdraw from the deal even if he found the 
trading term unfavorable to him, because otherwise he has to deal with the duress imposed by the 
other party.  Only successfully overcoming the duress can free him from the deal.  Natural 
enough, contrasting to free trading, this kind of trading but under duress is forced trading.  Let’s 
term it forced-trade.   

 
Besides free-trade and forced-trade, can people find another type of trading among humans’ 

interaction in interest exchange?  None! Trading is either free or forced; there is no third choice.  
The only thing different is how strong some duress is there to enforce a trade; zero duress is in 
free-trade but duress from mild to extreme must present in forced-trade.   Therefore, it must 
become indisputable that he who objects free trade can only favor forced-trade.  In a forced-
trade, one party, either as a seller or a buyer, is setting terms to force the other party to 
accept.  From now on, we call the party setting terms in a forced-trade as term setter, and the 
other party as servitude bearer.  Can we imagine that a servitude bearer would love force-
trade?  Of course not, because he is victimized and must suffer in a forced-trade. The one who 
loves forced-trade can only be the one who perceives himself being a term setter.  With the term 
he is able to set, he, if being a buyer, can force the other party to relinquish, say, a house in 
exchange for $1, or even some discarded underwear from such a buyer. Or he, if being a seller, 
can force the other party, say, to pay $1,000 for a banana peel the seller will not eat.    

 
Given that the essence of capitalism is free-trade, nothing is more logical that if someone 

objects capitalism, he must object free-trade, or if he objects free-trade, he must object 
capitalism.  The equal sign in these relationships is simple, clear, and indisputable. 

    
In human history, nothing other than Socialism, or indistinguishably Communism, has been 

found more ferociously and systematically hostile to capitalism.  Then, needless to say, aiming at 
replacing capitalism, Socialism must aim at the removal of free-trade, and thus inevitably 
replacing it with forced-trade, as no other kind of trading can be found.  The MCP made it very 
clear in the above quotation―the Communist abolition of free trade.    

 
Upon the completion of a forced-trade, following some unfavorable terms, the servitude 

bearer has to surrender to the term setter what originally belongs to him, either partially or 
completely, depending on the magnitude of the duress.   To describe and summarize such a 
procedure and such a results out of a forced-trade, we find no word better than robbery from any 
dictionary to do the job.  So what title should be given to all those people who were viewed by a 
big population as heroes in all socialist revolutions in history, such as Karl Marx, Fredrick 
Engels, Lenin, Stalin, Mao, Che, Pol Pot…who relentlessly pursued forced-trade that the 
Manifesto of the Communist Party fervently promotes? If not robbery gang leader, what else? 
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Subsequently, we can also find no better label than bandits’ logics to tag on any ideological 

theory that glamourizes and legitimizes forced-trade.  As a document earning the most prestige 
of calling on abolishing free-trade, the MCP naturally draws the most focus of our scrutiny.  

 
 
  

2   The Manifesto of the Communist Party 
—A Declaration of Monopolization of Absolute Power  

 
 

The Manifesto of the Communist Party (MCP), published in1848 by Karl Marx and Fredrick 
Engels, is a flagship document for the Communist Movement. What makes it so influencing, on 
top of its moving rhetoric, is its lucrative slogan: to convert the entire proletariat class, which, 
according to Marx and Engels, has been so suffering, into a class of ruling.   
 

The Communists… openly declare that their ends can be attained only by the forcible 
overthrow of all existing social conditions. …The proletarians have nothing to lose but 
their chains. They have a world to win. 

 
(In the entire article, this author will use the terms of Socialists and Communists 
indistinguishably but interchangeably for illustration. These two groups of people are indeed 
indistinguishable even by themselves; they worship the same ideology, pursue the same political 
goal―to set up a government that can enforce forced-trade.)  
 

The biggest crime MCP found the bourgeois were committing was setting up a free-market, 
through which the bourgeois substituted the old naked, shameless, direct, brutal exploitation 
with both destruction of a mass of productive forces and the more thorough exploitation of the 
old ones; the most devilish tool serving such crime is cash in the free market. The bourgeois, 
which simply means business owners and capital holders in more popular terms nowadays, 
together with the system of free-trade and its lubricant—cash, should all together be removed 
according to MCP. The new state governed by the new ruler in place of the old is so detailed in 
the MCP, “… 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 rights of inheritance. 
4.  Confiscation of the property of all emigrants and rebels. 
5. Centralization of credit in the banks of the state, by means of a national bank with 

state capital and an exclusive monopoly. 
6. Centralization 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 obligation of all to work... 
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When, in the course of development … 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…is merely the organized power of one class for oppressing 
another. … (T)he proletariat, by means of a revolution, makes itself the ruling class… 

 
All those words that call for Abolition, Confiscation, Centralization, owned by the state, and 

exclusive monopoly can only portray to people nothing else but a social construction of absolute 
monopolization of power of a state at the settlement of some violent plundering. 
 

One of the sicknesses the Communists claim they found with the capitalist society is the 
monopolization of capital. To remove it, they claim, according to the MCP, is to get hold of a far 
more aggressive monopolization, which is an absolute monopolization of power of a state, in 
which capital is only a tiny item to have been monopolized. 
 

As to how this monopolized power is governed and exercised, and who will represent the 
ruling class to carry out the will in exercising all these powers, the entire MCP absolutely 
presents no word about it. For an untold reason, Mr. Marx and Mr. Engels, whom have been said 
to be so intelligent, left behind only this vague statement to answer this vital and essential 
question: everything has been concentrated in the hands of a vast association of the whole 
nation, the public power will lose its political character... (T)he proletariat… makes itself the 
ruling class… 

 
A society without chief is a Utopian society, which is strongly rejected by any Communist. 

The history forged by all socialists in this one and half centuries is indeed a history threaded by 
innumerable ferocious struggles in which they all fight for being such a chief at any cost.  The 
cost is either to be paid by one’s own blood, or, even better and outrageously more often, by 
other’s blood.   It is impossible for these two ancestral figures of socialism to have been unaware 
of this vital point of leadership in a new state they dreamed of.  But they were unable to extricate 
themselves from the hypocrisy they created: to overturn capital monopoly by establishing power 
monopoly; to make the vast population as a ruling class but this population must have some ruler 
above it.   Even worse, while the MCP creates chance for someone to rule, these two scholars 
themselves must be embarrassed if they were seen riding on the same theory to get access to 
ruling the monopoly of absolute power.  This point of leadership is finally explained and put in 
practice by another frantic Communist chief: Vladimir Lenin, who left behind a shelf of ideology 
volumes called Leninism. 
 

In the core of Leninism, Lenin proposed a ruling mechanism called dictatorship of the 
proletariat.  He wrote that those who were to assert the dictatorship for the proletariat must be 
those from the Communist Party, which assumed the role of "revolutionary vanguard".  The 
dictatorship under his pen also carries a fig leaf termed as democratic centralism.  What is 
democratic centralism?    Has anyone seen blackish white or frigid fire?    With the leadership 
Lenin had attained, would anyone need to guess who could centralize the “democracy” inside 
the revolutionary vanguard?  While he asked others to practice this term under his leadership, he 
did not even believe any significance existing in this term, as the same Lenin also said “When 
there is state there can be no freedom, but when there is freedom there will be no state.”   
Hypocrisy is so inseparable from Socialism ever since Marx, and can only be more and more 
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elaborated by each generation of socialists.   How about, for example, another equally mocking 
term called “socialist market” found in the Constitution of Communist China?  Literarily 
translated, it means robbery place of free-trading.   

 
How Lenin’s dictatorship of the proletariat would work out for the state is no better 

explained by his another doctrine: “There are no morals in politics; there is only experience. A 
scoundrel may be of use to us just because he is a scoundrel.” Why did Lenin, one of the most 
successful communist leaders, needed to use scoundrel? The only reason must be, of course, for 
the success of the Communist Movement, in which he was the one on the top of the food chain 
of dictatorship of the proletariat.  
 

Logic and experience tells us that a scoundrel can only be submissive to and used by a person 
with a mentality that is more scoundrelly. Then upon the top leading figure’s success, he can 
only be swarmed by nobody else but scoundrel subordinators. He who is not scoundrel enough is 
not qualified of being next to this chief.  Won’t this also qualify the top leading figure as the 
topmost scoundrel? Mr. Vladimir Lenin, how do you rate your successor, Joseph Stalin? Was he 
a great Communist warrior or a great Communist scoundrel, who had been so submissively used 
by you until your death, and who so highly praised you until his death? Stalin, what an atrocious 
murderer who can find no one else being able to even slightly match his killing record in Russian 
history!  

 
With the doctrine of using scoundrels, here are a few examples how the top leading figures of 

Communist Movement promoted their career and for whom. During the Russian Civil War, 
when Lenin learnt that one of his troops was delayed by a big swarm of prostitutes in a little 
town, he ordered to have all the prostitutes executed; all soldiers involved with the prostitutes 
were excused, because the “revolution” needed their continue dedication.  Killing the prostitutes 
on the one hand, Lenin did have an official record of contracting syphilis on the other hand. 
Similar things happened to another extraordinary superior leader of the Communist Movement. 
At the eve of the Chinese Cultural Revolution, when Mao learnt someone acted as a pimp boss of 
an underground sexual business in Shanghai, he ordered to execute the pimp boss.  When he was 
advised by his private doctor that he had contracted with gonorrhea, he replied with a laugh: “It 
doesn’t matter; I can wash it clean with other women’s body.” 
 

If a gravely influential leading figure like Lenin confessed no moral but scoundrel needed to 
be used, witnessed by his and other leaders’ personal behavior, no one can separate bandits from 
the Communist Movement leaders. Subsequently, no more proper label other than bandit’s logic 
can be tagged with the Manifesto of the Communist Party.  Far surpassing any highway robbery, 
which may aim at any substance of daily life, topped with cash, jewelry, gold nuggets… the 
rubbery that the MPC aims at is factories, tracts of land, bank system, governmental institution 
and infrastructure… 
 

Now, all Lenin’s words, or doctrines, should have nakedly revealed to us the gruesome 
nature of the Manifesto of the Communist Party with absolute transparency: 

 
It is a document written for people with scoundrelly mind to pursue absolute 

monopolization of power of a state, allowing finally only one or extremely few people to 
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dominate such power. First time ever in history, human beings created a systematic 
“theory” to glamorize robbery, pillage, plundering…, all forms of forced-trading. Even no 
more wretchedly, the robbery is carried out by the highest power that human can ever 
establish―government. At the completion of the monopolization, a more powerful term 
setter can aim at anything and everything of someone less powerful.   
 

Tens of millions of corpses, converted from otherwise innocent and vigilant lives by hunger, 
manmade desolation, torture, murder… in history witnessed the fierce robbery committed in the 
Communist movement beginning as early as the Paris Commune of 1871. 

  
With a nature so repulsive and menacing to people’s common mindset, why does 

communism appear so invincible in history? In less than twenty years after the Soviet Bloc 
disappeared, Socialist torches are seen spreading with a new surge of wave, burning even at the 
doorstep and backyard of America, a country that is said to be the most typical capitalist state. 
Should people wonder why? 

 
The absolute key for the Socialists’ success is their lucrative slogan, with which they promise 

people that the path they lead can convert a sufferer into a term setter.   In the words of MCP, 
“(T)he proletariat, by means of a revolution, makes itself the ruling class…” and “They have a 
world to win.” Their slogan matches no better to human greed, which, as an animal instinct, each 
of us must possess, but just how much each person can restrain himself from it. Human greed 
enables this kind of slogan perpetually untarnished. 

 
“Stand up, damned of the Earth… prisoners of hunger…enslaved masses…The world is 
about to change its foundation. We are nothing, let us be all…” ( Lyrics from the 
International Anthem) 

 
Normally, people will decline robbery, either robbing others or being robbed.  However, 

many of them may lower the guard against robbery or even approve the robbery if they are told 
someone else would rob for them and let them share the loot.  It is why Robin Hood is such a 
legendary hero who never died.   The robbery even rapidly gains popularity if people are urged 
to believe that their participation of robbery is only for a course of justice and that anyone resists 
being robbed by them is a criminal.  This is a never failed propaganda strategy of socialism.  
Using this strategy, even some modern drug lords are fanatical in promoting socialist movement.  
If it is said that the main asset Lenin relied on for his Socialist career is violence, those drug lords 
have both money and violence to start the same thing.  Gaining popularity with the veil of 
glamorizing robbery can be unbelievably profitable to them―all the way up to the absolute 
power of the state.  The Columbian drug lord Pablo Escobar is a no better example telling us 
how any criminal gang’s operation and Lenin’s socialist doctrine of using scoundrels are just 
lovers in the same bed, seamlessly collaborating each other.   

 
Wealth and poverty are always displayed in a relative scale. In any society, people feeling 

poor and unsatisfied are always far more than those feeling rich and satisfied. This social 
phenomenon always incubates unhappiness for “revolutionist” to take advantage. This is to say 
that those pied pipers playing the magical flute of revolution can very possibly be someone who 
feels no suffering at all, while those who feel unhappy are not necessary the one playing the flute 
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of revolution.  The flute players just use human greed as a catalyst, relentlessly luring those 
unhappy guys to fight for the player’s ambition programed by their far bigger greed.  
 

Karl Marx was from a family that enabled him to attend a university at the time he claimed 
that most of the populace struggled at the economical edge of life and death. Fredrick Engels 
himself was an elated bourgeois, whom the Manifesto of the Communist Party that he shared 
writing asked to remove. Lenin is also from a family that could support him to attend a university 
in a society of which the economic foundation is serfdom. Mao Tse-Tung, another prominent 
leading figure of the Communist Movement, was from a family that should be the richest in their 
immediate community. The economic status of this family was so good that, after Mao seized the 
power in China, people displaying equivalent economic condition in any part of the country 
could easily be placed in the list of enemy class by the Mao’s government and be executed.   
Mao’s lifetime second man Chow Ein-Lai was from an aristocratic family of the previous Chink 
dynasty. With all these, we have not yet mentioned that almost the entire leading core of the 
previous Vietcong, North or South, during the 1940’s, 1950’s and 1960’s were from families 
privileged in either economy or social status, so were the members of the leading core of the 
Cambodia Communists who decimated one quarter of the nation’s population in three years 
during the early 1970’s. Were any of these who “stand up” after they grabbed the power the 
“damned of the Earth… prisoners of hunger…enslaved masses…”?   
 

Witnessed by no personal suffering in social status, one of the modern celebrated American 
business owners was so heard in some human right assembly: “Free market is not working. What 
Chairman Mao said is kind of true: ‘Power comes from the gun barrel.’” 
 

Gun barrel, what a lovely tool that enables someone to become a term setter! Nakedly, a 
businessman expresses his unsatisfactory with what free market can bring to him but aims at 
what a gun barrel can seize. The well-do personal background paired with the personal desire of 
this business man is so in harmony with what Marx, Engels, Mao…showed.  What amazes 
people is that this businessman is not alone in the modern society; many more social programs 
that would only pave the road to socialism are launched and supported by a handful of the super-
rich. How about providing funds to support the legalization of marijuana? How about providing 
funds to make certain that the American southern border stays irreparable? How about providing 
funds to make certain that almost every movement made by Christianity in America faces 
litigation?   

 
Once we think of why Pablo Escobar can be so fanatical to socialism, we can immediately 

figure out why these few rich businessmen are also so fanatical about socialism.  Sharing the 
same ideas with Lenin, Mao, Escobar, what these few rich businessmen are aiming at is to buy 
the socialist governing power on top of their wealth. Rich people buying socialism must 
immediately rip off Marx’s fallacious proclaim that the goal of Socialism is to remove the rich 
and let the proletariat win the world.  A rich man is pursuing power, either though violence or 
through wealth spending, to have himself removed? Isn’t it a plain hypocrisy? History shows that 
when all those rich men like Lenin and Mao in the classic socialist movement finally “stand up’ 
with satisfaction, they would have held in hand something far surpassing what their original 
social status could have provided. Aren’t all these enough to tell people how hypocritical the 
nature of the Communist/Socialist Movement is?  Will the modern rich socialist business men 
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aim less than those classic ones did? Urging people to rob for justice, Socialism is born of 
hypocrisy and destined to be perpetually hypocritical.    

 
“The history of all hitherto existing society is the history of class struggles,” said MCP. Marx 

and Engels were both correct on that. What they did not tell people was that, regardless of how 
one may detail in classifying social members, there were permanently only two classes in the 
society: the one that ruled and the one that was ruled. Human instinct of dominance must 
determine that these two classes could never be eliminated from any society; otherwise it can 
only be a Utopian society that the Communists wait no time to kill.  Hiding this fact from people, 
Marx and Engels, including Lenin, Mao…, of course, actually also hid from people the fact that 
Lenin’s dictatorship of proletariats needed the existence of a class to be ruled. Class struggle 
must exist between the one who rules and the one who is ruled. Why must class struggle in any 
other society be so devilish but class struggle under the dictatorship of proletariats be so 
acceptable and needed to be hid? Why must people need to replace one class struggle of less life 
costly with only another class struggle whose cost is more than 100 million corpses? 

 
When a revolution is not found launched nor led by the class of damned of the Earth… 

prisoners of hunger…enslaved masses…but by someone else belonging to the class under which 
they were ruled, and after the success of the revolution, the power is not found in the hands of 
these damned of the Earth…but in the hands of those who originally ruled them, the only 
genuineness the MCP has is deception unless it completes its lucrative slogan “they (the 
sufferers) have a world to win” with an appendage “for someone else.”  Without being so 
corrected, the MCP can only convince people that not only it was written solely for those who 
have scoundrelly mind, but also it never bore any purpose to be written for those damned of 
the Earth… prisoners of hunger…enslaved masses 

All in all, MCP advocates establishing a government that enforces socialism/communism, 
while the essence of socialism and communism is forced-trade, which is nakedly nothing else but 
robbery.  No more danger ever threatening human being’s existence is for them to establish a 
government that can rob them of anything with any “just” reason the government chief can 
invent.  Government’s power of dominance tolerates no checking from anyone.   

Some modern Socialists claim that the type of Socialism they seek to realize is not what the 
MCP promotes.  But can they answer one question: will the ultimate goal of their type of 
Socialism seek for the replacement of capitalism? “Yes” is the only answer they can come up 
with.  With “yes”, however, what is the difference between their type of robbery and the type of 
robbery promoted by the MCP?  What is the difference between a robbery realized with pillage 
and a robbery realized with plundering?   

Besides the nature of hypocrisy, the MCP advocates regression of civilization with its vicious 
aim of scraping cash.  Cash is a great invention of social tool propelling human civilization 
forward.  Its significance is by no means lower than that of fire and wheel in propelling human’s 
material life toward more prosperity.  Without cash, should human beings go back to bartering, 
an exchanging system so popular during slavery time and prehistoric time? 

 
 


