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Timeless Principles  ̧Part 1  

Eric Butler  (approx. 1984) 

PHILOSOPHY 

When people see or hear 
the word philosophy, it 
causes some apprehen-

sion because they think ï well now this is going 
to be very dry ï they conjure up a picture of 
one of those bearded professors, who speak in 
serious tones and very abstract language 
which no-one can understand ï sometimes I suspect  they canôt 

understand themselves.   

So please be at ease as we look at 
this word which is absolutely vital to 
an understanding of what we are 
going to discuss.  The word is      
derived from the Greek, in the sense 
I am going to use it, because I would 
not get any marks at all in a philoso-
phy course at a university. But in the 
sense I am going to use it,  it is the 
search for wisdom or the search for 
truth, or to use a laymenôs term it is 
simply - what is your point of view?  

Now at this stage we find those people who say ï well look 
please donôt burden me with all of that, Iôm just a practical sort of 
man and all this highfalutin nonsense about philosophy and ideas 

and points of view, thatôs quite beyond me.   

Well I think we ought to see how important it is.  Some years ago 
a very distinguished British Ambas-
sador by the name of Sir David Kelly 
had served in Moscow for many 
years and was a recognised authori-
ty on that totalitarian system we gen-
erally call Communism. And one of 
the British popular newspapers 
asked Sir David Kelly to do a series 

of articles, but please Sir David donôt lets have any of that philos-
ophy stuff.  See weôve got just popular style readers.  We just 

want to hear about Communism.  
Well Sir David Kelly said ï how can 
you discuss  Communism if you donôt 
discuss the philosophy of Com-
munism and 
when you look 
at that you find, 
for example the 
C o m m u n i s t 

mind is rather different to our mind in their 
approach to what is called ótruthô. We wonôt 
go into it except to say in essence that the Marxists teaches          
there is only one reality, that is matter, there is nothing beyond 
matter, Well you might say ï well thatôs not very illuminating be-
cause weôve had a lot of philosophies of materialism but the great 
contribution for the Communists, the Marxists, say was the contri-
bution from Karl Marx the discoverer of a great law and itôs called, 

by that rather large mouthful,  The Law of Dialectics.  The 
essence of which is that matter is constantly in motion and 
the whole of development takes place through violence.  
There is no other way to have development except through 
violence.  Now if you grasped how the 
Communist mind thinks, then you begin to 
understand why they act as they do.  You 
begin to understand that for example, itôs 
no use saying to a Communist or a very 
dedicated Communist ï look youôre telling 
lies ï because heôll return to you and say ï look, what I am 
saying today furthers Marxism much better than saying the 

opposite yesterday. So what is 
true today might contradict what 
was said yesterday, thatôs noth-
ing to do with what I am about.  
It is no good saying to a Com-
munist and postulating ï look, 
you murder people, millions of 

them, because they just simply regard human beings as 
higher animals and the Communists are the highest ani-
mals of all. And if you are an elite and you are a higher 

animal well then if youôve got to, 
as they put it, remove some of 
your fellow animals, thatôs what 

they call a social necessity.   

Now thatôs the importance of 
philosophy.  I recall a story of 
the old farmer discussing this 

and he said he was a practical man too and that business 
about philosophy had nothing to do with him.  But I said, 
yes, I said, weôve all got a philosophy, so I put this to him.  

Supposing your tractor broke down and 
you knew your neighbour next door 
had a brand new tractor, he wasnôt 
home, why not go and help yourself to 
his new tractor?  Oh no, he said, I 
couldnôt do that.  Why you couldnôt do 
that?  He was a bit puzzled why I 
should put that question.  Well, he said, 
that would be stealing.  Well I said, 

whatôs wrong with that?  He was even more staggered.  He 
said, thatôs wrong.  Well I said, whatôs wrong with stealing?  
And after a bit of puzzling exchange I said ï you see sir, 

you do have a philosophy, 
youôve got a point of view.  Your 
point of view concerning proper-
ty is one youôve been brought 
up with, you respect your neigh-
bourôs property, thatôs your phi-
losophy.   Or you could take it 

even further, a more extreme case, so farmer Joe Smith he 
didnôt like his neighbour at all, in fact, youôd have to say 

hated him.  And you say to him, well 
look youôve got a good double barrell 
shotgun why not just go down and re-
move your problem.  He threw his arms 

up in horror. 

I couldnôt do that.    Why not?   Well 
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thatôs murder.   Yeah  but whatôs wrong with that?     So we 
eventually get down to it.  You see, even he believes, much as 
he disliked his neighbour, he had basic fundamental rights which 
he derived from God.  His life was on lease from God, he had no 
right to take it even though he disliked that man.  You see he 

had a philosophy too. 

Now most of our points of view are 
inculcated into us.   As we grow up 
its part of our culture and so it is 
absolutely important we be quite 
clear about it, and ringing down 
through the ages still comes that 
tremendous question.  What is 
truth?  What is truth?  You all 
recall the gentleman who asked 
that, washed his hands, it was a 
bit too hard for him.  But thatôs the 
central question ï what is truth?  
Christ said he was the truth.  He is 
the way.  But thereôs more to it 

than that.  What is truth?   

Now as we come to ask this ques-
tion and answer it, the first thing 
weôve got to do is make up our 
minds between two points of view 
and here I would suggest to you, 
from a Christian point of view at 

least, the individual whoôs perhaps the most difficult is that per-
son we call the liberal, the small ólô liberal.  The small ólô liberal in 

the main is quite a decent sort of a 
fellow, but heôs quite convinced 
thereôs no such thing as absolutes 
in the sense Iôm going to start to 
talk about them, he constantly 
talks about what ought to be, how 
things ought to be and because 
they ought to be and he can think 

it up in his mind, thatôs how in fact he believes he can make it.   

I think one of the most important little essays 
you can read at this time if you havenôt read it 
is this one by Malcolm Muggeridge, The 
Great Liberal Death Wish, a brilliant liberal 
essay by one of the masters of the English 
language and it goes right to the core of this 
problem, the cleavage between the point of 
view of those who say ï because man in his 
own mind can think up what ought to be and 

heôs got something called reason 
and logic therefore he can make it 
be that.  Because the other point 
of view which I am going to put to 
you very simply, the rules of this 
universe transcend human 
thinking. And just from a common 

sense point of view, apart from any other, the sensible thing to 
do is to discover what those rules are and then obey the rules.  
Now the plight of the world today as a result of the liberal mind,  
constantly saying, well because weôve got something called  
intelligence and much else we can conjure up a world as it ought 

to be.  The liberal in the main is the supporter of utopias and 
then of course, weôve got to go on from there as we look at 
these words and I am the first to agree there are difficulties 
in discussing these matters and perhaps at question time 

you will take up some of these points.   

People get so taken up with what we call the word, and I 
regret to say that I think many Christians are like this, such 
concentration on the word we overlook the fact that a word 

is a symbol and in reality what 
we are concerned is with the 
truth behind the symbol and 
many people get hooked on 
the word. And thatôs one of the 
reasons we get diverted, so 
the term utopia sounds nice to 
many people or some may 

say, well look. heôs a great idealist.   

You might think about this.  Itôs been said that the ideal is the 
enemy of the real, because the ideal is what the human mind 
conjures up as what the human mind thinks ought to be.  He 
is the utopianist.  This of course 
raises other questions. The 
nature of evil itself, because the 
word evil to many people, con-
jures up things that are nasty, 
unpleasant. The most danger-
ous evil in the world is present-
ed in a very pleasant shape.  
Many of its advocates are very 

pleasant people as people.   

Youôve all met that person down at your local community 
level, who we call the do-gooder.  Now the do-gooder only 

wants to do good to you 
whether you want it done to 
you or not.  And then the next 
step is very logical, so I can 
do this good to you, I only 
want enough power, in other 
words we are going to use it, 
for your betterment. And 

weôre going to see in a few minutes, that has far reaching 
consequences, in fact explosive. So this question of words 
you can see is important as we come back and ask this 

question ï what is truth?   

So Muggeridgeôs great liberal death wish 
puts this very clearly.  In essence it is 
between those who accept proper authori-
ty and those who donôt accept proper au-

thority.   

Now the word authority today is one that, 
again because of propaganda, conjures 

up a picture in the minds of many people as something re-
pressive and restrictive and reactionary, and I have just been 
lecturing and meeting up with bunches of manipulated kids 
that are crying their heads off about fascisms, or freedom, or 
rights and so on without understanding what theyôre talking 

about,  The problem is. They have rejected  authority.  
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I couldnôt even play marbles without accepting authority.  The 
authority of the rules and we all had to 
agree to accept the rules.  We all had to 
agree that weôd be penalised if we broke 
the rules.  Authority.  And as Mugger-
idge puts it, the ultimate authority of 
course is God and once we reject the 
authority of God we donôt have freedom, 
we have anarchy.  These are matters 
youôve got to think about and as true 

Christians youôve got to equip yourself to be able to argue these 
points.  That if you donôt have an orderly society, then there can 

be no freedom at all.   

Even down to elementary matters like 
driving on the road, if we all said, well 
look I find those road laws very repres-
sive, we ought to drive where we like, 
well of course you wouldnôt have free-
dom at all, youôd have even greater  

carnage then youôve got now.   

So we come back to that beautiful statement ï in whose service 
is perfect freedom?  Itôs through service to the ultimate authority 
of God and Godôs laws that we obtain freedom.  So you see this 
thing called philosophy is important isnôt it?  Thatôs the starting 
point.  What men believe governs what they do and please, may I 
stress, youôve got to get it completely correct because we were 

told you donôt get 
figs from thistles.  
you get thistles from 
thistles.  That being 
the case how can 
you get true policies 

from untrue philosophy?  I well recall many years ago as a mem-
ber of the Melbourne Anglican Senate I put up a notion which 

caused a great sensation, that the Sen-
ate should go on record as stressing that 
the philosophy of Christianity, the under-
girding philosophy and that of Marxism 
or Communism, were completely incom-
patible and therefore we should proceed 
from that basis and equip ourselves to 

defeat in what was completely evil.  And Iôm sorry to tell you in 
the great debate that took place, we found that at least half the 
clergy felt ,that you could if you couldnôt get figs from thistles per-
haps you might get half figs, You see, there was some good in 

Communism.  Now thatôs still the confusion today.   

The philosophy of Communism is 
completely, and I merely state that, 
against that of Christianity.  Now what 
is the undergirding philosophy, the 
point of view, about the Christian 
Revelation?  Itôs very simple to me.  
Christ did not come to save systems.  
He insisted they were all to serve the 
individual.  He didnôt say anything 
about saving nations, saving groups.  
The whole thrust was on the individual.  Every individual counted.  
Every individual was a unique person, unlike every other person.  
That to me is one of the most amazing things in the world if youôll 

think about it.  Everyone is different and that of course 
raised another controversial question about equality.  A 
lady at my meeting last Monday night, who Iôm quite sure 
believes she was a Christian, was quite outraged when I 
said I didnôt believe in equality.  The real meaning of the 
equality is no quality at all.  Weôre all reduced to the one 

dead level. Thereôs only one 
sphere of human activity where I 
know where you can claim com-
plete pure equality, and thatôs in 

the field of pure mathematics.  

Thereôs not one of you here to-
day who is equal to anyone else.  Youôre all different and 

Christôs message was to the 
differences, that we were unique 
and everyone could come to 
know the Father through the 
Son.  Each individual is to be 
governed and judged as an  

individual.   

That is why this dreadful talk about group responsibilities is 
so evil.  Itôs only individuals can be held responsible.  Now 
thatôs got awesome responsibilities attached to it as weôll 
see.  Right down to how you use your vote, will be coming 
back to that, but on the other hand what a tremendous con-
cept that each one of us can come to know God, love God 
and serve God, and our uniqueness can be developed if 
weôve got that concept.  But weôve got to create the right 
social and economic and other structures so that can be 
done.  I think we can leave that.  Got any questions we can 

come back but thatôs the starting point.  What is truth? 

Now the whole of history can be written around basically 
two points of view concerning what Iôm now going to do 

discuss called power.  Thereôs 
only two and youôve got to make 
up your mind what is your phi-
losophy about that?  Now youôve 
got the point of view which says 
if we can only concentrate pow-
er sufficiently into the hands of 
an elite of some sort, they in 
their great wisdom can solve all 
the problems of mankind.  They 
can in fact, create a perfect soci-
ety.  The other point of view is 
that the only safe place for pow-
er is decentralised power right 

back to the individual.  Now at this stage many people say 
to me ï well arenôt you getting a little ahead of yourself Mr. 
Butler? before we discuss power, donôt you think we should 
discuss freedom?  We canôt discuss 
freedom without power.  If you have no 
power to make any decisions about 
anything you have no freedom.  Free-
dom is dependent upon what power or 
what sovereignty or what self govern-
ment you posses.  If you donôt have 
that, you have no freedom.  You canôt make any decisions 
about anything.  This is the fundamental question we must 
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get quite clear.   Now historically of course, the Christian approach 
is quite simple and it goes back to that incident, the temptation on 

the mount of the wilderness.  Now the 
temptation there, in the gospel of St Mat-
thew gives you the best description of it, 
where Christ was taken up on that high 
mountain and shown the whole world, 
and there was the temptation. The temp-
tation was with complete world power, 
you could remake the world, that was the 

way to the new world, and Christ rejected it. And Christ said, in 
essence, the only place of power was with the individual, the King-
dom of God was within each individual.  Weôve forgotten that to a 
great extent, but over 2,000 years of Christian endeavor, thereôs 
been an attempt, particularly in the English speaking world, to   

implement that teaching.   

Magna Carter. Weôve forgotten the 
message of Magna Carter. It concerned 
this thing called power.  There were the 
two points of view.  We had Caesar in 
the shape of King John.  We had the 
barons, and I would put it to you, much 
more representative of our political  

party hacks who are representing anybody except themselves. But 
the other group at Magna Carter are generally overlooked and they 

were the spokesman for the Church headed by 
the great Archbishop Stephen Langdon, and 
who do they claim to speak for?  They claim to 
speak on the authority of God and in essence 
they said to Caesar, now listen Caesar, as of 
course Christ said, we need Caesar, but not 
too much of him. Weôve got to, in an orderly 
society, have government, but we donôt want 
so much Caesar thereôs nothing left to render 

unto God.  ñThere is a higher lawò said the Bishops ñand you 
Caesar must obey that higher law along with everybody elseò.  And 
that is why Magna Carter, which of course is not taught these days, 
some kids even think it might be an obscure race horse if you men-
tion it, theyôve never heard about it.  One of the most tremendous 
documents, a great Christian document, restating what regretfully 
today weôve forgotten.  What Iôm putting to you, weôd better start to 
relearn.  Power and authority.  We had to accept the authority of 
God all flowed from there.  Caesar in his correct place, the division 
of power.  The individual had fundamental rights which he didnôt 

obtain from the state.   

Many people tell me, we have a nice 
sounding constitution, it lays down all 
the rights of the individual and you ask, 
well where do you get those rights 
from?  From the state.  Well, what the 
state grants, the state can take away.  
But as you all know Godôs rights, 
Godôs freedoms that are given to us 

are quite free.  A completely different type of authority. 

Now over history we can see how this works out.  We come to the 
test. There is tremendous wisdom in the New Testament, tremen-
dous wisdom, and if we just look at it.  By their fruits, not by what 
they say. not by what they promise.  What are their fruits?  If the 
fruits are bitter, well then the philosophyôs wrong.  As I say, if youôre 

getting thistles, youôve obviously growing thistles, youôre 
not growing figs. That is the acid test and itôs most      
important we keep, to use colloquialism, our eye on the 

ball as we come to look at this a little further.   

Now throughout history there are two policies from the 
two philosophies.  Letôs look at the one where you central-
ise power.  Now, this produces something which has been 
summarised in a law.  Youôve probably all heard it.  The 
great law concerning power.  Enunciated by the great 
Christian, historian and philoso-
pher Lord Acton. And I might 
just remind you as I remind my 
Roman Catholic friends.  this 
statement was made in a letter 
to his friend Lord Crichton when 
he was, as a devout Catholic, 
objecting to the doctrine of  
infallibility concerning the Pope.  This law, as Acton says, 
applies to everybody.  And the law was ï All power 
tends to corrupt.  Absolute power corrupts absolute-
ly.  Now that law, tested over history, is just as absolute 

as the law of gravity.   

You can if youôre a liberal minded person say, well look     
I donôt like that law.  It ought not to 
be like that and youôve got freedom 
to fight if you like.  Like the individual 
he can keep jumping over the cliff if 
he likes and say, well look, I just 
reject this law of gravity, well heôll 
find every time he jumps, heôll hit the 
ground. And as the great GK Ches-

terton said, very witty, most poets seem to have a greater 
insight ,òthe man that jumps over the cliff, not only 
violates the law of gravity, but he demonstrates the 
truth of it.ó  Do you know thatôs what weôre doing today in 
our civilisation?  The plight of the world is demonstrating 
the truth of Godôs universe.  Weôre demonstrating it every 
day.  Itôs just a question of when we wake up and say itôs 
rather silly to keep on jumping over the cliff, but some 
people are not very bright, particularly those who are con-
vinced, well perhaps we just havenôt got enough power 
yet.  If we only had a bit more.  So, as Acton said, they 
become corrupted.  And he said, that applies to every-

body and I donôt care who he is.   

Itôs rather interesting you know if you talk to politicians, 
particularly party politicians, I generally find when they are 

in opposition they agree with 
this law and theyôll tell you, 
yes, of course itôs true, yes 
that bunch have been in  
office far too long, theyôre 
quite corrupted but if only we 
had the power, think of the 
good we could do with it.  But 

it applies to all of us.  It applies to all of us and I could give 
you some quite devastating examples of individuals who 
set out with this liberal view,  just wanted a little bit of 
power, going to do good with it, and the further they went 

the more corrupt they became. 
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Now thereôs one aspect to this corruption that's generally over-
looked.  Many people can see that it corrupts the person that is 
using the power.  As more and more arrogant, self-willed, full of 
his own importance, becomes God.  But thereôs another aspect.  
It corrupts those over whom the power is used.  You see, if you 
are governed by someone else you donôt make any decisions 
yourself, you then are being corrupted.  I hope I donôt upset any-
one.  The traditional objection to 
drunkenness has not been on health 
grounds because, we do a lot more 
dangerous things to our bodies with 
some of the rubbish we eat than con-
suming alcohol.  The traditional objec-
tion was the drunkard surrenders con-
trol of himself, control of purpose, 

thatôs what weôre doing today.   

If we keep surrendering our lives to Caesar, Big Brother, or 
someone else, youôre being corrupted. 
Until eventually you may even reach that 
dreadful state and that must be the most 
dreadful of all is the slave can come to 
love his chains.  What a dreadful level 
that must be.  So the law of power and 

corruption is an absolute.  Itôs as absolute as the law of gravity 
and any other laws you care to define.  Yes it takes awhile to 

work out.  That is why the question of 

history is so important.  Real history.   

A little story of the lecturer full of his own 
importance, real liberal, rejected all au-
thority, on the blackboard was going to 
prove to the students the law of gravity 

was nonsense, that fellow that discovered it, you know the apple 
fell on his head and all those people, they...thatôs a lot of non-
sense, Iôm going to prove it.  And then he said, much to their 

astonishment, Iôm going to now 
demonstrate.  So up he went 
onto the fiftieth floor, the stu-
dents were all waiting and he 
jumped off.  And as he went 
past the fortieth floor he waved 
to them all ï see, he said, quite 
alright ï and he was at that 
point.  But he wasnôt a couple of 

minutes later.             

Youôve all heard of the statement of the mills of God grind slowly, 
but they do grind.  So sometimes itôs like if you violate how you 
should treat your body it may take awhile before it catches up 
with you but eventually it does but it takes time.  That is why 
these tremendous principles, truths, have got to be discussed in a 

time context and that is why the 
Church should be a body of au-
thority on such matters.  One of 
the reasons it should never have 
located for example the field of 
education to Caesar. Thatôs one 
of the results for abdication eve-
rywhere.  These are questions 

weôve got to give a lot of thought to.  So you can take either 
course.  Centralised power with all the corruption, more and more 

compulsion, more and more 
tyrannical government until 
eventually you get complete 
dissatisfaction or the other 
policy rooted in the other 
philosophy thatôs the individ-
ual accounts therefore we 
build from there.  Caesar 
exists to serve the individual.  

Institutions exist to serve the individual.  The group exists 

to serve the individual.   

And now we associate not under compulsion but under the 
great Christian law of love.  Thatôs not one of those silly 

sentimental things like you read 
in all these novels today.  It is a 
brilliant truth.  It works.  It works 
when you apply it.  Any group 
that's come together through 
voluntary association because 

the individuals are attracted towards achieving something 
they couldnôt get on their own.  That is a tremendous suc-
cess.  Thereôs harmony.  The other policy produces disas-
ter.  Now just one final point on this, because itôs associat-
ed with our contemporary world where instead of hav-
ing...using words as they can put it to get a just relationship 

between the mind and things, we 
now throw words at people like 
slogans.  Youôre a fascist, youôre a 
Nazi, youôre an extremist, youôre a 
racist.  These are all slogans.  This 
obscures reality but as I said, you 

donôt change reality by putting different words on it.   

Many years ago in America back 
in the great depression of the thir-
ties there was a famous fellow 
called Huey Long.  he was assas-
sinated..  I merely give it this be-
cause as a young man I was most 
struck by this.  He long predicted 
when the day would come when 

America would go under fascism, but he said they wonôt 

call it fascism, theyôll call it democracy.   

Let me give you another analogy 
of what Iôm trying to get across.  In 
my part of the world where we 
have a few fox problems at lamb-
ing time we use Strychnine, the 
poison, and the form in which we 

obtain it is pinkish powder.  It rather looks like icing sugar.  
Now supposing you put that in the bottle and you label it 
icing sugar, it looked liked icing sugar, but I can assure you 
if you had a teaspoon of it the label would not help you one 

bit.  You donôt change reality by 
putting a different label on it.  
Many people were astonished 
after the Second World War in 
East Germany when large num-
bers of Nazi officials became 

Communist officials.   
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There was no difference.  All they 
had to do was change the label.  The 
reality was just the same.  They were 

motivated by the same philosophy.   

The fascists in Italy.  Mussolini was a 
Marxist.  Thatôs important, that you 

donôt change reality but putting a different label on it.  Itôs the 
reality itself weôve got to look at and therefore to conclude this 
little part of the lecture.  I donôt care what the label you put on 
government. the more it centralises power the greater the cor-
ruption.  The more you take from the individual that which be-
longs to God, the more you corrupt him the more you produce 

the satisfaction in society.  It takes a 

while sometimes to work out.   

Some of you would recall the great 
battles about the British entry into 
the common market.  Again all the 
idealists but behind them were the 

hardnosed people.   The idealists said, this is a marvelous   
vision.  It should work.  It ought to work.  Look at the coming 
togetherness and all the rest.  There were 
those who said, as I was one of them I 
recall, who said that, look you canôt get 
figs from thistles.  The end result must be 
disastrous.  If you had a vote in Britain 
today 80% would say weôve had enough 
to it.  Itôs taken them 80 years to realise 
you donôt get figs from thistles.  They turned their back on their 
own traditions, the undergirding philosophy of Christianity which 
gave rise to their political system and much else and I would 
direct your attention on this question, itôs most important, a little 
book called Foundations of Liberty by Cannon Arthur Fellows 
who examines this historically from a Christian viewpoint.  Chris-
tians may I stress must concern themselves with real history.    
If we donôt know how weôve come to where we are, if we donôt 

know of the great successes weôve 
achieved, then how do we know where 
weôre going?  What have we got to 
offer the next generation that are so 
tormented at the moment of where 
theyôre going?  Cut off from their roots.  
This is absolutely essential for those of 
you who are going to play any effective 
role in the battle thatôs taking place in 

the world today.   

Well now if we can see this the next point is very simple.  The 
real argument for what we call democracy is the decentralisation 
of power where individuals freely are making decisions about 
their own affairs, and to take it from that the realities of the world 
are such that we have discovered principles.  These truths, 
which as I said, transcend human thinking and when we apply 
them they work and itôs amazing how often we do work without 

realising we are working.   

Now letôs take a little simple analogy, 
letôs imagine weôre a marooned 
group of people on one of those idyl-
lic pacific islands and weôre all living 
happily ever afterwards.  After a 
while we decide, well apart from eat-

ing and drinking and all of the things that go with the material 
things of life, weôd like to do other things, weôd like to play 
some games.  So we decide, well now what could we play?  
Weôre different sexes, different ages, so someone says ï 
what about golf?  I remember we used to play golf.  Alright.  
Now the important thing is, before we can play golf weôve got 
to do something, weôve got to form a golf club.  You see 
weôve got to form an association so we as individuals can 
get what we call the increment of association.  You see 
thatôs another part of the truths of this universe.  So the next 
thing we do is we decide, alright we are going to form a golf 

club so we can play golf.  Then the 
next thing is weôve got to have 
something called a constitution.  A 
constitution can be either written 
or unwritten, but it lays down the 
rules and we all agree to sub-
scribe to the rules.  How we are 
going to elect the committee and 
how you are going to run the club 

and so on.   

So we elect the committee 
and then, taking our minds 
ahead we decide, alright 
weôve got to get the facili-
ties for playing golf, clear 
down the bushes.  You put 
down the little putting 

greens and the little hole, which I gen-
erally find is far too small myself, and 
then you have got a social side, youôve 
gotta have a golf club house and when 
itôs all ready we can all then go and 
play golf.  Now please note thereôs no 
nonsense that all golfers are equal, 
because I can assure you that they are 

definitely unequal.  But note the beauty of the association 
inside a framework of principle.  Each individual can play the 

game in accordance with these 
attributes or these interests, if you 
think youôre a budding Gary Play-
er you can go down and put in all 
the time you like, or if youôre just 
a housewife whoôd like a social 
afternoon with the rest of the girls 
or if youôre a businessman who 

just wants to chat over a business deal - you can all play.  
Everybodyôs satisfied.  Now of course the game itself has got 
some rules, in fact I think thereôs only seven words ï the ball 
shall be played where it lays ï Iôll tell you those seven 
words have caused a lot of trouble for a lot of people.  You 
see...and then on top of that thereôs something called an 
ethic.  It used to apply to cricket but cricket like everything 
else has been reduced to a lower level. We talk about thatôs 
not cricket, thatôs the spirit, sportsmanship.  The Anglo-
Saxon used to pride himself on that once.  So in the case of 
golf, if the ball is in the rough when youôre opponents not 
looking you donôt give it a little kick.  And if everyone plays 
within that we all get satisfaction.  The good player, the bad 
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player, the different player.  It works.  That is the type of associ-

ation which reflects reality, serves the individual.   

Well now, letôs imagine one day a group of officials have taken 
one of those special courses they have in universities where 
they study something called sociology and there theyôre con-

vinced this game of golf is very reac-
tionary, itôs really quite bad for people, 
in fact itôs been proved in the higher 
scientific circles it produces traumas, 
youôve heard of all those things sociol-
ogists preach, you know about par-
ents who smack their children, all 

these dreadful things, and really itôs your duty now with our high-
er knowledge to go back and stop that game immediately.  In 
fact to tell them itôs been proved conclusively that baseball is far  
superior, it does a lot things for everybody.  Can you imagine if 
the group come back and said, now with this higher knowledge 

we know whatôs good for you?  So itôs golf out and baseball in.   

Well I suppose the first reaction would be, well letôs have a look 
at the Constitution, whatôs the special provision in the constitu-
tion to call an urgent meeting and vote these idiots out?  Well 

supposing itôs difficult to vote 
them out.  The other thing you 
could do, if youôve got freedom 
of choice, you just pick up your 
golf clubs and you say, well 
cheerio, and all the members 
leave the club and the club no 
longer serves them, so there is 

no longer necessity for a club.  Now if you can  transport your-
selves from there to a society like is emerging today, weôve all 
got to play the equivalent of baseball.  Itôs hard to change the 

committee, because the com-
mittee has all the guns, youôve 
got to stay and play baseball or 
the equivalent. whether you 
want to or not. And people who 
are compelled to do things 
they donôt want to do, donôt do 

it very well. 

Now if youôll grasp those correct principles of association we can 
now come to the final stage of this lecture where what we call 
our society is only a complex association.  Where over history 
individuals have learned how to come together to achieve in 
association what they couldnôt get as individuals.  Itôs fascinating 

you know, to study the growth 
of civilisation.  You go back 
first to the simple tribes.  They 
had to keep shifting with the 
animals, youôll recall in Biblical 
and other stories, to where the 

food was.   

But then in the Middle East, 
the Nile Valley a great discov-
ery was made.  Crops could be 
grown in the one place.  
Grown because it was discov-
ered that Godôs universe is an 

abundant universe.  Have you ever thought about the Lordôs 
Prayer where we are asked óGive us this day our daily breadô 

surely Christ didnôt ask us to 
pray for our daily bread or 
the equivalent, the material 
things of life, if the Father 
hadnôt provided an abun-
dance.  He has.  Itôs not a 
mean miserable world.  Itôs 

a world overflowing, not only with Godôs love but his abun-
dance.  And they discovered it and as they discovered in the 
abundance, and again let us make this comment ï the dis-
covery of truth because itôs important to remember because 
there is another God being elevated by the Liberals and the 

Marxists called science.  What science has done?   

Ladies and gentleman, science 
is merely the discovery of what 
was and is.  Man doesnôt create.  
Man discovers. That gives a new 
relevance to that saying.  Know 
the truth and the truth shall make 
you free. And the more truth we 
discover the greater we can ex-

plain the physical basis of freedom.  Itôs fascinating you 
know that even the terms we use can be misleading such as 

the generation of electricity, as if 
weôve created something. All 
weôve done is change that which 
has already existed.  But weôve 
discovered truth and so as we 
discovered more and more truth 
the old question of poverty was 
slowly but surely shifted.  More 
free time was available so the 

individual could spiritualise himself, the arts, the crafts, all 
started to flourish which gives a new dimension to Godôs 

universe, doesnôt it .   

The whole subject of what is the true purpose of the produc-
tion system.  Does it exist to serve the individual?  Or as 
the Communists say ï to control the individual?  Well the 
questionôs got to have an answer.  Itôs got to have an answer 

to what is called unemployment.  
It is a curse or is it a manifesta-
tion of discovering so many of 
Godôs truths that fewer people in 
the production system provide 
an abundance for all.  Doesnôt 
that mean then under proper 
conditions every individual is 

Godôs child, has got a right to live with dignity and Godôs 
made it available.  And it all comes back to understanding 
these principles.  So then we reach the stage with a devel-
oped society, first of all weôve got economics.  Weôve discov-

ered that private property is 
linked with that philosophy of 
decentralised power.  The own-
ership of something is essential 
for each individual to develop 
himself, even if itôs his own little 
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 cottage which he can paint in his own way, decorate in his own 
way, it may be very humble, but it belongs to that little family and 
through it, they develop themselves.  You see, the test of any 

concept is does it work again?  Thatôs often overlooked.   

The first Communist in the economic 
sense in the North American conti-
nent were the Plymouth pilgrims.  Do 
you know they tried economic Com-
munism, and they nearly came to 
complete disaster in spite of the fact 
they were God fearing and Christian 
but human nature is such, for a man 
that had no family said why should I 

work as hard as that character there whoôs got eight children.  
They nearly came to disaster and they had to then go back to a 
system of private property,  with each individual personally re-
sponsible for that which he was going to operate.  Then they 
started to flourish.  It doesnôt matter what the property may be.  
Itôs not property as such which corrupts, itôs the misuse of it.  

Private property.  If we accept what 
works, the consumer has got to con-
trol it. Well we have something called 
the money vote.  Weôll be having a 

look at that.  Money is a vote.   

Now thereôs no argument, the free 
enterprise system of economics has 

provided access to Godôs abundance on a scale that just dwarfs 
the imagination.  The bread of life aspectôs been solved.  But we 

were told, man does not 
live by bread alone, heôs 
got to have more than 
bread, alright.  So heôs got 
to have freedom but before 
he can do that in society 
heôs a social animal, heôs 

got to live together, like our golf club so heôs got to have govern-
ment.  Thatôs all government is, the equivalent of the golf club 
committee.  Then youôve gotta have a constitution to govern it 

because the reality of history has 
taught us that governments, once 
they get a little power, want more 
power.  So the Christianôs got to 
have a view on this.  And our Chris-
tian forebears did have those views 
because they were taught.  They 

needed Caesar but not too much of him.  Itôs rather interesting, 
that in the English world, we built up that Trinitarian concept of 

government.  That to me is 
fascinating. The House of 
Commons, the Lower 
House, then an Upper 
House to check, divide the 
power and originally, the 
House of Lords was both 
Lords Temporal and Lords 
Spiritual.  And you may be 

amazed to know this that up until 1917 Christianity was accepted 
as part of the unwritten constitution of England.  It was then 
abolished as part of the new enlightenment.  And on top of that 

weôve got that other part of our constitutional system called 
The Constitutional Monarchy, and again itôs a great tragedy 
that few can put forward a case for the retention of monar-

chy, the Christian background 
and the role it should play in the 
type of government thatôs Chris-
tian.  Along with that, govern-
ments should be responsible for 
defence, but governments 
should be confined to merely, as 

with the golf club, overseeing the rules governing the club 
and maintain with the maximum freedom for individuals   

inside the club to get on with the game of life.   

So over here thatôs where the real game of life is played.  
The third division, the cultural, the spiritual.  Thatôs where the 
great advances have been.  You see all true progress is mor-
al progress.  All true progress is moral progress.  It 

doesnôt tell us much to 
say weôve invented a 
plane now that cuts four 
hours off flying from here 
to New York.  The ques-
tion is, what do we do 

with the four hours weôve saved?  Thatôs the question?   

Do we spiritualise our lives more with this free time, or do we 
merely have the free time to put us to do some more material 
activity under control of someone whoôs got the power to do 
it?  Service to one another through the boy scouts, girl 
guides, all this is where the real progress of manôs taken 
place.  Look at the subject for example of the arts.  Isnôt this 

where all the real pro-
gress has been made 
coming from individu-
als?  Can anybody im-
agine a government 
department writing the 
plays of Shakespeare?  
or perhaps the great 
paintings of Michelan-

gelo?  These are all the flowering of individuals.  Spirituality 
pouring out.  And the tragedy is that thereôs so much of it 

today that still potential itôs crushed.   

Even sport itself is re-
duced to the level of 
paid gladiators.  Youôve 
all seen this and to con-
clude then ladies and 
gentleman,  if we had a 
truly Christian society, 
that is one that reflects 

truth, that is the philosophy of truth, decentralised power, it 
would be one in which economics and politics would be kept 
to their true place, which is to serve the individual so that in 
that third aspect of his affairs he can get on with the real 

game of life motivated by that Christian teaching of love.   

To have that vision requires not a mechanical detailed        
blueprint of how you are all going to live, but a                   
tremendous hope and a tremendous adventure. 
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Timeless Principles  ̧Part 2  

ECONOMICS  by Jeremy Lee      

Some people really donôt know how to    
produce anything, so they donôt have much 
credit.  Others have great capacity.  So letôs 
forget about financial credit and look at real 
credit and I put to you ï real credit = produc-
tive capacity.  Thatôs the capacity of those 

people to produce the things that they want, and that is made up 
of a number of different things which Iôve listed under various 
headings as you can see.  The first thing is before any group of 
people, before any nation can produce anything, theyôve gotta 
have something to start with.  You couldnôt go right out into the 
middle of space and start producing things because all youôve got 

around you is space.  So Iôve listed the simplest most basic things  

EARTH,  the source of food, it transforms seeds into life, plants, 

in fact itôs really the bed of all production if you like.   

AIR that we breathe,  without air of course we couldnôt live.  

WATER,  which again is absolutely essential to life.   

MINERALS  that we shape into the various tools that we use and  

SOLAR ENERGY  in a wider sense then just sunbeams.        
Sunbeams is the start, but sunbeams are then locked into various 
types of energy ,for example, petroleum or coal, all of which really 
is trapped sunbeams.  We call it solar energy, locked into fossil 

fuels, just trapped in there and then mankind can use it.   

And you look at that list first of all and you would have to ask the 
question, how much of that was created by man.  Quite obviously 

none of it.  Who created it then?  
Well Christians donôt even have to 
think about that.  They know very 
well this was created by God and 
was given to man.  Now this 
sounds absolutely trite doesnôt it?  
Most people know that.  Little chil-
dren would know this and yet do 
you know that once youôve accept-
ed that you have taken a giant 
stride away from every type of eco-

nomic teaching in any university in the world at the present time 
because every university teaches 
that labour produces all wealth.  
We have what is called the Labour 
Theory of Value which is taken as 
a divine principle in the Law of 
Economics.  Labour produces all 
wealth?  Well how much of that 
was produced by labour?  None of 
it.  It was produced and created by 

God and given to man for nothing.  We didnôt have to pay hard 
purchase to get that.  We didnôt have to go and sign a contract.  
We were given a huge area of wealth for nothing which strikes a 
second deadly blow at economics taught around the world which 
is that you never get anything for nothing.  Well we started off 
pretty well.  God gave us a vast area of capital, physical capital, 

to his children and said, this is for you.  You are to take 
dominion over that.  Youôd better use it, use it properly, 
husband it, thatôs where we get the word husbandry from, 
and for a long time man lived in an environment that had all 
these things that God had given us and we didnôt really 

know how to use it.   

So our economic systems were the most primitive things.  
You can read it in the Old 
Testament.  Simple tribes 
that just herded cattle on 
hillsides.  You can still see 
many nations in the world 
that live at that level of 
economy.  Sustenance.  

Sometimes they eat berries out of the forest, shoot an ani-
mal, there whole economic system, there productive sys-
tem is a terrific struggle just to extract life out of what God 
has given us.  But you see, inherent in what God had given 
us is also this thing which weôve developed in the previous 

lecture that if you discover truth it makes life better for you.   

And man began to discover 
ways to use this beautiful 
capital that God had given 
us.  He discovered some-
thing called a wheel.  He 
didnôt really invent it.  He 
merely discovered a natural 
law that was there.  Wheels 

turn, theyôre round, you can shift things with them, you can 
even ride on them and as soon as he discovered that wheel 
his real credit grew a little bit.  He discovered something 

called a lever.  You can get 
a lever and put it over a 
fulcrum and you can get on 
the end and you can shift 
the weight you couldnôt shift 
with your muscles.  Now he 
didnôt actually create the 

lever, he simply discovered that by putting two things to-
gether heôd stumbled on part of Godôs law and it made 
things easier and he began to bank this knowledge of how 
to use the environment into his mind and then to pass it on 
to his children.  You see, once the wheel had been discov-
ered we didnôt have to keep discovering it every generation, 

fathers told sons and sons had that knowledge for nothing.   

So as God gave people something for nothing we in turn, 
having discovered how to use this, then passed it onto our 

children for nothing.  We 
had a mechanism to do this 
which we call our education 
system and the educational 
system is supposed to be a 
mechanism to keep passing 
on to those who come after 

us what we have learned about the environment that God 
has given us.  Not just in production but in every sphere of 
the human activity and this bank of knowledge that weôve 
got we call our cultural heritage.  The Americanôs call it 
óknow-howô which perhaps is more graphic.  You just keep 
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passing your know-how on and each generation gets that cultural 

heritageðsomething for nothing.   

Now itôs quite possible for a generation to come along which says 
ï this cultural heritage you know is 
just a waste of time, why bother to 
pick it up, why bother to learn it?  
And you can have a bank of 
knowledge which has taken 1,000 
years to build up, destroyed in one 
generation and what happens to that 
civilisation, they go right back to 
square one, and it might take them 

another thousand years to build up the same cultural heritage 
that the previous civilisation might have had.  You lose the whole 
thing just by disobedience or neglect or pride but provided you 
use the cultural heritage you have been given correctly, how do 
use what God has given us?  Certainly in a productive sense it 
enables a number of great benefits or increments to come flowing 
through, and in a productive sense, every time we discover a way 
of making advances, doing things easier, learning how to use our 

environment, we can translate that into one of two fields.   

Either we can continue to 
increase production or else 
as weôve discovered a way to 
make it easier we can have 
more leisure, we can have 
our Sundayôs off, we could 
even have Saturday after-
noons off.  And I would put it 

to you again, right against everything that is taught that what we 
call the greatest progress, if weôre gonna use that word, civilisa-
tion, comes out of leisure and not out of work.  Weôre only chal-
lenging a few sacred cows no doubt.  People say ï leisure in-
stead of work!  Well you can test it.  Go and have a look at socie-

ties that have no leisure at all.  
Theyôre the most brutalised 
type of societies that youôll 
ever find.  You can think of a 
number of examples.  I spent 
nearly all my life in Africa and 
you can see many people 
there who have no leisure.  I 
can think of one tribe in the 

Kalahari Desert. Theyôd be the hardest working people on earth.  
Their economic system simp-
ly evolves around getting up 
as the sun comes up, going 
off hunting, perhaps going 30 
or 40 miles, if theyôre very 
lucky they find an animal, 
shoot it, drag it back home, 
absolutely exhausted, put it in 
a cooking pot, eat it and that 
gives them the strength the 

next day to get up and do the same thing.  And if you donôt do it 
you go hungry.  They are absolutely on a treadmill if you like, just 
to keep going and there is a society without any music, without 
any art, without any history, without any dreamtime, without any 
culture, without pictures and they could be like that for another 

1,000 years until they simply discover one little new facet 
about Godôs creation which might break them out.  Perhaps 
just a new weapon to shoot that animal, I donôt know.  Per-
haps the fact that you can plant seeds in the ground and 
make it grow into food.  The Socialist mentality says ... full 
employment for everybody seven days a week, including 
wives.  One of the most remarkable things that people 
come back from a trip through those places and they say 

11 oôclock at night you see 
old women running con-
crete machines and sweep-
ing the streets ï thatôs a 

brutalised society.   

But as against that go back 
into periods in our own his-
tory as we developed a 

very dim understanding of how to use our environment in a 
Christian way and one of the most interesting periods is 
right back in the 1200ôs, the same period that produced 

Magna Carter, when alt-
hough theyôd never heard 
of motor cars and TVs and 
all the gadgets that clutter 
up our society today, for 
what they needed they had 
a good productive system.  
Their food, their clothing, 

their shelter, their simple needs and the result of this was 
that the average family in England, and not only England 
but really right through parts of Europe, between 1200 and 
1300 were working 16 weeks of the year.  Sixteen weeks of 
the year and here we are arguing about a 35 hour week as 
though the end of the world had come.  The Church which 
was very strong decreed 150 holidays a year.  One hun-
dred and fifty holidays a year.  They were called Holy Days.  
Thatôs where the word came from.  And there was a special 
saint for each day and you go through the old Church cal-
endars and look at the Saintôs Days, youôd have a job re-

membering how many 
there were.  And on those 

days you didnôt work!   

Well what on earth did 
people do with 150 holi-
days a year?  Did they all 
go down to the pub and 
get blind drunk or on drugs 
or get on motorbikes and 
go screeching round the 
streets or... They translat-
ed that enormous leisure 
period into the greatest 
explosion of culture, they 
spiritualised their lives 
that weôve probably ever 
seen.  In a period of 97 
years they build 48 of the 
most beautiful cathedrals 

that mankind has ever seen and they were built in spare 
time as a leisure activity and you go into cathedrals like 
Westminster Abby or Canterbury Cathedral, Exeter, Wells, 
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right up and down the length and land of Britain.  You walk into 
buildings that are out of this world.  Six or seven hundred feet long, 
three hundred feet tall and the thing that hits you is the almost ex-
cruciating amount of detail and care and love that went into build-
ing this.  Minute carvings all done with simple hand tools.  The first 
one that was ever built was Notre dame Cathedral in France.  They 

had 2,500 volunteers working on 
that cathedral every day for 80 
years...howôs that!  And you 
come outside and you see 
scratched into the old stonework 
óTo the greater glory of Godô.  
There were no strikes, no over-
time, no union officials, none of 
the nonsense that weôve got 
today.  People just got together 
after the food and the house-

keeping and the living side of life is concerned and say ï what are 
we gonna do?  Letôs build the most beautiful thing we can do, up 
on the hill there and away theyôd go for 80 years.  It wasnôt only in 

the field of the Church ï their 
cottages; many of them are 
standing today.  When you built 
a home there you didnôt build it 
for 60 years you built it for 800.  
Little cottages right up and down 
Britain.  Those marvellous villag-
es.  Guild halls where they used 

to hold their civic functions.  Their markets.  Nearly everybody 
played a musical instrument; you were an absolute nong if you 

didnôt play something or other.  
Terrific amount of drama.  
There was really no barrier be-
tween the Church and the state.  
If you had a great problem in 
your village you took  it into the 
Church and people used to sit 
around in the Church and     

discuss philosophical questions and political questions and how 
should we run the nation and thatôs how Magna Carter really was a 
Christian document.  It was the product really of the Church even 
though it applied to the state.  And people call that period Merry 
England.  Merry England.  Thereôs a nice ring about that.  And it 
flowed through to the 1400ôs and the 1500ôs and it began to throw 
up individuals who had a tremendous personal development of 
genius which comes out of a type of field that is nurtured in a    

certain type of way.  People like 
Shakespeare and Bacon, the father 
of deductive science, and then 

gradually men lost the vision.   

The next great discovery under 
heading three there, was something 
called the Division of Labour.  Now 

up until that time everything had been done on the very simple 
cottage industry basis. One man was a thatcher.  He thatched 
roofs on cottages.  One man was a man who put shoes on horses.  
One man was a clothier and made coats.  Everything was done on 
an individual simple cottage industry basis.  One man was the 
baker who made homemade loaves.  One man might make nails 
for building and they had very primitive nails and he used to sit 

down in his village with a little forge in front of him and 
heôd draw bars of iron into the right length with a hammer 

and a forge and then heôd 
put a point on one end and 
a flat head on the other end 
and working under that 
system day after day he 
might produce 50 nails a 
day.  And then he discov-
ered if you sat four people 
down in a line and each 

person took part of the process.  One, he did the iron, the 
next one put the points on, the next man put the flat 
heads on, the next man packed them into their little rush 
baskets, that without any extra effort production now in-
creased to 150 nails per person instead of 50.  There 
was a new extra bonus that came without effort simply by 

discovering correct principles.   

And that was the forerunner of huge industrial lines that 
really have taken it too far today.  We might see a car 
going right through a factory and each person does one 

thing.  You just spend your 
life putting a bolt on or a 
steering wheel on or paint-
ing it or whatever.  And 
because that endless belt is 
so long and there are so 
many things coming off it 
they all being to look exact-
ly the same.  I think the first 

one that really hit the world was Henry Ford and his Mod-
el T car, I think a million came off an endless belt back in 

1920.  So many of them 
that Henry Ford coined that 
famous phrase ñif you want-
ed a Model T Ford, you 
could have any colour you 
wanted so long as it was 
blackò.  But really if you 
think about it, that discovery 

should have knocked that 16 weeks of the year down to 

13 weeks of the year or perhaps 12.   

And then all of a sudden man discovered the most in-
credible thing of all, the strange thing called the machine, 
and here was the means, this strange thing, whether it 
was a steam engine or electricity or a one horse power 
motor or whatever.  Of translating solar energy straight 
into production without human muscles being involved at 
all.  This one horse power motor would do the work of ten 
men with wages, sweat, blood, tears, toil, tardiness for a 
few pence a week.  Can you just imagine standing in the 
industrial revolution as the first machines that mankind 
had ever known came into existence and looking forward 

into the future and trying to 
dream what society is going 
to come out of this.  Is the 
day actually coming in the 
future when weôre gonna 
have men walking round a 
paddock behind a horse 
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and a plough  weôre actually gon-
na have a machine that plants the 
wheat and harvests it.  People 
would have said ï thatôs mad, 
donôt be ridiculous. I saw the fig-
ures for the USA the other day; if 
they got all their wheat harvesters 
into one paddock they could har-
vest the whole state of Iowa, 
which is 56,000 square miles, in a 
fraction under 24 hours.  Stagger-

ing.   

Is the day coming when man no 
longer has to crawl down a hole in 
a ground with a pick and a shovel 
on his back and a bag with a 
lamplight to hack out a few miner-
als, put it in his bag and crawl his 
way up to the surface, weôre going 
to have machines mining our min-
erals for us.  Weôre going to bring 
into Australia, this is an awful 
thought, three machines that are 
so big that each machine wouldnôt 
even sit on a football pitch.  Now 
weôre gonna have three of those 

gulping away 24 hours a day.   

And then the most incredible ques-
tion of all is - are they coming 
when man no longer really has to 

work.  We need fewer and fewer people to produce the things 
that are needed.  That weôre moving into an age when that 
dreadful punishment of the Garden of Eden, by the sweat of 
your brow, a punishment from God, is going to be lifted off the 
backs of man.  And that terrified the world that thought.  And 
instead of facing up to what was happening when you think 
about it the machine did the very opposite.  The first machines 

that were built and served liberat-
ing people were actually put into 
the cotton mills of Lancashire and 
as the machines came in one 
side of the factory the door at the 
other end opened and people just 
got the sack, they werenôt need-
ed, and they stumbled out into a 

new world.   

A new world where production was increasing and more people 
were starving cause they hadnôt got jobs.  What weôre talking 

about now, this huge unemploy-
ment, weôve been smothering up 
for 200 years you know.  Itôs not 
something new.  Itôs just gotten 
more and more intense but it 
started then.  The production of 
Britain rose and the starvation of 
Britain increased. Isnôt it ridicu-

lous?  And workers scratched their heads and said ï whatôs the 

answer?  The answer is ï letôs get rid of the machine.   

So they had gangs that went round Britain in the dead of night 

with huge jackhammers, broke into the factories and tried to 
smash the machines to pieces.  The luddites.  They couldnôt 

hold it up, it was coming in so 
fast, there was an avalanche of 

technology.   

But the next development was 
much more frightening.  There 
was a little man called Karl 
Marx sitting in Britain, thatôs 

where he was, in the middle of that industrial 
revolution, writing a book in the British Muse-

um called the 
C o m m u n i s t 
Manifesto.  If 
you look at that 
book it was written as a re-
sponse to this new develop-
ment and he says it was not 
the machine that was to blame.  
It was ownership of the ma-
chine and if we could produce 
a new scientific world where 
we got rid of all private proper-
ty how could one man exploit 
his brother?  So let us build a 
revolutionary machine that will 
sweep the world and all the 
institutions that have shaped 
that previous world including 
the Christian Church.  Itôs gotta 
be broken by violence on the 

scrap heap of history and the new scientific age of equality 

put in its place.   

And you know if youôre starving 
and youôve got your kids work-
ing down sloshing through the 
mines underground as they 
were in that industrial revolu-
tion, little kids of seven and 
eight down thousands of feet in 
the darkness, or your wives 
were working 16 hours a day 

for the price of bread, you know youôll listen to anything and 
that movement has now taken a third of the world, more 
than that, but it provides the thinking, the teaching, the 
learning in our part of the world.  At every university broadly 
the economic teaching weôre getting is one variety or anoth-
er of Marxism.  Sometimes consciously, sometimes quite 

unconsciously.   

But what was the Christian 
answer?  The Christian said to 
those who are sloshing through 
the water ï this world is a vale 
of tears, weôre not meant to 
enjoy ourselves in there.  Just 
think about the world to come.  
Itôs a bit tough to accept that if 

your kids are starving.   
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And so we just blundered on economically trying to fit into our 
economic system two totally impossible things.  One said ï more 
and more and more technology, the second said ï full employ-
ment for everybody and he who shall now work neither shall he 

eat.  The Christian was divided on this question himself.   

And if youôre gonna try and run an economic system with those 
two totally impossible things in it, youôve only one question to an-

swer ï what are you  gonna 
do with all the production?  
And you have to shape a 
certain type of economic 
system to keep the thing 
going and that is an eco-
nomic system that produces 
more and more and more 
whether it is required or not.  
So we launched a techno-
logical attack on Godôs envi-

ronment which was really not husbandry at all.  It was now de-
struction.  We began to try and keep going by producing more 
and more and more.  You look at technological societies that 
have played this game harder and longer than any other and you 
see the most destructive.  Communism is destructive but look at 

Capitalism.  Look at the 
United States.  It had to 
make economic units that 
produced more to survive.  
So in the space of 20 years 
they shifted 16 million little 
farmers off the soil because 
they were told ï now your 
farms are no longer produc-
ing enough, youôve gotta 

produce more to keep going.  America was built around the 
Homestead Act which was a Christian concept ï just a little bit of 

property for each family. 
That was gone.  So you 
amalgamated farms togeth-
er and then you amalgamat-
ed those together again and 
finally you produce some-
thing called an agribusiness 
which was run more like a 
government department 
then a farm and you had on 

huge great tracks of land people with white coats walking around 
and you had a department 
of chooks and you had a 
department of cabbages 
and a department of cows 
and the whole thingôs crash-
ing now because you canôt 
run farms like that and the 
little farm is coming back ï 

but what a way to learn!   

And what happened to 16 million people just heaved out of one 
social economic environment and dumped down in another?  
Where did they go?  They still had to live, they still had to have 
this thing called a job, so they went to the big cities.  And the big 

cities, instead of being nice places as they used to be, 
became awful.  And in 
came a man with a ball on 
the end of a chain and he 
began to knock down the 
little suburban homes and 
up in their places went 
high rise flats and you 
began to pack people into 

those like chooks into a chook pen and weôre doing this all 
over Sydney and Melbourne as though itôs progress.  

What a way to bring up 
kids!  You canôt keep a 
puppy, you canôt keep a 
kitten, most of them you 
canôt even keep a budger-
igar.  I heard of one not so 
long ago in Canada they 
built ï they forgot to put 

stairways in it.  All they had were electric lifts and if the 
power went off or you had a power strike you were just 

trapped in your rat hole 
like a rat in a rat trap.  The 
power went off in one 
area for three days.  So 
they had a helicopter flap-
ping up and down outside 
this building trying to 
throw sausages in 

through the window.  The ones we have in Melbourne or 
Sydney we have four or five social workers attached to 
each building simply cause of the breakdown of the family 

in those conditions.   

It wasnôt terribly long ago we had the Minister for Housing 
in the Soviet Union as a privileged guest over one block of 
flats in Melbourne.  He said it was better than anything 
they had in Russia and the very day he went round some 
poor wretched woman threw herself off the top of one 
building and committed suicide, theyôve had a number ï 

she said ï I canôt take it any longer.   

Now if somehow you can survive living in an environment 
like that you come out down into the ant heap down below 
and from Monday to Friday thereôs a huge race trying to 

get this thing called a job.  
And away they go into 
industry if youôre lucky 
enough to have a job in 
industry and in industry 
thereôs only one problem 
ï how do we get rid of this 
mountain of stuff that 

weôre producing?  Weôve got machines now which at the 
touch of a button can produce in minutes what it took days 
to produce a few years ago.  So we begin to devise totally 
destructive ways of shifting it.  First thing is, exporting.  
Export it.  Export or die.  And the whole world is caught up 
in exports.  Except for one group ï the Communists.  They 
say ï you send all your exports to us.  We donôt want to 

export back at you.  Weôll just live off your Western  


