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INTRODUCTION

by Hans V. Andersen, Jr.

This booklet is one of the best known talks by Ezr& Banson. For members who have not
studied the positions of the prophets on political aswhemic questions this will appear unique.
Those who have studied know LDS prophets from Josepth Sm down have expressed their
political and economic opinions. The Prophets have ialsued statements on the Church’s effort
to maintain the strictest possible neutrality. Howvel members reconcile these two seemingly
conflicting facts? Have our prophets crossed thenselve

President James E. Faust, in his LDSGeneral Conferaadress October 5, 1997 quoted in
part a 1953 conference address by Marion G. Romney awoigroned the apostate spirit of those
who would limit the prophets right to speak up on poliissues.

Then came the “sixty-four dollar question.” “Do you believe that Heber hitGra prophet of God?”
His answer: “I think he ought to keep his mouth shut about old agtaas®.” Ensign November,
1997, p. 54.)

Is Elder Faust out of step with the Church’s policy dintainingthe strictest possible
neutrality on political and economic issues? Whose going tceviniin a letter and straighten him
out?

Was Harold B. Lee out of line with the policy when $&d government subsidies and
socialism are threats to the church:

Now, keep in mind with all the crowding in of the socialistic reform progréhat are threatening the
very foundation of the Church... Whenever we allow ourselves ¢onte entangled and have to be
subsidized from government sources—and we think that it's the erpediy to do business in this
day—or when we yield to such pressures, | warn you that government subsidiestiaed oad’s way;...”
(Harold B. Lee,The Teachings of Harold B. Lg&996], pp. 314-15)

In the back of this booklet are statements by allpgiephets. Can we reconcile their very
political statements with the Church’s policystfictest possible neutrality®/e can if we realize:
1) the Church does not endorse political candidatetiepaor their platforms, but 2) the Church
does endorse moral political and moral economic [pies



Those who favor socialism, government controls,egament schools, licensing, etc. hope to
convince the vast majority of the membership of tiheirCh thatneutrality means the prophets
have no political principles. They hope to convince ybat neutrality means your political
principles are a separate part of your life and themoisieed to turn to the prophets or their
scriptures to obtain your political principles. Only ieyhcan pull us away from our prophets and
have us turn a blind eye and a deaf ear to the prophetshey hope to get us to reject the
prophets. These people hope to seduce us to believeriwtivés and to partake of their spoils
and hence pull us away from our prophets. Unity withLibrel's prophets by the membership of
the Church is possible only if we unite with them ahdase the prophets’ views.

MEMBERSURGED TO BEFULL PARTICIPANTS INCOMMUNITY AND
GOVERNMENTAIAFFAIRS

In a letter to General Authorities and local leadarghe United States, the First Presidency
encouraged members of the Church to be “full participamtpolitical, governmental and
community affairs.” The letter, dated Jan. 15, wasetoead in sacrament meetings.

The full text of the letter follows:

We wish to reiterate the divine counsel that membsteuld be anxiously engaged in a good
cause, and do many things of their own free will &ning to pass much righteousness,” while
using gospel principles as a guide and while cooperaiithigother like-minded individuals. (D&C
58:27.)

Through such wise participation as citizens, we ara fhebetter compliance with this
scripture:

“Governments were instituted of God for the benefit nman; and that he holds men
accountable for their acts in relation to them.” (D&84:1.)

Therefore, as in the past, we urge members of the Eharbe full participants in political,
governmental, and community affairs. Members of thar€h are under special obligations to seek
out and then uphold those leaders who are “wise,”dgaand “honest.” (See D&C 98:10.)

Thus, we strongly urge men and women to be willingséose on school boards, city and
county councils and commissions, state legislatuned, adher high offices of either election or
appointment, including involvement in the political yawt their choice.

While the Church does not endorse political candigpéatforms, or parties, members are
counseled to study the candidates carefully and wotthdse individuals they believe will act with
integrity and in ways conducive to good communitiesl good government. Hence, political
candidates are asked not to imply that their cacglidaendorsed by the Church or its leaders.

As always, Church facilities may not be used for malitpurposes, nor Church directories or
mailing lists.

Sincerely yours,
The First Presidency

(Deseret NewsSaturday, February 7, 1998)

And that law of the land which is constitutional, supporting that principle eddivm in
maintaining rights and privileges, belongs to all mankind, and is justifiabtedefie.

Therefore, |, the Lord, justify you, and your brethren of my churcheiriending that law
which is the constitutional law of the land;



And as pertaining to law of man, whatsoever is more or less than thistlcofrevil.
I, the Lord God, make you free, therefore ye are free indeed; andwhalso maketh you
free.
Nevertheless, when the wicked rule the people mourn.
(D&C 98:5-9)

We believe that no government can exist in peace, except such lafvanaed and held
inviolate as will secure to each individual the free exercis®o$adence, the right and control of
property, and the protection of life.

(D&C 134:2)



THE PROPERROLE
OF GOVERNMENT

by Ezra Taft Benson

Men in the public spotlight constantly are asked to esgpran opinion on a myriad of
government proposals and projects. “What do you thinkR\6A?” “What is your opinion of
Medicare?” “How do you feel about Urban Renewal?” Ti$ieid endless. All too often, answers to
these questions seem to be based, not upon any solgplairbut upon the popularity of the
specific government program in question. Seldom are wiking to oppose a popular program if
they, themselves, wish to be popular—especially if tkek public office.

GOVERNMENTSHOULD BE BASEDUPON SOUND PRINCIPLES

Such an approach to vital political questions of theaayonly lead to public confusion and
legislative chaos. Decisions of this nature shoulddse=d upon and measured against certain basic
principles regarding the proper role of government. If principdgse correct, then they can be
applied to any specific proposal with confidence.

Are there not, in reality, underlying, universal principles witkenerice in which all issues must be
resolved whether the society be simple or complex in itshamécal organization? It seems to me we
could relieve ourselves of most of the bewilderment whichrsettles and distracts us by subjecting each
situation to the simple test of right and wrong. Right and wrongaal principles do not change. They
are applicable and reliable determinants whether the situatidthswhich we deal are simple or
complicatedThere is always a right and wrong to every question which requires our soli#lbart E.
Bowen,Prophets, Principles and National Survivpl,21-2)

Unlike the political opportunist, the true statesmaruesiprinciple above popularity, and
works to create popularity for those political principldsch are wise and just.

THE CORRECTROLE OFGOVERNMENT

| should like to outline in clear, concise, and gfhéiforward terms the political principles to
which | subscribe. These are the guidelines which mdeter now and in the future, my attitudes
and actions toward all domestic proposals and profcgovernment. These are the principles
which, in my opinion, proclaim the proper role of gowvaent in the domestic affairs of the nation:

[1] believe that governments were instituted of God for theebeof man; and that he holds men
accountable for their acts in relation to them, both in makiwg @nd administering them, for the good
and safety of society.

[I] believe that no government can exist in peace, except auchdre framed and held inviolate as
will secure to each individual the free exercise of conseiethe right and control of property, and the
protection of life...

[I] believe that all men are bound to sustain and uphold the raspgavernments in which they
reside, while protected in their inherent and inalienable righthéblatvs of such governments; and that
sedition and rebellion are unbecoming every citizen thus protentddshould be punished accordingly;
and that all governments have a right to enact such laws lasirirowvn judgments are best calculated to



secure the public interest; at the same time, however, holdangdsthe freedom of conscience. (D&C
134:1-2, 5)

THE MOSTIMPORTANTFUNCTIONOF GOVERNMENT

It is generally agreed that the most important sirighction of government is to secure the
rights and freedoms of individual citizens. But, whae¢ those rights? And what is their source?
Until these questions are answered there is littldihood that we can correctly determihew
government can best secure them. Thomas Paine, balo& tlays of the American Revolution,
explained that:

Rights are not gifts from one man to another, nor from orgs ol men to another. . . . It is
impossible to discover any origin of rights otherwise than in the origin 0of ineonsequently follows that
rights appertain to man in right of his existence, and must tiherefoequal to every marR.P.N.S, p.
141)

The great Thomas Jefferson asked:

Can the liberties of a nation be thought secure when we havevegntiveir only firm basis, a
conviction in the minds of the people that these libertiesofitiee gift of God? That they are not to be
violated but with his wrath?Norks,8:404;P.P.N.S, p. 141)

Starting at the foundation of the pyramid, let ust fasnsider the origin of those freedoms we
have come to know as human rights. There are omypogsible sources. Rights are eitGerd-
givenas part of the Divine Plan, or they ay@nted by governmerats part of the political plan.
Reason, necessity, tradition and religious conwstiall lead me to accept the divine origin of these
rights. If we accept the premise that human rightsgeaeted by government, then we must be
willing to accept the corollary that they can be ddrby government. |, for one, shall never accept
that premise. As the French political economist FiekldBastiat, phrased it so succinctly, “Life,
liberty, and property do not exist because men have faade On the contrary, it was the fact
that life, liberty, and property existed beforehand tatsed men to make laws in the first place.”
(The Law p. 6)

THE REAL MEANINGOF THE SEPARATIONOF CHURCHAND STATE

| support the doctrine of separation of church and statgaditionally interpreted to prohibit
the establishment of an official national religi®ut | am opposed to the doctrine of separation of
church and state as currently interpreted to divomxemment from any formal recognition of
God. The current trend strikes a potentially fatalvold the concept of the divine origin of our
rights, and unlocks the door for an easy entry afriutyranny. If Americans should ever come to
believe that their rights and freedoms are institat®dng men by politicians and bureaucrats, then
they will no longer carry the proud inheritance ogithforefathers, but will grovel before their
masters seeking favors and dispensations—a throwbatile tFeudal Systems of the Dark Ages.
We must ever keep in mind the inspired words of Thodedferson, as found in the Declaration of
Independence:

We hold these truths to be self-evident, that all men aréedregual, that they are endowed by their
Creator with certain unalienable Rights, that among these fare_lberty, and the pursuit of Happiness.
That to secure these rights, Governments are instituted amamgdetéving their just powers from the
consent of the governed®.P.N.S, p. 519)



Since God created men with certain unalienable rigimd man, in turn, created government to
help secure and safeguard those rights, it follows rf@n is superior to the creature which he
created. Man is superior to government and should inemaster over it, not the other way
around. Even the non-believer can appreciate the dbgigs relationship.

THE SOURCEOF GOVERNMENTPOWER

Leaving aside, for a moment, the question of theneiorigin of rights, it is obvious that a
government is nothing more or less than a relatiseiall group of citizens who have been hired, in
a sense, by the rest of us to perform certain funcaodsdischarge certain responsibilities which
have been authorized. It stands to reason that tlegrgoent itself has no innate power or privilege
to do anything. Its only source of authority and poisdrom the people who have created it. This
is made clear in the Preamble to the ConstitutiothefUnited States, which reads: “WE THE
PEOPLE" do ordain and establish this Constitutiortiier United States of America.”

The important thing to keep in mind is that the peegygie have created their government can
give to that government only such powers as theyndbkes, have in the first place. Obviously,
they cannot give that which they do not possesstrgoquestion boils down to this. What powers
properly belong to each and every person in the abséraxed prior to the establishment of any
organized governmental form? A hypothetical questide®, indeed! But, it is a question which is
vital to an understanding of the principles which uleléhe proper function of government.

Of course, as James Madison, sometimes called therFaf the Constitution, said, “If men
were angels, no government would be necessary. iangre to govern men, neither external nor
internal controls on government would be necesséfné FederalistNo. 51)

NATURALRIGHTS

In a primitive state, there is no doubt that each mvanold be justified in using force, if
necessary, to defend himself against physical hagainst theft of the fruits of his labor, and
against enslavement of another. This principle wearlsl explained by Bastiat:

Each of us has a natural right—from God—to defend his person, hiy,liaed his property. These
are the three basic requirements of life, and the presengitemmy one of them is completely dependent
upon the preservation of the other two. For what are our ileeldut the extension of our individuality?
And what is property but an extension of our facultid$fe(Law p. 6)

Indeed, the early pioneers found that a great de#thenf time and energy was being spent
doing all three—defending themselves, their propertgt their liberty—in what properly was
called the “Lawless West.” In order for man to prospgee cannot afford to spend his time
constantly guarding his family, his fields, and pi®perty against attack and theft, so he joins
together with his neighbors and hires a sheriffthdé precise moment, government is born. The
individual citizens delegate to their sheriff theinquestionable right to protect themselves. The
sheriff now does for them only what they had atrighdo for themselves—nothing more. Quoting
again from Bastiat:

If every person has the right to defend—even by force—his persdihdrty, and his property, then
it follows that a group of men have the right to organize and suppcommon force to protect these
rights constantly. Thus the principle of collective right—itsscafor existing, its lawfulness—is based
on individual right. The Law p. 6)



So far so good. But now we come to the moment o treitippose pioneer “A” wants another
horse for his wagon. He doesn’t have the money todmgy but since pioneer “B” has an extra
horse, he decides that he is entitled to shareindighbor’s good fortune. Is he entitled to tale hi
neighbors horse? Obviously not! If his neighbor widbegive it or lend it, that is another question.
But so long as pioneer “B” wishes to keep his propgitneer “A” has no just claim to it.

If “A” has no proper power to take “B’s” property, cap Helegate any such power to the
sheriff? No. Even if everyone in the community desithat “B” give his extra horse to “A” they
have no right individually ocollectivelyto force him to do it. They cannot delegate a pavey
themselves do not have. This important principle wearly understood and explained by John
Locke nearly 300 years ago:

For nobody can transfer to another more power than he has ielfhiam&l nobody has an absolute
arbitrary power over himself, or over any other, to dedtisyown life, or take away the life or property of
another. Two Treatises of Civil Governmegt 135;P.P.N.S, p. 93)

THE PROPERFUNCTION OFGOVERNMENT

This means, then, that the proper function of govenhnselimited only to those spheres of
activity within which the individual citizen has thight to act. By deriving its just powers from the
governed, government becomes primarily a mechanisrdeiense against bodily harm, theft and
involuntary servitude. It cannot claim the power tdistibute the wealth or force reluctant
citizens to perform acts of charity against theill. wbovernment is created by man. No man
possesses such power to delegate. The creature caceed ¢he creator.

In general terms, therefore, the proper role of gowent includes such defensive activities, as
maintaining national military and local police foréar protection against loss of life, loss of
property, and loss of liberty at the hands of eitbegifn despots or domestic criminals.

THE POWEROF A PROPERGOVERNMENT

It also includes those powers necessarily incideéattdle protective function such as:

1. The maintenance of courts where those chargectwiittes may be tried and where disputes
between citizens may be impartially settled.

2. The establishment of a monetary system and aasthmd weights and measures so that
courts may render money judgements, taxing authortesg levy taxes, and citizens may have a
uniform standard to use in their business dealings.

My attitude toward government is succinctly expressethbyollowing provisions taken from
the Alabama Constitution:

That the sole object and only legitimate end of government is to pii¢ecitizen in the enjoyment of
life, liberty, and property, and when the government assumes othdioffigné is usurpation and
oppression. (Art. 1, Sec. 35)

An important test | use in passing judgement upon aafamvernment is this: If it were up to
me as an individual to punish my neighbor for viola@ngiven law, would it offend my conscience
to do so? Since my conscience will never permit anghlysically punish my fellow man unless he
has done something evil, or unless he has failedbtsomething which | have a moral right to



require of him to do, | will never knowingly authagimy agent, the government, to do this on my
behalf.

| realize that when | give my consent to the adoptid a law, | specifically instruct the
police—the government—to take either the life, libedy property of anyone who disobeys that
law. Furthermore, | tell them that if anyone restsis enforcement of the law, they are to use any
means necessary—yes, even putting the lawbreaker tio de@utting him in jail—to overcome
such resistance. These are extreme measures but unlessdeenforced, anarchy results.

As John Locke explained many years ago:

The end of law is not to abolish or restrain, but to presemdeenlarge freedom. For in all the states
of created beings, capable of lamdere there is no law there is no freeddior liberty is to be free from
restraint and violence from others, which cannot be where i@ law; and is not, as we are told, “a
liberty for every man to do what he lists.” For who couldriee, when every other man’s humor might
domineer over him? But a liberty to dispose and order fielge lists his person, actions, possessions,
and his whole property within the allowance of those laws unt@twvhe is, and therein not to be subject
to the arbitrary will of another, but freely follow his owfTwo Treatises of Civil Governmeri, 57;
P.P.N.S, p. 101)

| believe we Americans should use extreme care befodinte our support to any proposed
government program. We should fully recognize thategmwent is no plaything. As George
Washington warned, “Government is not reason, itoseloquence—it is force! Like fire, it is a
dangerous servant and a fearful mastérlig Red Carpep. 142). It is an instrument of force and
unless our conscience is clear that we would notdtesid put a man to death, put him in jail or
forcibly deprive him of his property for failing to obaygiven law, we should oppose it.

THE CONSTITUTIONOF THE UNITED STATES

Another standard | use in determining what law isdgand what is bad is the Constitution of
the United States. | regard this inspired documerd aslemn agreement between the citizens of
this nation which every officer of government is end sacred duty to obey. As Washington stated
so clearly in his immortal Farewell Address:

The basis of our political systems is the right of the petwpteake and to alter their constitutions of
government—But the constitution which at any time exists, untih@ba by an explicit and authentic act
of the whole people is sacredly obligatory upon all. The \d&g of the power and the right of people to
establish government presupposes the duty of every individual totbbeestablished government.
(P.P.N.S, p. 128)

I am especially mindful that the Constitution provideat the great bulk of the legitimate
activities of government are to be carried out atstiae or local level. This is the only way in
which the principle of “self-government” can be matfeative. As James Madison said before the
adoption of the Constitution, “[We] rest all our paidl experiments on the capacity of mankind
for self-government.” Kederalist No. 39; P.P.N.S, p. 128). Thomas Jefferson made this
interesting observation: “Sometimes it is said tmain cannot be trusted with the government of
himself. Can he, then, be trusted with the governratthers? Or have we found angels in the
forms of kings to govern him? Let history answes tjuestion. \(Vorks 8:3;P.P.N.S. p. 128)

THE VALUE OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT



It is a firm principle that the smallest or lowestdethat can possibly undertake the task is the
one that should do so. First, the community or the Hithe city cannot handle it, then the county.
Next, the state; and only if no smaller unit can gaggo the job should the federal government
be considered. This is merely the application to e Df politics of that wise and time-tested
principle ofnever asking a larger group to do that which can be done by a smaller gkodso
far as government is concerned, the smaller theamditthe closer it is to the people, the easier it is
to guide it, to keep it solvent and to keep our freedbhomas Jefferson understood this principle
very well and explained it this way:

The way to have good and safe government, is not to trusttit ahe, but to divide it among the
many, distributing to every one exactly the functions he is ctamp#. Let the national government be
entrusted with the defense of the nation, and its foreign and fedki@dns; the State governments with
the civil rights, law, police, and administration of what conc#nesState generally; the counties with the
local concerns of the counties, and each ward direct the isteséhin itself. It is by dividing and
subdividing these republics from the great national one down through sillbordinations, until it ends
in the administration of every man’s farm by himself; by iplpainder every one what his own eye may
superintend, that all will be done for the b&%hat has destroyed liberty and the rights of man in every
government which has ever existed under the sun? The generalizing and coinceattatares and
powers into one bodyWorks 6:543;P.P.N.S.p. 125)

It is well to remember that the states of this republeated the Federal Government. The
Federal Government did not create the states.

THINGSTHE GOVERNMENTSHOULD NoT DO

A category of government activity which, today, mutly requires the closest scrutiny, but
which also poses a grave danger to our continueddgerd the activitynot within the proper
sphere of government. No one has the authority tatgsach powers, as welfare programs,
schemes for redistributing the wealth, and activitwagch coerce people into acting in accordance
with a prescribed code of social planning. There s gimple test. Do | as an individual have a
right to use force upon my neighbor to accomplish tb&a?¥If | do have such a right, then | may
delegate that power to my government to exercise ymehalf. If | do not have that right as an
individual, then | cannot delegate it to governmani | cannot ask my government to perform the
act for me.

To be sure, there are times when this principle ofpiluper role of government is most
annoying and inconvenient. If | could orfigrce the ignorant to provide for themselves, or the
selfish to be generous with their wealth! But if wemiergovernment to manufacture its own
authority out of thin air, and to create self-prockedinpowers not delegated to it by the people,
then the creature exceeds the creator and becomesy nizesstond that point, where shall the line
be drawn? Who is to say “this far, but no farther?”atvVblearprinciple will stay the hand of
government from reaching farther and yet farthey our daily lives? We shouldn’t forget the wise
words of President Grover Cleveland thatthough the people support the Government, the
Government should not support the pedp(€.P.N.S, p. 345). We should also remember, as
Frederick Bastiat reminded us, that “Nothing carerttie public treasury for the benefit of one
citizen or one class unless other citizens and atleesses have been forced to send it imhg
Law, p. 30;P.P.N.S, p. 350)

THE DIVIDING LINE BETWEENPROPERAND |MPROPERGOVERNMENT



As Bastiat pointed out over a hundred years ago, gogernment steps over this clear line
between the protective or negative role into the eggive role of redistributing the wealth and
providing so-called “benefits” for some of its citim it then becomes a means for what he
accurately described as legalized plunder. It becomesea of unlimited power which is the
sought after prize of unscrupulous individuals and pressungpg, each seeking to control the
machine to fatten his own pockets or to benefit atgfite charities—all with the other fellow’s
money, of course.The Law 1850, reprinted by the Foundation for Economic Education,
Irvington-On-Hudson, N.Y.)

THE NATUREOF LEGAL PLUNDER

Listen to Bastiat's explanation of this legal plunder:

When a portion of wealth is transferred from the person whesat—without his consent and
without compensation, and whether by force or by fraud—to anyonelad®not own it, then | say that
property is violated; that an act of plunder is committed. . . .

How is this legal plunder to be identified? Quite simply. S#eeiflaw takes from some persons what
belongs to them, and gives it to other persons to whom it dadselomg. See if the law benefits one
citizen at the expense of another by doing what the citizen himself cannaghdatveiommitting a crime. .

.. (The Lawp. 21, 26P.P.N.S, p. 377)

As Bastiat observed, and as history has proven, @ash or special interest group competes
with the others to throw the lever of governmem@alver in their favor, or at least to immunize
itself against the effects of a previous thrust. Lajmis a minimum wage, so agriculture seeks a
price support. Consumers demand price controls, and igdyets protective tariffs. In the end, no
one is much further ahead, and everyone suffers thedmiaf a gigantic bureaucracy and a loss
of personal freedom. With each group out to get ityesltd the spoils, such governments
historically have mushroomed into total welfare etaOnce the process begins, once the principle
of the protective function of government gives wayhm aggressive or redistributive function, then
forces are set in motion that drive the nation tawetalitarianism. “It is impossible,” Bastiat
correctly observed, “to introduce into society...raager evil than this: the conversion of the law
into an instrument of plunder.The LawEp.E12)

GOVERNMENTCANNOTCREATEWEALTH

Students of history know that no government in jstof mankind has ever created any
wealth. People who work create wealthames R. Evans, in his inspiring bodlye Glorious
Quest gives this simple illustration of legalized plunder:

Assume, for example, that we were farmers, and that wevedcailetter from the government telling
us that we were going to get a thousand dollars this yeardogiptd up acreage. But rather than the
normal method of collection, we were to take this lettet eollect $69.71 from Bill Brown, at such an
address, and $82.47 from Henry Jones, $59.80 from a Bill Smith, and so rihdoline; that these men
would make up our farm subsidy.

Neither you nor I, Nor would 99 percent of the farmers, walk uprimgda mans doorbell, hold out a
hand and say, “Give me what You've earned even though | have netsirply wouldn’t do it because
we would be facing directly the violation of moral law, “Th&halt not steal.” In short, we would be held
accountable for our actions.

The free creative energy of this choice nation dted more than 50 percent of all the worlds
products and possessions in the short span of 160 yderenly imperfection in the system is the
imperfection of man himself.”



The last paragraph in this remarkable Evans book—witdmimend to all—reads:

No historian of the future will ever be able to prove that thasdé individual liberty practiced in the
United States of America were a failure. He may be able to prove thatmeenot yet worthy of them. The
choice is ours. (Charles Hallberg and Co., 116 West Grand Avenue, Chicago, lllinois, 60610)

THE BASICERROROF MARXISM

According to Marxist doctrine, a human being is prilgagn economic creature. In other
words, his material well being is all important; pisvacy and his freedom are strictly secondary.
The Soviet constitution reflects this philosophy sétnphasis on security: food, clothing, housing,
medical care—the same things that might be consideredjail. The basic concept is that the
government has full responsibility for the welfaretlof people and, in order to discharge that
responsibility, must assume control of all their at@si It is significant that in actuality the
Russian people have few of the rights supposedly “guadinte them in their constitution, while
the American people have them in abundance even thbagtate not guaranteed. The reason, of
course, is that material gain and economic secuiityplg cannot be guaranteed by any
government. They are the result of hard work andstrébus production. Unless the people bake
one loaf of bread for each citizen, the governmanhot guarantee that each will have one loaf to
eat. Constitutions can be written, laws can be pasgkdrgerial decrees can be issued, but unless
the bread is produced, it can never be distributed.

THE REAL CAUSEOF AMERICANPROSPERITY

Why, then, do Americans bake more bread, manufacture stimes and assemble more TV
sets than Russians do? They do so precisely becaugmwernment doesot guarantee these
things. If it did, there would be so many accompanyags, controls, regulations, and political
manipulations that the productive genius that is Amé&ricgould soon be reduced to the
floundering level of waste and inefficiency now foubdhind the Iron Curtain. As Henry D.
Thoureau explained:

This government never of itself furthered any enterprise, but by théyalaith which it got out of its
way. It does not keep the country frde.does not settle the Wedt.does not educatdhe character
inherent in the American people has done all that has been accomplished; amaldthave done
somewhat more, if the government had not sometimes got in itfevayovernment is an expedient by
which men would fain succeed in letting one another alone; and, aBebassaid, when it is most
expedient, the governed are most let alone by it. (Quoted bgrcaB. Carsorlhe American Tradition,
p. 100;P.P.N.S.p. 171)

In 1801 Thomas Jefferson, in his First Inaugural Addssssl;

With all these blessings, what more is necessary to make us a napmpsperous people? Still one
thing more, fellow citizens—a wise and frugal government whichl sesirain men from injuring one
another, which shall leave them otherwise to regulate their own puskirtiustry and improvement, and
shall not take from the mouth of labor the bread it had eamé&itké 8:3)

A FORMULAFORECONOMICPROSPERITY

The principle behind this American philosophy can be reditic a rather simple formula:



. Economic security for all is impossible without wigiesad abundance.

. Abundance is impossible without industrious and effiggeaduction.

. Such production is impossible without energetic, wjltimd eager labor.

. This is not possible without incentive.

. Of all forms of incentive—the freedom to attairreavard for one’s labors is the most
sustaining for most people. Sometimes catedprofit motiveijt is simply the right to plan
and to earn and to enjoy the fruits of your labor.

6. This profit motivediminishesas government controls, regulation and taressaseto deny

the fruits of excess to those who produce.

7. Therefore, any attempghrough governmental interventiolo redistribute the material

rewards of labor can only result in the eventual desbn of the productive base of

society, without which real abundance and securitynfore than the ruling elite is quite
impossible.
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AN EXAMPLEOF THE CONSEQUENCE®F DISREGARDINGTHESEPRINCIPLES

We have before us currently a sad example of what happensation which ignores these
principles. Former FBI agent, Dan Smoot, succinctiynfedi this out on his broadcast number
649, dated January 29, 1968 as follows:

England was killed by an idea: the idea that the weak, indolent arigateiust be supported by
the strong, industrious, and the frugal—to the degree that tax conswitiehsve a living standard
comparable to that of taxpayers; the idea that governmesis dai the purpose of plundering those who
work to give the product of their labor to those who do not work.

The economic and social cannibalism produced by this communiatistoidea will destroy any
society which adopts it and clings to it as a basic principley-society.

THE POWEROF TRUE LIBERTYFROMIMPROPERGOVERNMENTALUNTERFERENCE

Nearly two hundred years ago, Adam Smith, the Emglées), who understood these principles
very well, published his great bookhe Wealth of Nationsyhich contains this statement:

The natural effort of every individual to better his own caadjtwhen suffered to exert itself with
freedom and security, is so powerful a principle, that it dnel and without any assistance, not only
capable of carrying on the society to wealth and prosperitypfbstirmounting a hundred impertinent
obstructions with which the folly of human laws too often encumbs operations; though the effect of
these obstructions is always more or less either to &etengpon its freedom, or to diminish its security.
(vol. 2, Book 4, p.126)

BuT WHAT ABOUT THE NEEDY?

On the surface this may sound heartless and insengitithe needs of those less fortunate
individuals who are found in any society, no mattw faffluent. “What about the lame, the sick
and the destitute?” is an often voiced question. Md®r countries in the world have attempted to
use the power of government to meet this need. Yiekvery case, the improvement has been
marginal at best and has resulted in the long ruriicgeaore misery, more poverty, and certainly
less freedom than when government first stepped s.Hanry Grady Weaver wrote, in his
excellent bookThe Mainspring of Human Progress:



Most of the major ills of the world have been caused by-meHlning people who ignored the
principle of individual freedom, except as applied to themsebmd,who were obsessed with fanatical
zeal to improve the lot of mankind-in-the-mass through some petiffowhtheir own.The harm done by
ordinary criminals, murderers, gangsters, and thieves is negligible in cosgpanvith the agony
inflicted upon human beings by the professional “do-goodessio attempt to set themselves up as gods
on earth and who would ruthlessly force their views on allrstivéth the abiding assurance that the end
justifies the means. (p. 40-B;P.N.S.p. 313)

THE BETTERWAY

By comparison, America traditionally has followedfdeson’s advice of relying on individual
action and charity. The result is that the Unitedt&t has fewer cases of genuine hardship per
capita than any other country in the entire worlthooughout history. Even during the depression
of the 1930’'s, Americans ate and lived better than pegple in other countries do today.

WHAT ISWRONGWITH A “LITTLE” SOCIALISM?

In reply to the argument that a little bit of sociadiss good so long as it doesn't go too far, it
is tempting to say that, in like fashion, just aditbit of theft or a little bit of cancer is all righ
too! History proves that the growth of the welfatats is difficult to check before it comes to its
full flower of dictatorship. But let us hope that thime around, the trend can be reversed. If not,
then we will see the inevitability of complete sosial, probably within our lifetime.

THREEREASONSAMERICANEED NOT FALL FORSOCIALISTDECEPTIONS

Three factors may make a difference. First, thersufficient historical knowledge of the
failures of socialism and of the past mistakes of iptsvcivilizations. Secondly, there are modern
means of rapid communications to transmit these esebhistory to a large literate population.
And thirdly, there is a growing number of dedicatednnand women who, at great personal
sacrifice, are actively working to promote a widgpeeciation of these concepts. The timely
joining together of these three factors may makatirely possible for us to reverse the trend.

How CAN PRESENTSOCIALISTICTRENDSBE REVERSER

This brings up the next question: How is it possible to auit the various welfare-state
features of our government which have already fadtdmmselves like cancer cells onto the body
politic? Isn’t drastic surgery already necessary, el it be performed without endangering the
patient? In answer, it is obvious that drastic measanesalled for. No half-way or compromise
actions will suffice. Like all surgery, it will not beithout discomforts and perhaps even some scar
tissue for a long time to come. But it must be doribeafpatient is to be saved, and it can be done
without undue risk.

Obviously, not all welfare-state programs currentiffdrce can be dropped simultaneously
without causing tremendous economic and social upheawaty to do so would be like finding
oneself at the controls of a hijacked airplane ateh®ting to return it by simply cutting off the
engines in flight. It must be flown back, lowered ititade, gradually reduced in speed and
brought in for a smooth landing. Translated into pcattterms, this means that the first step
toward restoring the limited concept of governmdmudd be to freeze all welfare-state programs



at their present level, making sure that no new anesidded. The next step would be to allow all
present programs to run out their term with absolutelyenewal. The third step would involve the
gradual phasing out of those programs which are intgefmtheir term. In my opinion, the bulk of
the transition could be accomplished within a ten-ypesiiod and virtually completed within twenty
years. Congress would serve as the initiator ofpth&se-out program, and the President would act
as the executive in accordance with traditional drtignal procedures.

SUMMARYTHUSFAR

As | summarize what | have attempted to cover, tryisoalize the structural relationship
between the six vital concepts that have made Améneanvy of the world. | have reference to
the foundation of the Divine Origin of Rights; Limit Government; the pillars of Economic
Freedom and Personal Freedom, which result in Abueddaitowed by Security and the Pursuit
of Happiness.

America was built upon a firm foundation and created ovany years from the bottom up.
Other nations, impatient to acquire equal abundanceyrise@nd pursuit of happiness, rush
headlong into that final phase of construction witHowitding adequate foundations or supporting
pillars. Their efforts are futile. And, even in ouruatry, there are those who think that, because
we now have the good things in life, we can afftordlispense with the foundations which have
made them possible. They want to remove any recogrufi God from governmental institutions.
They want to expand the scope and reach of governwignh will undermine and erode our
economic and personal freedoms. The abundance whalrss the carefree existence which we
have come to accept as a matter of cowran, be toppled by these foolish experimenters and
power seekersBy the grace of God, and with His help, we shallcéerhem off from the
foundations of our liberty, and then begin our taskephir and construction.

As a conclusion to this discussion, | present a daiitar of principles which have recently
been prepared by a few American patriots, and to whidioleheartedly subscribe.

FIFTEEN PRINCIPLESWHICH MAKE FOR GOOD AND PROPERGOVERNMENT

As an Independent American for constitutional goveminh declare that:
1. | believe that no people can maintain freedom unless political institutions are founded
upon faith in God and belief in the existence of mtaral
2. | believe that God has endowed men with certaidiemable rights as set forth in the
Declaration of Independence and that no legislataoder® majority, however great, may morally
limit or destroy these; that the sole function ofgmment is to protect life, liberty, and property
and anything more than this is usurpation and oppression
3. | believe that the Constitution of the United States prepared and adopted by men acting
under inspiration from Almighty God; that it is a@min compact between the peoples of the States
of this nation which all officers of government amder duty to obey; that the eternal moral laws
expressed therein must be adhered to or individualyibelitperish.
4. | believe it a violation of the Constitution forvgomnment to deprive the individual of either
life, liberty, or property except for these purposes:
a. Punish crime and provide administration of justice;
b. Protect the right and control of private property;
c. Wage defensive war and provide for the natioafernbe;



d. Compel each one who enjoys the protection of gowent to bear his fair share of the
burden of performing the above functions.

5. | hold that the Constitution denies governmentpibmer to take from the individual either
his life, liberty, or property except in accordance witbral law; that the same moral law which
governs the actions of men when acting alone is ajsplicable when they act in concert with
others; that no citizen or group of citizens has aglyt to direct their agent, the government to
perform any act which would be evil or offensive te tonscience if that citizen were performing
the act himself outside the framework of government.

6. | am hereby resolved that under no circumstancdistsbdreedoms guaranteed by the Bill
of Rights be infringed. In particular | am opposed ty attempt on the part of the Federal
Government to deny the people their right to bear atongorship and pray when and where they
choose, or to own and control property.

7. | consider ourselves at war with international @mamism which is committed to the
destruction of our government, our right of propertyd aor freedom,; that it is treason as defined
by the Constitution to give aid and comfort to thipiacable enemy.

8. | am unalterably opposed to Socialism, either in &l in part, and regard it as an
unconstitutional usurpation of power and a denial ofitie of private property for government to
own or operate the means of producing and distributoaglg and services in competition with
private enterprise, or to regiment owners in thditegie use of private property.

9. | maintain that every person who enjoys the priateadf his life, liberty, and property
should bear his fair share of the cost of governnienproviding that protection; that the
elementary principles of justice set forth in the Giteigson demand that all taxes imposed be
uniform and that each person’s property or income beltaikéhe same rate.

10. | believe in honest money, the gold and silvenage of the Constitution, and a circulating
medium convertible into such money without loss. | régaas a flagrant violation of the explicit
provisions of the Constitution for the Federal Gowsent to make it a criminal offense to use gold
or silver coin as legal tender or to issue irreddsenpaper money.

11. | believe that each state is sovereign in perf@rtiiose functions reserved to it by the
Constitution and it is destructive of our federal sgstind the right of self-government guaranteed
under the Constitution for the Federal Governmemegulate or control the States in performing
their functions or to engage in performing such fumstitself.

12. | consider it a violation of the Constitution fbe Federal Government to levy taxes for the
support of state or local government; that no stateaal government can accept funds from the
Federal and remain independent in performing its fomst nor can the citizens exercise their
rights of self-government under such conditions.

13. | deem it a violation of the right of private prdgeyuaranteed under the Constitution for
the Federal Government to forcibly deprive the aitizef this nation of their property through
taxation or otherwise, and make a gift thereof teigm governments or their citizens.

14. | believe that no treaty or agreement with otlwemtries should deprive our citizens of
rights guaranteed them by the Constitution.

15. I consider it a direct violation of the obligatiomposed upon it by the Constitution for the
Federal Government to dismantle or weaken our myligstablishment below that point required
for the protection of the States against invasiontoosurrender or commit our men, arms, or
money to the control of foreign or world organinas or governments.

These things | believe to be the proper role of goventm
We have strayed far afield. We must return to basicems and principles—to eternal
verities. There is no other way. The storm sigaa¢ésup. They are clear and ominous.



As Americans—citizens of the greatest nation undeavele—we face difficult days. Never
since the days of the Civil War—100 years ago—has Huge nation faced such a crisis.

In closing | wish to refer you to the words of therjpd Thomas Paine, whose writings helped
so much to stir into a flaming spirit the smoldergmbers of patriotism during the days of the
American Revolution:

These are the times that try men’s souls. The summer saltiethe sunshine patriot will in this
crises, shrink from the service of his country; but he thadst&# NOW, deserves the love and thanks of
man and woman. Tyranny, like hell, is not easily conquered; ybawe this consolation with us, that the
harder the conflict, the more glorious the triumph. What we oltaircheap, we esteem too lightly; 'tis
dearness only that gives everything its value. Heaven knowsdhput & proper price upon its goods; and
it would be strange indeed, if so celestial an article asBHEREM should not be highly ratedTHe
Political Works of Thomas Painp, 55)

I intend to keep fighting. My personal attitude is ofieesolution—not resignation.

I have faith in the American people. | pray that wi mever do anything that will jeopardize
in any manner our priceless heritage. If we live antk so as to enjoy the approbation of a Divine
Providence, we cannot fail. Without that help we caitong endure.

ALL RIGHT-THINKING AMERICANSSHOULD Now TAKE THEIR STAND

So | urge all Americans to put their courage to thé s firm in our conviction that our
cause is just. Reaffirm our faith in all things forigthtrue Americans have always stood.

| urge all Americans to arouse themselves and staysad. We must no make any further
concessions to communism at home or abroad. We daeedtto. We should oppose communism
from our position of strength for we are not weak.

There is much to be done. The time is short. Let ugbeag earnest—now, and may God
bless our efforts | humbly pray.

—EZRATAFT BENSON



THE CHURCH OF JESUS CHRIST OF LATTER-DAY SAINTS
47 EAST SOUTH TEMPLE STREET
SALT LAKE CITY, UTAH 84I50

EZRA TAFT BENSON July 28, 1976

Dear Verlan,

I acknowledge with appreciation your letter of July 24 regarding the two
pieces of legislation which you and your associates are supporting. I
am very pleased to note that you feel that what you are proposing is
supported strongly by the Book of Mormon. I am a great believer in the
Book of Mormon and feel strongly that it was written for our day and time.
I have said to many people that a person will come to be better informed
regarding what's happening in the world today by reading the Book of
Mormon than all the magazines and newspapers combined. My great
concern is whether we have time enough through the legislative route
and the great lack of support for sound principles to get the job done,
because of the rate at which the subversive program is closing in on
us.

I have just listened to two tapes of the Alan Stang Report. I don't know
if you've heard of these, Verlan. This is a new service of the JBS and

I understand some 150 stations are carrying the program now. It runs

5 minutes per day for five days of the week, all of which are on one
cassette tape. The program is sponsored and purchased by business
firms. KSL is running it on time purchased and the service purchased

by Larson Ford and I understand it plays every day at 1:30 p.m., Monday
through Friday. You may want to write to Alan Stang, Belmont, Mass.,
02178 and ask them to send you a sample copy or their promotion tape.

It may be you could get it on a Provo station or it may be that a group

of you could join together and get it for your own personal use. I believe
Reid Bankhead and some of the others might join with you, including Cleon
Skousen, with whom I discussed the matter in the hope that he might find
use for it. They are sending a copy to me weekly complimentary. It's
really news behind the news and is a job well done and most timely.

With warm regards.

Sincerely,

Ezra Taft Benson

H. Verlan Andersen
1155 East 930 North
Provo, Utah 84601



THE IMPROPERROLE
OF GOVERNMENT

by Elder H. Verlan Andersen

COLLECTIVISM THE DANGERFROMWTHIN

To me, the most basic and important differences wigst between living conditions in one
nation and another are largely accounted for by ifferehces in the laws of those nations and how
such laws are executed. | assume that it is the mel@lious, and ethical beliefs of the people
which largely determine what the laws of a republi@a @emocracy shall be; nevertheless it is the
law of the land which guarantees the individual hisrty or makes of him a slave.

We usually explain the differences between life in ooentry and another by saying the
governments are different. In the last analysisyewer, it is the law which either puts restraints
upon the law enforcement agencies on the one handjves them unbridled power to deal
arbitrarily with the citizen’s life, liberty, and profig on the other.

Governments are established primarily for the purposfaircing a code of moral behavior
called criminal law. Man has felt the need to hameagency which is at the same time powerful
enough and impartial enough to seek out and punish toséntentionally injure or destroy the
life, liberty, or property, of another.

Agreement about what the law should be ceases wheretwatg the area of administrative
law. When the state, instead of merely protectingpgnty rights, adopts measures which are in
effect a denial of the right of private property—whka state under the sanction of the law, takes
by force the property of one person and gives it tdreme-when it establishes monopolies, by
giving some citizens the privilege of entering iotrtain economic activities but denies all others
this privilege—when the state denies its citizensftBedom to enter business contracts of their
own choosing—in short when the state becomes amumsht of plunder and benefits one citizen
or group of citizens at the expense of others by ddiag) which the criminal law forbids the
individual to do when acting alone—there is bound tstbeng opposition to such measures.

This type of law has become completely acceptable itJtiked States both on the state and
federal level during the last fifty years of our brst It is this fact, together with the continuing
growth of such administrative laws, which in my mnegpresents the real threat of communism.

| have for some time been impressed with the fadt tthe founders oicientific socialism
proposed that their system of government be establishadcapitalist nation by means of the
ballot box—by the peaceful process of voting into effeoséhlaws which they believed would
eventuate in the establishment of communism. Marx amgklg in theCommunist Manifesto
proposed the use of the democratic process to adogtarsgf laws which would bring about the
form of government which they proposed. Let us listea few excerpts from thdanifesto

We have seen above that the first step in the revolutidreafiorking class is to raise the proletariat
to the position of ruling class, to establish democracy.

The proletariat will use its political supremacy to wiggtegrees all capital from the bourgeoisie, to
centralize all instruments of production in the hands of the state....

TheManifestogoes on to say—and again | quote:

Of course, in the beginning this cannot be effected except by medespotic inroads on the rights
of property and on the conditions of bourgeois production;...



Clearly Marx and Engels felt it necessary to prepardgife communist coup by first securing
the adoption of laws which diminish and destroy rigat of private property—laws which | call
administrative laws. Let us next examine exactly winirtlegislative platform consisted of,
because they had one. They listed ten separate measgicésthey considered applicable in the
most advanced capitalistic countries. These famougdiats are as follows:

. Abolition of property in land and application of ahts of land to public purposes.

. A heavy progressive or graduated income tax.

. Abolition of all rights of inheritance.

. Confiscation of the property of all emigrants agiolefs.

. Centralization of credit in the hands of theestay means of a national bank with state
capital and an exclusive monopoly.

. Centralization of the means of communication aadsport in the hands of the state.

. Extension of factories and instruments of produationed by the state; the bringing into
cultivation of waste lands, and the improvement efdbil generally in accordance with a
common plan.

8. Equal obligation of all to work. Establishment oflustrial armies, especially for
agriculture.

9. Combination of agriculture with manufacturing industrigradual abolition of the
distinction between town and country by a more equaibtellmlition of the population
over the country.

10. Free education for all children in public schools. Ifba of child factory labor in its

present form. Combination of education with indusiaduction, etc.
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Except for the last measure proposed, which deals watie sontrol of education, each of
these ten proposals recommends a law aimed at theicdes of the right of private property.
Marx and Engels freely admitted their purpose. At oegin this same document we find this
statement: “The communist revolution is the most aaldirupture with traditional property
relations.”

And still another indication of their purpose is foundhese words: “In this sense the theory
of the communists may be summed up in the single senté&iolition of Private Property.™

Just as Marx and Engels and their successors have edapasadoptions of laws designed to
destroy private property as the means of creatingrememist slave state, so those who have been
advocates of individual freedom have proposed lawshwiibuld protect this right.

Those who framed the U.S. Constitution for the purmbseecuring the blessings of liberty to
themselves and their posterity included therein aigpimvthat no person should be deprived of his
life, liberty, or property without due process of law dmalt private property could not be taken for
public purposes without just compensation.

Why is it that the communists place so much importammn the abolition of the right of
private property in order to effectuate their slaveesand why is it that the founding fathers
regarded it with equal importance in preserving fregld would like to explain my own position,
which is that the right of private property is #ire qua norof individual freedom.

I ask you to make a plan to achieve any notewortta} god then envision how you would
succeed if you were denied the right to own and/atrobproperty. The right of private property
is the means to all of our ends; it is the limitifagtor in our dreams and ambitions; it is the
extension of our faculties and may raise them tonthepower. Without the right of private
property, the individual is harmless, helpless, andlbepe



As one might suspect, because of my feeling that ¢gint of private property lies at the basis
of all real freedom, the changes which have occudtethg the past fifty years in our American
form of government concern me greatly. As | hawelisd the situation which exists in our country
I have reached a conclusion similar to that arrsteldy Ben Moreel in a speech in Chicago nearly
ten years ago. Mr. Moreel, chairman of the Boardlafies and Laughlin Steel Corporation,
delivered a speech entitlelp Communism: Via Majority Votéfter reviewing the ten points of
the Manifestohe concluded thuut this startling fact cannot be denied: since Marx enunciated
his doctrine slightly more than one hundred years ago, we Americans have aitiopéeging
degrees...practically his entire program.

Aside from the possibility that we might be destrolyethe process, there is nothing which can
stop us from becoming a completely socialized or comredmation if the majority of the people
desire this to happen. If it is brought about it willdeeause, on the one hand, the majority do not
want the responsibility of caring for their own ecomo needs, and on the other hand, the
politicians readily and willingly accept this respduildly and the power which goes with it.

The Book of Mormon is a unique witness and warnind\eerica about other civilizations
who went down this path. J. Reuben Clark wrote aboufulmess of iniquityof the Jareditic
civilization and what they did to their government.

We are not given the step-by-step backsliding of thisditaic civilization till it reached the
social and governmental chaos the record sets outhbseé tsteps seem wholly clear from the
results. Put into modern terms, we can understand thést. there was a forsaking of the
righteous life, and the working of wickedness; then musge ltame the extortion and oppression
of the poor by the rich; then retaliation and reprisglthe poor against the rich; then would
come a cry to share the wealth which should belorajltehen the easy belief that society owed
every man a living whether he worked or not; thenkéeping of a great body of idlers; then
when community revenues failed to do this, as theyysveave failed and always will fail, a
self-helping by one to the goods of his neighbor; analfirwhen the neighbor resisted, as resist
he must, or starve with his family, then death toriegyhbor and all that belonged to him. This
was the decreed “fulness of iniquityStand Fast by our Constitutiop, 177, J. Reuben Clark)

President Clark went on to discuss this séumh@ess of iniquityvhich overcame the Nephites.
He went on to warn us (p.183) that we Gentiles may aamilarfulness of iniquityf we are not
righteous. President McKay explained the source thggesy of government which would lead to
this destruction when he said:

...Even in man’s pre-existent state, Satan sought power to ctregaiman family to do his will by
suggesting that the free agency of man be inoperative. If his plalnelea accepted, human beings would
have become mere puppets in the hands of a dictator, and the pdrpea@socoming to earth would
have been frustrated. Satan’s proposed system of governmerfgrther@as rejected, and the principle of
free agency established in its place.... Any form of governmentdiéstroys or undermines the free
exercise of free agency is wronghe Improvement Erdeb. 1962, p. 87, President David O. McKay)

President McKay further clarified the system he describing when he said in 1966,

The position of this Church on the subject of Communism has chesged. We consider it the
greatest satanical threat to peace, prosperity, and the spi®ad’® work among men that exists on the
face of the earthQonference ReparApril, 1966. pp. 109-110, David O. McKay)

Was he opposed only to Communism? Referring to theoewo system of Communism he
stated, when talking about the direction of America:

During the first half of the twentieth century we have travdég into the soul-destroying land of
socialism... Gospel Idealsp. 273, David O. McKay)



The following graphs display what can only be refet@és America approaching its own
fulness of iniquityas we reject the warnings of our prophets in our day.

APPENDIXI
GRAPHS OF
AMERICA’S DECLINE

INCREASINGHOUSINGCOSTS

This graph reflects rising rental rates along thesa#eh front, compared to the Consumer
Price Index along the Wasatch Front. While rentsr&i@ve grown tremendously, buying a home
has also sky rocketed. For instance, the 1998 Ecorfeeport to the Governor of Utah, prepared
by the University of Utah Bureau of Economic Reseatakes that:

The average price of the same group of existing houses in ntta@ased 74.4% in the 5-year period
ending September 30, 1997 (the largest 5 year increase in the natondjracto the Office of Federal
Housing Enterprise Oversight's (OFHEO) Housing Price Index. TREED price index measures the
average price in repeat sales of the same houses.
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“economic advantages” of having moreurfUtah wives in the work force than the

national average is that while our per capita incametah is 44th (we were 49th nationally in
1992) our median household income ranks Utah 17th highgbieination. The Bureau of the
Census estimates that there were 3.08 persons per hausekibh in 1996 compared to 2.62
persons in national households. Most recent Burealeo€Census data shows that Utah’s median
age was the youngest in the nation at 26.8 as of JUl996. This compares to a median age of
34.6 for the nation.

Many factors go into the rising cost of housing. @h¢he major factors is the rising cost of
land. Because County Commissioners have ignored JdSepifi’'s recommendations for new
communities, building lot sizes, etc., people can'traffoomes. They are being forced into high
density housing units. Fewer people will own homess Will weaken community ties, increase

juvenile crime,

etc.
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SOCIALISM ANDFEDERALSPENDING
1900-1998

Over the years government has changed its purposepfi@ecting and preserving people and
property rights to redistributing wealth. This is sbsia. Has any prophet ever approved of,
condoned or encouraged socialism and the expansitmesé welfare state principles? In 1967
David O. Mckay wrote a letter to the faculty of BY&ncouraging them to teach the gospel in
every class. He placed special emphasis on the needdb the correct principles of the gospel
when it comes to government. He said in part,

| cannot help but think that there is a direct relatfop between the present trends which |
have above indicated, and the very marked tendency pktbpie of our country to pass on to the
state the responsibility for their moral and economeéifare. This trend to a welfare state in
which people look to and worship government more thair tGed, is certain to sap the
individual ambitions and moral fiber of our youth unldssytare warned and rewarned . . .

| hope that no one on the faculty of Brigham Young Ursitg will advocate positions which
cannot be harmonized with the views of every proplieh® church, from the Prophet Joseph
Smith on down, concerning our belief that we shouldtleng and self-reliant individuals, not
dependent upon the largess or benefactions of governiené. of the doctrines of our Church
give any sanction to the concept of a socialistitesta .

If you believe President McKay, not one single proghetn Joseph Smith on down ever
crossed the line and advocated welfare state (sticipbeliefs. He sees “harmonized” teachings of
the prophets being violated. Let’'s assume Presidentayiaicorrect. The promoters of socialism
will have zero scriptural and zero prophet support whaontes time for them to justify their
rejection of their own prophets on these principles.
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SOCIALISM ANDFEDERALSPENDING
1988-1998

Throughout our history, the amount of the federal busigeht on defense has risen and fallen,
depending on wars, post war and pre-war situationgricauntry.

In 1988 27% of the federal budget was for defense. For 1998 fected defense costs
drop to 15%. When Reagan was president he wanted td spamey on defense and congress
wanted to spend money on socialism. They borrowed suigs of money to expand socialism and
defense spending.

Our current president (Clinton) wants to continue to egpsocialism and our congress wants
to balance the budget. Socialism continues to expandyyarapidly cutting defense they appear to
be making progress on balancing the budget. Americas particularly Utahns, enjoy being
seduced by the spoils of socialism. “Of the eleventévesStates, Utah recorded the heaviest tax
burden,E.E.E. and fifth highest in the entire Unigtdtes, . . .” The Utah TaxpayerAugust
1997) Because of this seduction, the principles of the pt®pine not viable campaign speeches,
even in Utah.

This brings up the next question: How is it possible toautthe various welfare-state
features of our government which have already fastemehdelves like cancer cells onto the
body politic? Isn't drastic surgery already necessaryd a&an it be performed without
endangering the patient? In answer, it is obvious thestidr measures are called for. No half-
way or compromise actions will suffice. Like all surgeitywill not be without discomforts and
perhaps even some scar tissue for a long time to ddumet must be done if the patient is to be
saved, and it can be done without undue risk.

Obviously, not all welfare-state programs currenthffdrce can be dropped simultaneously
without causing tremendous economic and social upheavalln my opinion, the bulk of the
transition could be accomplished within a ten-year perio . (Ezra Taft Bensorfhe Proper
Role of Governmenp. 16, 17)
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INFLATION
1800-1995

The Constitutional Convention specifically rejectegraposal to give the Federal government
the power to issue “paper money Ell{ot's DebatesVol. V, pp. 434-435) The men who attended
that Convention were painfully aware of the greatgeas of paper money. Governments with the
power to print paper money have always abused this p&eagry of the Convention attendees had
participated in, and saw the great damage to theméte paper “Continental Dollar” caused.
Those men voted on and struck down the emission pérpmoney. They further limited the
government’s power over money. The Federal goverhmas limited to coining money and
regulating its value. They also provided that no sthsdlmake anything but gold and silver coin
a tender in payment of deb{#vrt. 1, Sec. 10)
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TAX FREEDOMDAY LOSES SOCIALISMGAINS

A good measure of how much freedom the citizens r@tén have lost is the amount of their
income taken by their government. Redistribution eflth (socialism) has become the primary
purpose of government. Since 1930, city, county, statdematal taxes have averaged taking an
additional 1.27 days per year of the American citizeosme. We now work until May 9, 1997 to
pay our taxes. Is this evil? Is it threatening to Aoa?

Few Americans understand or agree with Ezra Tafs@®s assessment that “Communism is
essentially socialism. Ttis Nation Shall Endure. 90)

While many Americans would fight to stop communism g@mposed from abroad, they vote
to implement its economic programs piece meal in ti& Marx would be pleased to note that the
typical American has voted to give up his personalmethrough May 9, for socialist expansion
in the U.S.

Marx, in his Communist Manifesto stated, “. . .thedty of the Communists may be summed
up in the single sentence: abolition of private propertgdividual stewardship would be
destroyed. Socialism, as it spreads over a countegtrays personal initiative, personal
responsibility and family ties. It is not merely asbeomic program to destroy capitalism. Marx,
again in the Manifesto proposed, “abolition of the ifgfh He also stated therein, . . .
“Communism abolishes eternal truths, it abolishes dilfjion, and all morality, . . .” President
McKay saw socialism as more than just economics.sta¢éed, “During the first half of the
twentieth century we have traveled far into the slmgtroying land of socialism. . .Gpspel
Ideals p. 273)
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SOCIALISM ANDYOUR EIGHT-HOURWORK DAY

In spite of the typical americans annual pay incressdsetter educated work force and the
constantly improving ratios of capital to labor, tmecaint of time we spend paying our taxes each
year expands.

The pie graph divides up your eight hour work day ineammount of time you spend working
for your primary expenditures. As socialism expands, dvermment decides how much you will
spend on old age assistance of currently retired peomlecides how much you will spend on the
medical bills of current retirees. It decides how matlyour income will go for education of the
masses, whether you have children or not. It detidesmuch you will spend on the welfare needs
of others. It decides how much of your income will fgo licensing and regulating your fellow
man. It decides how much of your income is going teent to clothe, feed and house the less
fortunate. Your personal stewardship shrinks as thergowent expands.

Of course, there are always those who will do extiyemell financially. Those will be held up
as proof of the ability to break out of the pack. Howgetlge vast majority, to even survive will
find themselves trying to get back in the form of/fggmment subsidies, some of the money the
government has taken from them.

Government loans for homes will be pursued. Governrf@ans for businesses will be
pursued. Government grants and loans for childrenltegeo educations will be pursued.
Government subsidized medical assistance, school ,luamticulture subsidies, retirement and
government guaranteed pricing and protection will hegsbafter. When they are finished they
will have “. . .seduced the more part of the righteont they had come down to believe in their
works and partake of their spoils.” (Helaman 6:38) Wihensocialist is finished he can truly say
he has caused almost all mormons to look the otlesr and try to forget Harold B. Lee’s
statement, “I warn you that government subsidies ateéhe Lord’s way.” (Harold B. Le€The
Teachings qfp. 315)
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WORKFORCEMOTHERS
A CONSEQUENCE OBOCIALISM

In light of the statements of the prophets over teery regarding mothers working, these
national statistics on work force mothers shoulcceam all LDS. Utah’s figures are slightly worse
than these national averages.

Speaking at the dedicatory services of the monunteni®men in Nauvoo in June 1978 Ezra
Taft Benson warned,

We hear much talk—even among some of our own sisters—aballed ‘alternative life-
styles’ for women. . . . Some have even been &b &®to suggest that the Church move away
from the ‘Mormon woman stereotype’ of homemaking arating children. God grant that that
dangerous philosophy will never take root among our Latgr-Saint Women! Hzra Taft
Benson, A Biographyp. 472)

Based on statistics, that “dangerous philosophy” appealsve taken root. Assuming the
vast majority of Utah women would prefer to heedlitethren’s counsel, what driving force leads
the vast majority to not heed their counsel? Ecooongicessity is one driving force. While
economic necessity to one is high living to angtkeepnomic necessity is the primary factor in the
minds of many mothers who work outside the home.

With socialism increasing its take of the averagwkers annual income, more and more
women have entered the work force to make up therdiite, and pay the taxes.

The promoters of socialism are primarily responsibtetifie number of mothers in the U.S.
and Utah coming into the work force, against thenimaus counsel of the prophets.
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DivVORCE A CONSEQUENCE OROCIALISM

Many factors come together to destroy a marriagéhat is the primary factor? President
Hinckley wrote, “I am satisfied that money is tlwotr of more trouble in marriage than all other
causes combined."Cprnerstones of a Happy Marriag&985, p. 8)

Socialism is the primary consumer of a man’s earnings a man’s income annually shrinks
to fund expanding socialism, his ability to fulfill hisimary economic stewardship, the support of
his family, declines. It is not just a coincidetiat expanding socialism, expanding mothers in the
workforce, and increasing divorce are parallel oenoes.

Our Prophets and Apostles have addressed the nesteifioto support their families and for
wives to let them. The fact that it is harder dadder each year has not changed the message.
Paul must have sensed this same need of men inyhi® daipport, protect and provide for their
families when he wrote,

But if any provide not for his own, and specially foogk of his own house, he hath denied
the faith, and is worse than an infidel. (1st Timothy)

. . .when the wicked rule the people mourn. (D&C 98:9)

Each year socialism grows. Each year fewer merthidl requirement of their stewardship.
Each year more wives experience economic necesgiBeshusbands don't fill. Each year more
wives leave their homes to enter the work forcechBgear more marriages fail because of money
troubles. These unhappy wives never know their husbapti@nother drowning victim of the
consequences of socialism. His stewardship shrinkse@alism expands.

If you refer back to the graph on the eight hour wal gou will note that you spend more
time on a daily basis working to pay your taxes tham go to pay for your housing, food and
transportation combined.



APPENDIXII
PROPHETSOPPOSINGSOCIALISM

JOSEPHSMITH

Wednesday, 13. | attended a lecture at the Grove, by Mr. John Finch, a@is$pfiom
England, and said a few words in reply...

Thursday, 14. | attended a second lecture on Socialism, by Mr. Finch; amdhaftgot
through, Imade a few remarks, alluding to Sidney Rigdon and Alexander Camploel gpta
community at Kirkland, and of the big fish there eating up all the figke | said | did not
believe the doctringJoseph Smithlistory of the Churchyol. 6, p. 33)

BRIGHAM YOUNG

We heard Brother Taylor's exposition of what is called Socialism tbising. What can
they do?

Live on each other and beg. It is a poor, unwise and very imbecile pelopleannot take
care of themselve@Brigham YoungJournal of Discourses/ol. 14, p. 21)

JOHNTAYLOR

...the world have generally made great mistakes upon these points. Thestdréed various
projects to try to unite and cement the people together without God; lutoléd not do it.
Fourierism (author’s note: Francois Fourier was a French socialist anilewyy Communism—
another branch of the same thing—and many other principles of the same kintheesve
introduced to try and cement the human family together. And then we have hadpeaates,
based upon the same principles; but all these things have failed, and thégilwlbecause,
however philanthropic, humanitarian, benevolent, or cosmopolitan our ideaspipassible to
produce a true and correct union without the Spirit of the living Gddphn Taylor Journal of
Discoursesyol. 18, p. 137)

| was speaking, a while ago, about the people there being divided into thsse<!| One of
them you may call infidel, under the head of Socialism, fourierism, aretateother isms.
Communism is a specimen of the same thingphn Taylor Journal of Discoursesyol. 1, p.
23, August 22, 1852)

WILFORD WOODRUFF

You may wish to know why | make these remarks. | will tellBecause God himself grants
this right to every human being upon the earth irrespective of race or; ablis part of the
divine economy not to force any man to heaven, not to coerce the minddaudat lfree to act
for itself.

He lays before His creature man the everlasting Gospel, the pmscigllife and salvation,
and then leaves him to choose for himself or to reject for himgtifthe definite understanding
that he becomes responsible to Him for the results of his @etord Woodruff, Journal of
Discoursesyol. 23, p. 77)



LORENZOSNOW

In things that pertain to celestial glory there can be no forced operatdes.must do
according as the Spirit of the Lord operates upon our understandings and feelingsniée be
crowded into matters, however great might be the blessing attending sueldymecwe cannot
be forced into living a celestial law; we must do this ourselveqyuofown free will. And
whatever we do in regard to the principle of the United Order, we dagtbecause we desire
to do it...

The United Order is not French Communigioorenzo Snow,Journal of Discoursesyol.
19, p. 346, 349-350)

JOSEPHF. SVITH

...We must choose righteous men, good men to fill these positions.iHgnceavill only get
good men to fill these offices no one should care who they are, so that yadraed upon
them, and were one. We want you to be one both in temporal, political agiduglthings, in
fact, in everything you put your hands to in righteousness. We want you to, lmmerss God
and Christ are one, seeing eye to eye. Do not try to crush anybody, @yburkselves up at the
expense of your neighbor. Do not do it; it is a custom of the world, asé itvrong principle.
(Joseph F. Smitljournal of Discoursesyol. 25, p. 251)

HEBERJ. GRANT

...Among the Latter-day Saints they speak of their philosophy and their plamstuadean
ushering in of the United Order. Communism and all other similar “isiveir no relationship
whatever to the United Order. They are merely the clumsy coeitterfhich Satan always
devises of the gospel plan.

Communism debases the individual and makes him the enslaved tool of the wtaien he
must look for sustenance and religion; the United Order exalts the dodilyileaves him his
property, “according to his family, according to his circumstances and higsvand needs.”
(D&C 51:3) and provides a system by which he helps care for hisddssdte brethren; the
United Order leaves every man free to choose his own religion asohicience directs.
Communism destroys man’s God-given free agency; the United Ordefieglati Latter-day
Saints cannot be true to their faith and lend aid, encouragement, or sympathy ob thege
false philosophies. They will prove snares to their f@deber J. Grant, J. Reuben Clark Jr.,
David O. McKay, The First Presidency, CR, April, 19429()

GEORGEALBERTSMITH

Consider the condition in the world, the number who are determined tortaketie rich
man not what belongs to themselves, but that which belongs to the othersasspdrmitted
men to get wealth, and if they obtain it properly, it is theirs, andililess them in its use if
they will use it properly....

We must not fall into the bad habits of other people. We must not gédterfrartne of mind
that we will take what the other man has. Refer back to the ten comerasgand you will find
one short paragraph, “Thou shalt not covet.” That is what is the matter avifood many
people today.

They are coveting what somebody else has, when as a matter of factfrireemy have been
cared for and provided with means to live by those very ones from whgnweldd take



property. (President George Albert SmitRrophets, Principles and National Survivad. 343
[compiled by Jay Newquist], CR 10/49: 171-72)

God gave this nation the Constitution. No nation in the world has a constitutionvéisat
given to it by our Heavenly Father except the United States of éankwonder if we appreciate
that. The Lord gave us a rule of life for this great nation, and as faedsawe lived up to it and
taken advantage of it, the nation has grown, and the people have been blesskdreBatet
many people who prefer, or at least they seem to prefer sometteng els

As one man said to me, “Why not try what Russia has tried and what Genamsiryed?”
And my answer to him was, “Why try something that has already failed”@¢Hyld on to
what the Lord has given?(The Teachings of George Albert Smilookcraft, Salt Lake City,
[1996], p. 171)

DaAavID O. McKAY

We are placed on this earth to work, to live; and the earth will géva living. It is our duty
to strive to make a success of what we possess—to till the sabithie matter, conquer the
glebe, take care of cattle, the flocks and the herds. It is ther@oent’s duty to see that you are
protected in these efforts, and no other man has the right to deprive yanoyodf your
privileges. But it is not the Government’s duty to support you. Thanesreason why | shall
raise my voice as long as God gives me sound or ability, against this @astimidea that the
Government will take care of us all, and everything belongs to the @uoeat. It is wrong! No
wonder, in trying to perpetuate that idea, they become anti-Christ, bet@atsgoctrine strikes
directly against the doctrine of the Savior...

No government owes you a living. You get it yourself by your own actsler—hg
trespassing upon the rights of a neighbor; never by cheating him. You put ahbigrors you
character the moment you ddDavid O. McKay, Statements on Communism and the
Constitution of the United Statgs, 23)

During the first half of the twentieth century we have traveledrfiar the soul-destroying
land of socialism..(David O. McKay,Gospel Idealsp. 273)

JOSEPHFIELDING SMITH

We have all been taught the doctrine of personal free agency and that no indisiduet
compelled by force or other means to comply with divine edicts and philoddghllave been
informed that a long time ago in the pre-existence there was a rebgiliveaven, and because
one notable character, who had been entrusted with great authority, rebelleddanhihy away
with him, he had to be cast out of the kingdom. However we should remgrabevery
principle and law existing in the celestial kingdom has been proved to Bextpdrough the
eternities through which they have come. If any individual proves himsethy for the
exaltation in that kingdom, it will be by strict obedience to evenmycple and covenant here
existing. Therefore we may be assured that every law and principleuthe pertaining is
perfect and cannot be amended or discarded because of its perfédtseph Fielding Smith,
Answers to Gospel Questiongl. 4, p. 69)

The modern trend of the nations is towards dictatorship. It is taking fiortwo great
camps, but, nevertheless, the direction is the same, although iin teached by different
routes. On the one side the direction to make an end of all nationspiggthcommunism:;...
(Joseph Fielding SmitAhe Progress of Mam. 397)

HAROLDB. LEE



There are some things of which | am sure, and that is that contrary belkleé and mistaken
ideas of some people, the United Order will not be a socialistiomimaunistic setup;.(Harold
B. Lee,Stand Ye in Holy Placep, 280)

Now, keep in mind with all the crowding in of the socialistic refpnmgrams that are
threatening the very foundation of the Church, we must never forget whhoritthéhas said,
“that the church may stand independent above all other creatures beneathdkgatelorld”
(D&C 78:14). Whenever we allow ourselves to become entangled and haveutosiibzed from
government sources—and we think that it's the expedient way to do busiribiss day—or
when we yield to such pressures, | warn you that government subsidiestahe Lord’s way;
and if we begin to accept, we are on our way to becoming subsidized pgliasailell as
financially. (Harold B. Lee,The Teachings of Harold B. Ld&996], p. 314-15)

SPENCERW. KIMBALL

...Assume that you become the world leader of Socialism and in it hakednsaiccess, but
through your devotion to it you fail to live the gospel. Where are you theréghything
worthwhile which will estrange you from your friends, your Church meshiggryour family,
your eternal promises, your faith? You might say that such estrangemeaoit niecessarily a
result of your political views, but truthfully hasn’t your overpowerintgiiest in your present
views already started driving a wedge? (0/0/dSpencer W. KimballTeachingspp. 408-409)

EZRATAFT BENSON

The fifth and final principle that is basic to our understanding of the Constituig that
governments should have only limited powers. The important thing to keepdrisnthat the
people who have created their government can give to that government onppgech as they,
themselves, have in the first place. Obviously, they cannot givettfcit they do not possess.

By deriving its just powers from the governed, government becomesifyrismmechanism
for defense against bodily harm, theft, and involuntary servitude. It cafaiot the power to
redistribute money or property nor force reluctant citizens to perfacts of charity against
their will. Government is created by the people. The creature caxoeed the creato(Ezra
Taft BensonEnsign,Sept. 1987, p. 8)

No true Latter-day Saint and no true American can be a socialist or a contrausigport
programs leading in that directioilEzra Taft Bensorilitle of Liberty,p. 190)

Our nation will continue to degenerate unless we read and heed the wordsGudtwé this
land, Jesus Christ, and quit building up and upholding secret combinatiofiszra Taft
BensonEnsign,July 1988, p. 80)

We must keep the people informed that collectivism, another worddiatism, is a part of
the communist strategy. Communism is essentially socialEma Taft BensonThis Nation
Shall Endurep. 90)

HowARDW. HUNTER

...we know from both ancient and modern revelation that Satan wished to deny us our
independence and agency in that now forgotten moment long ago, even as he wishethtende
this very hour. Indeed, Satan violently opposed the freedom of choiced diferéather, so
violently that John in the Revelation described “war in heaven” overntagéer. (Rev. 12:7)
Satan would have coerced us, and he would have robbed us of that most preciossfdiayift
could: our freedom to choose a divine future and the exaltation we all hopeatn.obt



To fully understand this gift of agency and its inestimable worth, ihjperative that we
understand that God’s chief way of acting is by persuasion and patience and |lanmgufiot
by coercion and stark confrontation(Howard W. HunterThat We Might Have Jopp. 77-78)

GORDONB. HINCKLEY

| am confident that it was out of what he saw, the bitter fruit ofaticship that he
developed his strong feelings, almost hatred for communism and socidhatrdiStaste grew
through the years as he witnessed the heavy handed oppression and sufferingeoplée of
eastern Europe under what he repeatedly described as a godless communsarexpeeences
further strengthened his love for the land of his birth....

He never got over his boyhood love for freedom. Rather, it grew vitiip nurtured by
what he saw of oppression in other lands, and by what he observed first hand aimggr
dominance of government in this land over the lives of the pg@aedon B. Hinckley, Talk
given at the funeral of Ezra Taft Benson, June 4, 1994)



