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AFTER CAPITALISM  
 
 

 

INTRODUCTION  
 

This book was written, in the main, before the present financial crisis unfolded. But what 

happened then and all that has unfolded since confirm the need to find new forms of financial structures 

within society.  Three things have become very clear to any open minded objective observer.  Firstly, the 
dogmatic belief in our present form of capitalism is so deep seated that in many circles there is absolutely 

no possibility of objectively discussing it, let alone questioning it. Secondly, the belief that money is a 

value in itself is so all embracing and widespread that there is no looking to see or questioning what lies 
behind it at what any particular money stands for in the financial transactions within society.  Dubai   

The people holding to this dogma are just those in positions to observe most clearly its true nature 

and so to make changes.  But they are also the people who benefit from the present set up and would lose 

the most by radically changing it.  The deep seated belief of money as a value in itself and the ingrained 
greed in present human nature make it almost impossible to hope for any change coming from the 

financial leaders themselves.  The present structure gives them the power to prevent governments acting 

alone to make any effective change.  Only governments of countries acting together could achieve what is 
needed could do that, but that is hardly likely to happen in our time.  

The only thing that seems certain today is that nobody knows what is actually happening and even 

less how to overcome the chaos that has arisen and so how to bring the financial world back into some sort 
of order. Is it really no more than that in the striving after profit irresponsible judgements and decisions 

have been made as to the proper asset value of mortgages and other securities or is there some much 

deeper seated flaw in the present financial set up of the markets? 

In their origins and up to comparatively recent times banks and the related institutions that arose 
round them developed out of and on the firm foundation of the "real" economy, the economic activity that 

produced the actual commodities that people needed to live, work and play. Behind money was a reality of 

actual products produced or to be produced in the future. But the financial world has moved away from 
that which gave it a firm foundation and has now come into some kind of illusory realm founded on values 

that come into being and disappear again according to the way people think them. An ever increasing 

proportion of the money or money value that forms the wealth of today has no foundation in reality. Yet 
the world has come to see and treat money as having value in itself,  

 There was a time when the bulk of money in circulation represented real values created through 

people's work in the cooperation of division-of-labour. But today money comes into being through the 

buying and selling of what are called assets but which would more properly be described as rights, that is 
rights of ownership of land, houses, businesses and the products of other people's work. I show in this 

book that the profits generated through the trading of these "rights" work within society in exactly the 

same way as does counterfeit money except that the one is legal and the other illegal. After all, if at some 
time it became apparent that a vast amount of the money and money value in circulation was counterfeit 

and so had no value it would create a situation not very different from the present crisis. Then too 

governments could be forced to buy up the counterfeit money to avert a total collapse of the economy. 

Further, I show that payments such as rents and dividends are parasitic forms of compulsory gift 
that enable some people to live off the work of others, and I do this on the ground of observable economic 

and social facts, not of morality. 

 However this crisis is resolved some very serious questions will remain. Capitalism as it operates 
today by its nature creates huge quantities of what I call "capitalised debt". This debt builds up and must 

of necessity at some time be cleared. The present crisis shows that this "clearing of the debt" inevitably 

causes considerable personal suffering and huge disturbance to the fabric of society. Clearly the present 
financial system of capitalism cannot continue unchanged. Some other social form must be found.   

______________ 

 



Introduction  4 

 
 This book is based on an observation of life, not on any established economic, political or 

religious beliefs or theories. It starts from the perception that society, or human community, is formed of 

an interweaving of three quite differently functioning sectors or strands. It then leads over to show that 
many of the social problems of today, particularly those around money and the growing gap between the 

rich and the poor, the powerful and the defenceless, are consequences of a social structure founded on 

remnants of the old theocratic forms of community and the failure to distinguish between the three sectors 
of society. 

 We are all conditioned by the ways of thinking that are the norm in the society in which we live 

and it is often difficult to recognise these and free ourselves from them. Some of the ideas and 

observations made here may be difficult to accept. They will require a willingness to put aside the usual 
and established ways of thinking and an openness to quite new ideas that may at times seem very much at 

odds with normal and accepted wisdom. But to maintain openness does not necessitate an automatic 

acceptance of these ideas. That should only come out of the readers own free observation and judgment. 
 Some ideas presented here, particularly in the sphere of economics and money, may appear to turn 

conventional understanding on its head and so may require a considerable amount of thought to follow 

through. They will be seen to make sense only when they are looked at within the context of the whole.  
 So too, some of what I put forward concerning the nature of human evolution and the 

development of human consciousness may appear to conflict with much of modern teaching. As human 

consciousness evolves each new development does not completely replace what was there before but the 

earlier continues on in a subsidiary form. What existed in the past leaves its remnants and is still 
perceptible today. Through careful and disciplined observation it is possible to discern within oneôs own 

inner nature as well as in others and in society itself, particular feelings, inclinations and traits which can 

be seen to be of an older nature, a carry-over from former times. Others are clearly of more recent 
development. 

 I shall not try to put forward observations or theories for the purpose of disproving any normally 

accepted social or economic thinking, but will try to offer an alternative view of social life, one derived 
from a quite different base, and will leave the reader to decide for him or her self which is the truer picture 

in its totality and which will lead to a firmer basis for future social ordering. 

 Much that will be presented may well seem impossible of realisation - utopian. But everything 

derives from an observation of actual life, of what exists in reality. It can be verified by anyone able to 
bring the necessary capacity to observe life itself unencumbered by prior assumptions or theories. If it 

seems impossible of realisation it is our present way of thinking, our present assumptions that we take as 

realities that make it so. 
 What is offered will not satisfy anyone looking for any kind of ñquick fixò, ñsound biteò or 

ñsticking plasterò that will offer an immediate solution to any of the many problems besetting social life 

today.  

 
 The idea that human social life, or community, is actually formed of three quite separate and 

individual sectors was put forward at the beginning of the last century by Rudolf Steiner the Austrian 

philosopher, scientist, educator and social thinker (1864-1925). Towards the end of and immediately 
following the first world war he wrote articles and a book as well as giving many lectures on the subject of 

what is often referred to as ñThe Threefold Social Orderò, or ñThe Threefold Commonwealth" as it was 

first translated. His main book on the subject is now published as ñTowards Social Renewalò. In 1922 he 
gave 14 lectures to students of economics in which he set out a quite new approach to money and to 

economic thinking. These are published in English translation as ñWorld Economyò. (Rudolf Steiner 

Press) 

 What Steiner then gave opened up for me a completely new approach to the social, economic and 
monetary questions of today. From this foundation I have from my own studies and observations of life 

come to the ideas presented in this book. I could not have come to what I attempt to put forward here 

except on the foundations of what I met in his ideas, but, though based on what Steiner gave, there is 
nothing here that I have not confirmed for myself through my own working experience and observation of 

social life, and the application of thinking and ñcommon senseò.  
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 It is not possible in one book to give anything more than an outline of the three sectors of social 

life and of the nature of each. Social life is a very deep and complex subject and to research it to its depths 

would take very many books, and certainly would be beyond the scope of any one person. There is much 
that can here be no more than indicated in outline. It is not intended to demonstrate how such ideas can be 

applied to any particular community in practice, but rather to point to the reality of the threefold nature 

itself and to much that is hidden or distorted in our present social life. It is the overall picture that is 
important and that it is hoped will be perceived by the reader. The detail is intended as a step towards that 

bigger picture, not as important in itself in isolation. 

 

 At the beginning any such radical study of social life is like trying to put together a complex 
jigsaw puzzle without having available before one the picture of what the completed puzzle will look like. 

We can assemble a few pieces here and a few more there. We then see fragments of the picture, but there 

is nothing to suggest how these come together within a whole, they themselves do not indicate the totality 
nor how and where they might relate to each other or fit into that totality; that only gradually emerges as 

the fragments grow and begin to fit together. A further complication is that whereas a jigsaw puzzle is 

complete when all the pieces are assembled, this cannot be said of the puzzle of social life. Humanity is in 
a constant state of growth, evolution and change, or of decline. We ourselves are part of society, we are 

conditioned by it and our actions in turn affect it. But in doing a jigsaw puzzle we do not enter into, nor 

are we changed by it. In attempting it, we must refrain from starting with any preconceived but possibly 

incorrect idea of what the whole will look like.  
 A person who sets out to gain a picture of society as a threefold structure will at first come to see 

only a few separate and disjointed parts of it. It can be a long study before he is able to arrive at a picture 

of how all the different pieces form a whole. Even then he will not necessarily have arrived at any idea of 
what he can actually do about it. All this will be that much more difficult if he continues to hold within his 

thinking, even unconsciously, remnants of the picture of a unitary and hierarchical society. 

 
 Readers who look for confirmation of ideas presented here by quotes from other writers, or 

through reference to particular events will be disappointed. In my view real working knowledge arises 

when a person can verify or otherwise something for himself through his own actual experience and 

observation of life, rather than by being given references to one or other authority or what might be 
isolated events. 

 It is what we ourselves come to out of our own quest for knowledge that leads to real 

understanding and action, not what we are told and that leaves no question in us. If readers end the book 
having more questions than they started with, then it will at least have been partially successful. This 

might seem to ask much of the reader, to make it more difficult than may appear necessary, but life also 

shows that little is gained by always following the easier way. If that was so, then surely many of our 

problems would have been understood and resolved long ago. 
 

 It will not be possible immediately to achieve practical realisation of what is briefly described in 

this book. Some of it could take very many years, even generations, to realise. What is immediately 
important is that this inherent threefold nature is observed and understood. There are actually very many 

people, in all walks of life, who already see something of it, but it needs now to be taken much further. 

Observation of life shows that there are individuals in business and industry, the trade unions, 
politics, the media and in many other spheres of social life who are looking for new ways of thinking, 

people who have a sense that the old ways can no longer cope with the complexities of the social 

conditions of our time. Such people are often ones of great capacity and already in positions where 

possibilities exist to begin transforming the social structures if given thought forms and concepts that are 
real. What is offered here is intended for such people in the hope that it can give them, at the very least, 

some new ideas and concepts which they will be able to take further into actual practical life. 

 
 It does not matter that the goal is not immediately achieved; the moving towards it will itself bring 

about great changes in peopleôs sense of social awareness and behaviour. 

_______________________________________ 
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In the English language there is a constant problem if one does not want to appear to discriminate 

between the sexes. Whereas it is possible to use "person" or "human being" instead of "man", and this I 

have tried always to do, there is no alternative to "he" or "she". Rather than always using the "he/she" or 
using them alternately I have used the "he" to denote both. In the writing there has been, and I hope in the 

reading there will be, a constant consciousness of the dual meaning intended. 
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THE NEED FOR CHANGE 

 
Chapter One 

 

 A look back at the course of human evolution will show that just in the last few centuries there 

have been enormous developments in technology and in the possibilities of industrial production far 
exceeding in scope and pace anything that ever took place before. In our day for the first time humanity 

has at its disposal the know-how and the ability to produce sufficient for every human being on this earth; 

enough for them to enjoy a reasonable standard of living in so far as this can be achieved through the 
supply of the physical necessities of life. That this is now possible can be confirmed by anyone who, 

putting aside all preconceived ideas and feelings and viewing the situation quite objectively, looks at the 

actual possibilities given by the developments of modern science and technology and by our modern 
methods of economic production and distribution. This possibility could be realised without anyone 

having to labour all their working life in the dehumanising conditions of many of our present factories and 

mines. It could be done in a way that would still leave each person time and energy to partake in the 

activities of the cultural life and so to nourish his inner life of soul. Furthermore, this could be achieved 
without the present high degree of waste and damage to the environment. That there is still so much 

poverty, homelessness, hunger and hardship in the world is not a problem of our inability to produce and 

distribute what is needed. It is not an economic problem, there can be no doubt about that. We have within 
our grasp the means to do it. Nor is it a financial problem - it is a social problem. 

 It is not acceptable merely to put present social failures down to a lack of money. To say there is 

not enough money is like saying that something cannot be done because there is no way to enter it in the 
accounts. It is not that we do not have the means to produce what is needed - it is, more than anything else, 

that we do not have the right way of thinking together with the right social structure to bring to realisation 

the full potential of what is now possible. 

 But what is a reasonable standard of living? There is no doubt that the Earth could not sustain the 
world population if all lived at the level of consumption that we in the developed economies do, or expect 

to do. We enjoy this level of consumption just because there is a much larger part of the world population 

who are obliged to survive on very much less. We see this clearly when we look at the many products we 
enjoy which are produced by cheap labour, by people who themselves often cannot enjoy that which they 

produce for us. We see it too when we look at the level of consumption of the Earth's oil, gas and other 

resources by a population that is a small fraction of the whole. There is also an extreme level of waste and 

of extravagant use of resources in the developed countries that does not necessarily bring greater 
happiness. 

 A reasonable standard of living for all can only be achieved if those in the economically 

developed countries reduce their expectations and their demands so making it possible for those in the less 
developed countries to increase theirs. But in the current situation this would be unacceptable to the 

people of the developed countries. In addition to this an economy is judged healthy and sustainable only 

when the gross domestic product (GDP) not only increases year by year, but is experienced as doing so. 
More seriously, the present financial and legal structures are such that the financial system goes into crisis 

when there is any sustained downward movement of GDP. 

 This that is true for the world as a whole is also true for each individual country. Those who create 

or make money through the financial markets consume a disproportionate share of the total product while 
those who earn their wages through their actual work in production and services must be satisfied with 

much less. 

Is the standard of living of any particular people to be judged solely on the level of economic 
consumption? Obviously there must be a reasonable basic level, but beyond that does more lead to greater 

happiness? There is a widespread assumption that more money, or more of what money can buy, brings 

greater happiness to life; that material possessions, a large expensive house and car, the possibility to 
travel, to spend holidays abroad, and perhaps above all to be able to have all this without having to work, 

are what give greatest fulfilment to life. But a close and objective observation of life, and there is much 

evidence to support this from research studies, shows that more does not necessarily create greater 

happiness. At a certain point the inner sense of the quality of life can actually begin to diminish as many 



The Need for Change  8 

 
factors such as stress, fear, lack of purpose and feelings of isolation reduce any feeling of happiness, sense 

of fulfilment and peace of mind. 

 But the human being is not merely a consumer of products. He also has needs of his life of soul: 
his need to create, to develop his latent skills and interests and to understand who and what he is and the 

purpose of life. This can be served only by a healthy and vibrant culture life of the community in which he 

lives. Should not our perception of the standard of living include also the cultural and moral qualities of 
the community and the richness of the life of soul of its members, not just on the factors included in the 

GDP? 

 

Through all of history different cultures, institutions and social structures have come into being, 
served a particular people and time, and then been overcome and replaced by another; or grown decadent 

and faded out.  

If, particularly in Europe, we go back just a few centuries we will see social structures built on 
very different foundations from those existing today. Society was built on a class structure with an 

aristocracy as the masters over a middle class and a proletariat who, certainly in earlier times, recognised 

their place in society as appointed by divine ordering. The aristocracy held their place as leaders, law 
makers and landowners by right of birth, that is, through the blood. But though this social order at the time 

seemed to be divinely ordered and unchangeable, as the nature of the human being evolved it became 

more and more decadent and finally, particularly around the time of the first world war, was swept away.  

In just the last half of the last century the recognition of the equality of all people emerged in large 
parts of the developed world with increasing power. Amongst other consequences it too played a large 

part in sweeping away the final remnants of the old class structures based on the blood. So also the British 

Empire which, as with other empires, was at one time accepted, certainly within its leadership, as the 
natural order of things and with the same rightfulness as the laws of nature. But it too, from fulfilling 

something of its purpose in bringing about in humanity the beginning of a consciousness of "one world", 

could not survive and was swept away. 
 Then emerged, or came to the fore, two polar opposite social orders: communism, and western 

capitalism based on a market economy. Each can be seen as arising out of real social evolutionary needs. 

But communism lost its original impulse and became destructive and decadent and it too has to a large 

extent passed away, though remnants in distorted forms continue. Today capitalism and the market 
economy are showing clear signs of having grown far beyond their original beneficial purposes and have 

come to a point where they primarily serve the egoism and greed of those in a position to "play the 

market". If we look not just at the economic and financial spheres of human activity in isolation but at 
society as a whole, then it becomes apparent that as they function within social life today they cannot last. 

They have now reached a point where they are increasingly destructive of society as a whole. This is 

clearly to be seen when one looks closely at the causes of the recurring financial crises. It is also visible 

when we look fully into many of the growing social issues of today, issues of "globalisation", the 
widening gap between the rich and the poor and the threatening environmental catastrophes. 

         What then must come after capitalism? This is a question that must be taken hold of. Or is it not 

possible to know this and to prepare the way for it? Must it come, as has happened too often in the past, 
through upheaval, revolution and widespread suffering brought on by a final collapse of the present 

system?  

 
 There was a time when the church, cathedral or temple stood as the centre of the town or city, the 

focus of the community. As an architectural achievement of great beauty it stood as a House of God, a 

place from which moral guidance and inspiration rayed out to the people who lived and worked in its 

environment. But now it no longer stands as once it did. Now the great churches and cathedrals are too 
often little more than tourist attractions, remnants of a past age and glory. Today it is more likely to be the 

tall buildings of the banks, financial offices and trading centres that reach upwards to the heavens and 

stand as the great architectural achievements in our cities. It is they which stand as symbols of what people 
can strive for, of what can give direction and purpose to their lives. 

In religion people looked up with reverence to that which they felt to be infinitely greater than 

themselves, that which as the source of their being gave meaning and purpose to their lives, that was their 

Creator, the true God. In Him they found their purpose and direction; in God's law their guidance through 
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life, their security and hope for reward in the future. In the fruits and products of nature they saw the gifts 

of God. In following their leader, their king, pharaoh or priest, they were following he who was the 

representative of their God, he through whom God spoke to his people. 
But now the great majority of people, at least in the developed world, act as though there is no 

god, no outer divine authority and no moral law that speaks to a person from without. In so far as religion 

does still play a part it is a weak affair generally limited to a person's inner private life, not to his outer 
daily life and actions. Religions, including those of people in the poorer undeveloped world where they do 

still have a strong hold, teach of a god but one that spoke to human beings in times long past. Christianity, 

Judaism, Islam, Buddhism as they are generally practised today all attempt to proclaim teachings as they 

were given in former ages - the voices that first declared those truths are no longer heard today. 
In all those areas of the world where the social life is based on the particular form of capitalistic 

thinking that has spread from the west, from the United States of America and Europe, money has 

seemingly taken over from belief in God as that which actually motivates people and gives direction and 
purpose to their lives. Money is now an ever present influence, it wields dominion over the way we think 

and live, over our sense of values and what we do. It establishes the order of human beings within society. 

He who has no money must serve he who has. It has replaced the divine ordering that in former times 
guided a person through his life, gave him purpose, security and hope of a better future in his life on earth 

and of reward or otherwise after death. 

 What a person has, where he lives, what he eats, the clothes he wears, the work he does and the 

value he places on things is to a very large extent prescribed by money in a way that it never was in earlier 
times. A person sees the purpose of his work, of life itself, as being to earn money, and the money he 

earns gives him his value, his worth and place in the community. This money that he acquires is absolute 

in that it is his, he owns it. With the money comes the right to spend it as he will: the right to the material 
possessions he buys, to ownership of land and to the power to make more money. It conditions his rights 

and privileges, or lack of them. He who has money has power over those who do not have it, over their 

lives and their labour. 
It is generally true to say that the food we eat is not produced out of any desire or need in the 

producer to provide good healthy nourishment - the primary motive is to make money. So too with the 

clothes we wear, the medicines we need, the houses in which we live and the entertainment we enjoy. 

There are, of course, many who do produce out of quite different motives, out of a real impulse to serve 
people, to provide what people need for a healthy life, but within the whole they are a small minority. 

Those producers who are driven by the urge to make money are too often able to drive out of the market 

those who do wish to serve. 
Must it inevitably be as it is? Is it really impossible to change the direction of the trend of our 

time? Are the huge financial institutions, the banks, the financial futures exchanges and the stock markets 

really fulfilling a socially necessary role and what is this money that has come to so dominate our lives? In 

itself it is useless, it has no substance. Is it real, or is it an abstraction, an illusion, or just a means of 
accounting of values? If so what are the values it accounts for? 

 Money has been created neither by nature nor by God - it has been created by human beings. But 

now it has grown far beyond the control of the humanity that brought it into being. Like "The Sorcerer's 
Apprentice" it seems that its creator is unable to control that which he has let loose. 

Money and our particular capitalistic monetary system has come into being as part of the structure 

of human social life as it has evolved through the ages. If we are to take control of money, to make it serve 
humanity rather than humanity serve it, we must look to changing not the money but that which, within 

the evolving social structure brought it forth in the way it has. 

 

 Though over the centuries many social forms and structures have come and gone there is still at 
the foundation of most of our various structures that which has its origins in the old theocracies in which 

there was no thought of democracy, equality or individual freedom. They were formed when human life 

was very different and much simpler than it is today. Then it was the group, the tribe or family based on 
the blood that was the dominant social unit, not the individual human being as it is now increasingly 

coming to be.  

 Behind all present social thinking and activity is the basic perception that society is a unitary 

whole with a government or other leader at the head providing leadership, guidance, management and 
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control over the whole. Society is conceived of in the form of the pyramid, itself built up of smaller 

pyramids. This is the form that can be seen in virtually all social groupings, whether governmental, 

business or educational, and whether democratic, religious, communist, paternalistic or dictatorships. At 
the head, usually supported by a group of ministers or other such departmental heads, is the prime 

minister, president, chief executive officer, headmaster or captain. In the final resort all guidance, wisdom, 

law and decisions affecting the whole are handed down from the single authority at the head. This is a 
form that comes down from the theocracies of earlier times; it is one that was right for the time when 

people accepted that their leader, king, pharaoh or priest received his wisdom direct from God. But is it 

right for today? 

 Thorough and objective observation of society will show that it is in fact formed of three quite 
distinct sectors or streams, each with its own function and purpose and each working according to its own 

laws. Once this threefold nature is recognised and understood it will be possible to begin to reform society 

according to its own inherent nature to one more appropriate to people of today. 
 In the following chapters I shall attempt, first, to throw light on these three spheres or sectors and 

to show how, on the basis of the working together in harmony of these three independently constituted 

sectors our social life can be renewed in a way that will serve the present and the immediate future needs 
of humanity. The perception of this threefold structure will then provide the concepts with which to 

examine money in a new light, particularly those aspects of our social structure which provide the 

foundation of our present capitalistic system. This I shall attempt in the second part. 

One of the greatest difficulties to be overcome is this firmly rooted picture coming down from 
those earlier times of society as a single body with one central authority at the top having authority over 

and responsibility for all the affairs of that society. Before this can be overcome it is necessary that a 

different picture or imagination is built up, that of one body formed of three quite separate and 
autonomous sectors working closely together - each sector having its own quite differently formed guiding 

or authoritative body but the three together forming the complete whole. Most people immediately feel 

uncomfortable with this, they sense disorder and conflict arising out of three such bodies having no central 
co-ordinating authority. This problem will arise so long as we continue to think in terms of three similar 

but independent sectors, each a replica of the presently existing unitary state. But each sector is not a 

replica of the others, each is organically different, and in its difference complements the others. 
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THE THREE SECTORS ï A FIRST LOOK  

 
Chapter Two 

 

 The most immediate and obvious aspect of the human being is that which we perceive with our 

ordinary senses, the physical body. By this is meant everything of a person that is made up of physical 
substance, is subject to the laws of physics, gravity, temperature etc. and that at death is placed in the 

grave and returns to nature from which it is derived.  

 Over against this is all that is variously referred to as soul, mind, psyche, spirit, self etc. Whether a 
person believes that his "soul and spirit" are of a supersensible nature that comes from God and continues 

on after death, or that they are merely expressions of the working of the physical brain and nervous 

system, like a super computer, and end at the death of the body, is not immediately important here. What 
is here important is that every normal human being experiences him or herself as an "I", as having his or 

her own feelings, thoughts, desires and abilities, who knows what it is to feel alone or to be loved, and 

who believes in one thing or another. To indicate this aspect of the human being, as distinct from that of 

the physical body, I shall use the term "soul", or "soul/spiritual". 

 Thus a person experiences a twofold nature within himself: the bodily nature which can be seen, 

measured and understood through the normal physical senses, and the "soul" nature which cannot be 

perceived by means of these physical senses. Each individual can only experience and know his soul life 
for himself, it cannot be directly perceived by another. These aspects of the human being that cannot be 

reached by our normal physical senses can therefore be called ñsupersensibleò - they are beyond the 

ordinary senses. The needs that arise out of each side of this twofold nature are quite different and distinct.  

 If we look at a piece of handmade pottery, for example a teapot, we see on one level something 

that serves a practical purpose. It is made of material substances and has been given a basic form so as to 

enable tea to be made, and poured without mess into a cup. In this it is made and designed to serve its 

practical purpose, the need of a person to drink tea, a need primarily of the physical body. But a teapot is 
nearly always also designed to satisfy something else - to please the eye, to nourish an inner need of the 

soul for beauty in form and colour, the need to have and use what is a well made, harmonious, and 

beautiful whole. If I wish to buy a teapot, as well as looking for one that will meet my need to make and 
pour tea, I will also look for one that is of a colour and form that pleases me, that will enhance my home. 

 So I look for a teapot that will fulfil two aspects of need, that of my body and that of my inner life 

of soul. For the purposes of making tea, everyone could have the same design of teapot; efficiency of 

function being the only criteria. It is the needs of the soul that lead to so many different designs and 
colours. 

 A book is somewhat different. Looked at from one aspect it could be seen as just ink on papers 

bound together with a cover. The ink has been put onto the paper to form certain shapes, but physically it 
is just ink on paper. I can trace back the whole process and all the people that were in one way or another 

connected with the actual production of the paper from the felling of the trees to the making of the paper. 

Similarly I can trace the manufacture of the ink. Any person looking at it sees the ink on the paper. 
Physically all people with normal vision will see the same thing. 

 But in the perceiving of the meaning, the thought that the ink on paper reveals, that is a very 

individual thing. When I see the writing it gives me a certain concept, or idea. But this is only if I have 

learnt to read this script. The thought or concept does not lie within the ink and paper, it is through what I 
have learnt, the skills that I have developed in myself, that I will understand, or not understand, what the 

writer intended to convey. It may be that I agree with him and accept all that he has to say. Or, on the 

contrary, I might find the words meaningless, they may even irritate me, I may dispute their meaning with 
my neighbour. But all this is true whether or not it is actually printed, that does not affect the significance 

of the thought.  

 There might be little difference in the actual process of printing different books, but their content 
can be widely different. One has only to consider all that is to be found in the many books printed, from 

novels to educational text books, encyclopaedias, Shakespeare, biographies, nursery rhymes and religious 

texts. In this can be seen something of the contrast between economic production and all that arises out of 

human aspirations, creativity, imagination and intuition ï the cultural life of a community.  
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 In this way one can come to a distinction between what is here referred to as the economic process 

- that which produced the physical teapot and the book as products - and the sphere of the soul - all that 

the individual enjoys in the form and colour of the teapot, and all that went into the bringing into being of 
that which is revealed to the reader by the ink on paper. As I shall try to show later, there is a great 

difference for a person if his life's work lies within the sphere of the actual production of commodities - of 

the teapot or the ink and paper - or if it lies in that sphere where the needs of the soul are nurtured and the 
thoughts themselves are worked with. 

 The sphere of activity within the social life of humanity that provides for those needs that arise out 

of the bodily nature of the human being will here be referred to as the "economic" sector or sphere, or as 

ñeconomic activityò. 

 That which provides for the needs of the "soul" will be referred to as the "cultural" sphere or 

sector, or as ñcultural lifeò. 

 Whether or not there is an existence other than the one we experience with our ordinary physical 
senses has been a question from ancient times. Names such as Heaven, Nirvana, Paradise or Valhalla have 

been given to such another world or existence. It is believed or understood to be where God or the Gods 

have their being, where angels or other spiritual beings abide. If there is life after death, it must be to 
where we human beings also go after death. Such an existence or other world will be one that is beyond 

the reach of our ordinary physical senses. In this book this other world and all that might have its being 

there, as also the human soul and spirit which must be of like nature, will be described or referred to 

simply as the "supersensible" or "spiritual". 

 Whether or not there is such a supersensible world the feeling for, or belief in one, plays a very 

large part in the lives of the great majority of world humanity and this fact must be taken into account in 

any discussion of social questions. The fact that people believe in one is itself a reality, even if that in 
which they believe is unreal. For these reasons the possibility of the existence of such a supersensible 

world must not be ignored in any discussion as attempted in this book.  

 A human being has a third need. He has to have a "place" within the order of human beings. He 
feels that within the community he has rights and in this should be treated equally with others. Out of this 

need the sphere of law and the democratic state has arisen. This will be referred to as the "rights" sector or 

sphere, or the realm of the "State". It is the sphere of human social life that is responsible for the bringing 

of order into society for the equal well being of all people on the basis of justice and equity through the 
rule of law. 

 

 Three social ideals called forth at the time of the French revolution and widely striven for today 
are Freedom, Equality and what is variously called Brotherhood, Mutuality or Community. So long as 

society is seen as a single whole there will always be a conflict between these three. If all three ideals are 

striven for within the one unitary society then each will to a certain extent nullify or cancel the other two. 

This has always been seen as a stumbling block by serious social thinkers. But when the three different 
sectors of society are recognised, and each separate sector strives towards a different ideal then it will be 

seen that each has its place within the whole. 

 Only in the life of soul, in cultural life is it possible for a person to be free. In everything that 
comes within the sphere of human rights, of law and order, all people will be seen and treated as equal. I 

hope to show later that only when the economic sphere of production is founded on mutuality and co-

operation will its full potential be realised. Then it really will be possible to provide for the needs of all 
humanity. 

 It will be very easy to assume that what is suggested here is for three different branches or sectors 

within government, three departments that all ultimately come under the one democratically elected 

leadership of the State. Due to the present thought forms dominant in our social life today it is not easy to 
imagine something quite different, that is, three quite separate and independent sectors of society of which 

the democratically elected government as we know it would, in a greatly reduced form, be just one. This 

will, I hope, become clearer in the course of this book. 

 

 So it is possible to identify three sectors or strands of activity within human social life. They can 

be briefly characterised as follows: 
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The Cultural Sector comprises all those activities in the community that aim to provide for the 

needs of the inner soul life - all that leads a person on in his search for knowledge, creativity and 

understanding and that assists in the development of his particular capacities and intentions. This includes 
all forms of education and training, religion, art, science, research and development, and also all 

entertainment. 

 A community can be socially healthy and at peace with itself only when, as a first step, within that 
community each individual knows himself, in his life of soul, to be free. 

The Rights Sector includes all that activity which brings order into human affairs through the 

making of laws, regulations and agreements and which requires people to act in a social way towards each 

other. It is the sphere in which, as its proper function, government will create a legal structure that is a true 
reflection of what arises in the community as a sense of right, a feeling for what is just and fair and 

acceptable social behaviour. In this all people must be seen as equal, the opinion of each being of equal 

value to that of all others. 

The Economic Sector. I shall use the word "economic" to indicate that area of human activity that 

contributes to the production, distribution and consumption of everything we need due to the fact that we 

have a physical body and that is derived from the substances and forces of the mineral, plant and animal 
kingdoms. This includes the food we eat, our clothing, housing, furniture, tools, roads, cars and railways, 

electricity and means of communication. Money facilitates these processes, but is not itself a component 

of the productive process. 

 In the sphere of economic life, no person can provide for himself all that he needs. In economic 
life we are dependent on the working together of others in the wider human community for all that we 

need from the physical material world. Any thought here of self sufficiency, of doing something on one's 

own is actually an illusion. It will become clearer when we look more closely at the working of economic 
activity that in this realm of social life brotherhood, or mutuality, is called for by the process of economic 

production itself.  

It is becoming increasingly the case that for many people the word "economic" calls forth the 
concept of "profit" in the sense of monetary profit. For the purposes of this book it is necessary that a clear 

distinction is made between on the one hand the actual activity of production and distribution of the 

products we use and consume - and on the other the profit that arises out of this. It is the products of 

people's work on which we live, not the profit that arises out of and facilitates the process. 

 It will be very important that this distinction, and the particular use of the word "economic" is kept 

in mind by the reader, otherwise he will be led into considerable misunderstanding and confusion in the 

reading of this book. 

 

Money 

 Money is not itself one of the three spheres of social life but it plays an increasingly powerful and 

distinctive role in our society and reaches far beyond the economic sphere out of which it arose. It has, in 
a certain sense, taken on a life of its own and become of far greater influence and power in our lives than 

we generally realise or acknowledge. It permeates all three spheres of social life, often in a way that brings 

great suffering and harm, but it does also bring the possibility of freeing humanity from the necessity of 
long hours of labour. 

 

The Threefold Society as Expression of the Evolving Human Being 
In earliest times, the human being gathered in for his food that which nature itself provided. Later 

he came to dig the ground, to plant the seed, tend the growing corn and reap the harvest. At a further stage 

he took the substances of the earth, and also of the plant and animal kingdoms, and transformed them into 

products he could use. He made clothes, weapons and utensils for himself; he built his home, and gathered 
in the wood for his fire. All this activity, this labour of the limbs formed the foundation, the core of the 

economic sector of the life of that community. 

 In order to make their work more fruitful people have come through the ages to shine the light of 
their thinking and creative imagination on to the labour of their limbs. They came to divide up the work 

between themselves, each becoming expert or skilled in one particular operation of the labour of 

production. They searched out and found new substances, and new properties and uses of the substances. 

Through the imaginative and thinking powers of their souls they created out of the substances tools with 
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which to work at the productive process. That which arose in cultural life fructified economic activity 

which thereby became many times more productive.  

 It is part of the inherent nature of this process where human creativity works into and fructifies 
economic production that people are brought into co-operatively working together. Increasingly today, in 

economic production, the individual achieves nothing alone. No one makes anything for himself; what 

each needs he obtains from the work of others. In economic activity it will come to be seen that 
brotherhood, or mutuality, is called for out of the very nature of the activity itself. 

 The economic life of the community will be considered more deeply starting in the next chapter. 

 

 There was a time when the behaviour of the individual human being within the community was 
closely held in check by what was experienced as divine commandment expressed through the particular 

religious teachings of the social group to which he belonged. What came from the leader, heard as the 

mouthpiece of God, gave form and structure to the community. 

 At a later stage this outer structure and the discipline maintained by the church lost its power. The 

individual came to experience a voice within himself - conscience - that spoke to him of what was morally 

right or wrong. But this voice was often a week affair, unable to hold the individual to act in a socially 
right way. An outer law had to be established. The vacuum created by the falling away of that which 

earlier spoke to human beings as divine commandment from above came to be filled by law created by 

human beings themselves. The ñStateò came into being and society was given a structure, a framework, 

based on law. This law was a poor substitute for the moral law out of which it arose and which it 
endeavoured to bring to expression. But when the voice of God came to be heard no longer, it was all that 

humanity had. The law of the State, man-made law, came to replace Divine commandment. 

 The role of the State, of law and human rights will be looked at in greater depth starting in chapter 
five. 

 

 If we look out at the world we see, as the foundation of all life, the mineral world, that of earth, 
water, air, heat and light, and the earthly forces such as gravity, electricity and nuclear energy. Above this 

we see the plant world in all its myriad, complex and beautiful forms growing out of and covering the 

earth. Then we see beyond these the animal kingdom in all its multitude of species from the simple 

amoeba to the most evolved apes. At the peak of perceptible earthly creation is the human being. 

 In the mineral world we do not perceive life. We find life first in the plant, but there we find it as 

in a kind of sleep. The plant takes in nourishment from the earth and the air and grows and brings forth its 

flower and its seed according to its nature. Within itself it is perfect - imperfections and disease all come 
to it from without. 

In the animals we find a waking life. We find also temperaments, emotions and impulses, but not 

an awake thinking consciousness. 

 In the human being we find a consciousness that has developed far beyond just that of being 
awake, to one that looks out at nature and questions what it sees there, a consciousness too that has an 

inner impulse to create, not just to create out of necessity but to create for its own sake, a consciousness 

that strives to achieve the impossible, to climb the mountain ñbecause it is thereò. In the human being 
there arises also the consciousness of good and evil, of right moral action. 

 The human being is not satisfied just to be. Nor does he find it enough to be active only in the 

satisfying of his physical needs, as does appear the plant and the animal. He sees the stars and the moving 
planets, the sun and moon in their courses and the changes in the seasons. Questions arise in him and he 

sees, or imagines, connections and meaning in it all. 

 Through the ages his questions grow. He looks out at nature that he finds spread out around him 

and within which he lives and of which he, in his bodily nature, is a part. He strives to ñknowò it, to 
understand what it is, how it grows. He looks within himself and strives to know from whence he came 

and to where he goes. Is there a deeper purpose and meaning to life, or is it all an accident of mineral 

substances and forces? Is there a god, is there some world or spirit place beyond what is accessible to the 
ordinary senses, some spirit land to which he goes when he dies, or is death final? Human thinking and 

imagination has striven with such questions since earliest times. 

 Feelings, emotions and impulses rise within the human being. He hankers for that which brings 

pleasure and entertainment. He aspires to beauty, harmony, justice and knowledge. He tries to bring to 
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expression in art that which he feels within his own being, and to improve his own knowledge and abilities 

through education. He strives after the impossible, the unattainable and the unachievable. He must go that 

little bit further, faster, higher than has been gone before. 

 In the first place all that comes into being as the cultural sector of society has its start, its 

beginning, in the individual, in the egoism of the individual soul. But what has its beginning in egoism can 

rise to service for the whole community. The teacher teaches because, in the first place, the need or 
impulse to teach rises within the depths of his or her own being. But in the teaching the teacher can rise 

beyond this egoism and truly work out of the needs of the children. But to so come to oneôs true work out 

of such an inner impulse there must be freedom. In all cultural life freedom must prevail. 

The nature of this cultural sector of social or community life, and the question of freedom, will be 
looked at in greater depth starting from chapter eight. 

Polarities 

 In their characteristics the cultural and economic spheres are polar opposites. In observing cultural 
activity we are constantly led to the single human being. Here a person can know something only when he 

himself has come to know it. Only he can experience beauty for himself. In economic life we are led away 

from the individual to humanity as a whole. No person can provide what he needs for himself. 

 In cultural life egoism has its rightful place. All creativity, art, imagination and invention arise in 

the first place out of the egoistic soul needs of the individual. In economic life a person works to produce 

what is needed by others - there is in economic activity something that is, or should be, inherently 

altruistic. The person working in a factory making parts for a computer does so because people need 
computers, not because he finds in his work that which fulfils the needs of his own soul. That he works 

"for money" conceals this deeper reality. 

 Rights life comes in between. It arises within groups of people who live or work in some form of 
community - whether that is a small local community, a country or world humanity. Each group will come 

to its own particular laws. An individual living alone on an island will not develop any rights life, it would 

be meaningless. 

 

The idea that society has a threefold nature is not new or unique. In certain communities of former 

times it was symbolised by the ñBookò, the ñSwordò and the ñPloughò, or as the ñPriestò, the ñSoldierò 

and the ñPeasantò. 

 Today also there are people who see something of this threefold nature. But of those who do many 

do not see the wider picture so there is a tendency to distort it. It is often characterised in a way that does 

not conform to its true nature, for example in terms such as ñbusinessò, ñgovernmentò and ñcivil societyò. 
This might be thought of as using different terminology for what is described in this book. On the surface 

it may certainly seem so, but if studied more deeply it will be seen that the three sectors described here 

cannot be designated in this way, to do so can only lead to confusion. For example in education, according 

to this categorisation, a school run as a business would be in a different sector than that of a state school, 
or again different from that of a charitable, or not-for-profit school. But it is the nature of the activity - 

education - not the structure of the school that determines its place.  

 
 Money, as it is today, originated and had its initial purpose in the economic sphere. It has now 

developed a life of its own in a way that it never had before. It has, to a greater extent than often realised, 

usurped the role of the religious or cultural life of former times. Our succumbing to its temptations has 
spawned capitalism through firstly treating certain aspects of both human rights and cultural life as 

economic products and creating markets in these. Particularly through the markets in ñrightsò it has been 

able to generate huge sums of capital ñout of thin airò. Money as such and its role beyond the true 

economy will be looked at beginning in chapter fourteen.  
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THE ECONOMIC SECTOR ï BASIC CONCEPTS 

 
Chapter Three 

 

 As earlier indicated I shall use the term "economic" to mean all that and only that human activity 

involved in the production, distribution and consumption of the goods and services that fulfil those human 
needs and wants that arise out of peopleôs physical bodily nature. For this purpose the term ñeconomicò 

should not be confused with the earning or accumulation of money. Money arises out of the process of 

economic production; it facilitates and makes much possible, but it itself is not part of the actual economic 
process. In order to arrive at a working knowledge of economic activity proper it is necessary, at the 

beginning, to put aside the money and look solely at the activity itself. I will take up the question of 

money as such in later chapters, particularly in and following chapter fourteen.  
 In this book I shall use the word ñlabourò only in its meaning of manual or physical work. For 

reasons that will become apparent I shall not use it in its meaning of ñmanual workersò collectively. 

 In any study of economics it is first necessary to know the place or perspective from which it is 

being viewed. It can be observed from the place at which each person or organisation stands - micro 
economics - that is, from the point of view of what is of greatest benefit to the individual person or 

organisation. Or it can be observed from the periphery ï macro economics ï that is, from the place from 

which one sees it in its relation to the interests of the community as a whole. By this I mean that a person 
can consider the economy subjectively from the point of view of what is most advantageous to himself, or 

objectively from the presumption that the task of the whole is to work as a unity in order to produce 

sufficient for all the community and that each person is able to acquire what he or she needs as his or her 
share of the total product. 

 In this study I shall look at economic life from the point of view of the needs of the community as 

a whole, not from that of the individual. By "individual" I mean the individual person or individual 

organisation. I take as a starting point the view that the task of the economic sphere of social life is to 
organise itself in such a way that it can produce what is needed by the community as a whole and 

distribute to each member that which is needed by each. Ultimately the community can only be the world 

community. The problems of the poor, the hungry and the homeless will never be solved on the basis of 
each person, organisation or country looking after only themselves. Life has shown this to be true with a 

vengeance, despite all the theories to the contrary. 

 

As a foundation for what will be built on later much can be illustrated by a very simple 
imaginative picture. This will help to form some of the basic concepts and the way of thinking that is put 

forward here as necessary for a realistic understanding of the economic sector of human society. 

 

The Blackberry Picker. 

 Imagine a simple village community whose members often have occasion to walk along a road, 

perhaps to their places of work. 
On the edge of a wood near the 

village there are many 

blackberries growing wild. They 

do not "belong" to anyone so 
may be taken by whoever cares 

to pick them. But there is the 

problem that they are on the 
other side of a river and can only 

be reached by a long walk via a 

bridge further down river. 
If a person, on his way 

back to the village makes a 

detour to the woods and picks 

some for himself, this cannot be thought of as included within the village economy. The berries he picks 
do not enter into the general circulation of goods; it is not part of the local economy - the co-operative or 
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shared work of the community. He does something only for himself, or his own family. Nor can it be said 

that his labour, if it can be called labour at this point, is part of the communal economic activity. 
 But he might decide while he is picking some for himself, to pick extra to sell in the village 

market. At this point, the moment he ceases to pick for himself and starts to pick for the community, his 

activity changes - his work becomes what can be called "economic labour". The harvest of blackberries, 

the product of his labour, enters into the general circulation and exchange of goods, that is, into the 
economic life of the community. He supplies blackberries for others in the community and he will obtain 

in exchange something he needs that others have produced. 

 Now suppose that he decides to make a business of picking and selling blackberries. He sets up a 
stall on the roadside at "X" from which to sell them. He has to make several journeys between his stall and 

the woods to pick and transport enough to make it worthwhile. He then has a stall with punnets of 

blackberries for sale. 
Someone coming along the road buys a punnet. What is he actually paying for? This is an 

essential question of economics. If we are really to understand the economy in such a way as to organise it 

to serve the community as a whole in the most efficient and productive way then we must begin by 

perceiving the real nature of such an exchange. 
 The blackberries where they are found growing wild have no ñeconomic valueò, that is they have 

no value arising out of the communal economic activity. No work has been done to plant, look after or in 

any way to nurture them. There might be other values that can be placed on them but there is no value 
arising out of any actual work of production; that is, no ñeconomic valueò. 

It is, of course, usual practice to give natural resources a monetary value, but this should not be 

confused with the economic value described here. This value given to a natural resource is in reality a 
monetary value given to a ñrightò or to ñpermissionò. For example, in this situation there might be other 

people living in the woods who claim to "own" the blackberries and who refuse to allow our picker to take 

any unless he pays them a share of his takings. Here, clearly, we are dealing with something that is not 

part of the economic process of production itself, but something of quite a different nature even though it 
may well have an effect on the price. It is something based on force or ownership not on the productive 

process, and as such will be considered in detail later. 

Or it might be a ñpotentialò economic value, that is, one given it due to its potential to make a 
profit. But here again, this is not a value arising out of the actual productive activity. It is important to 

distinguish between economic value - that created through the economic productive process itself - and 

other kinds of value. 

 On the bush, as nature grew them, the blackberries have no true economic value. But at the 
roadside they do have an economic value. What is it that gives rise to this economic value? The substance 

of the berries has not changed, that is the same now as it was while on the bush. The economic value 

cannot lie in the substance. Nor can it be the value or cost of the actual labour that is expended in picking 
and transporting them. If the blackberry picker carried a large stone from the roadside to the woods and 

then back to the road, no value would have been created ï any value in the stone would be the same as it 

was before. No one would want to pay him "for his labour" The labour itself is not what matters to the 
person who wants blackberries. It is the blackberries themselves that the buyer will eat and it is therefore 

the blackberries, or, to be more exact, the economic value of the blackberries resulting from the labour, 

that he pays for, not the labour itself nor the time. Labour as such can have no economic value, only the 

product of labour can have it. The economic value is given by the labour but is not the labour. It really 
does not make economic sense to think in terms of it being the labour that is paid for. Nor can it be the 

time that the buyer saves. It is always the result, the product of labour that is of economic value and is 

therefore what is properly paid for. 
 The economic value must lie in the change in the blackberries that has resulted from the labour, in 

this case the change that has resulted in their being at "X" instead of on the blackberry bush in the woods. 

It might sometimes be easier and more convenient to act as though the labour itself has a value 
and that it is this labour that is purchased. In practice this might in certain circumstances appear to be the 

only reasonable way to act. But if we think that economically we are purchasing labour and we act on the 

basis of this being a reality then we bring into social life something that is not only untrue but that also 

divides people in that one person experiences himself as purchased by another. This does and always will 
bring disharmony and conflict into social life. 
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Imagine now a further development of the situation. A person walking along the river bank 

notices that a tree has been blown across the river by a recent storm. Then he observes what the blackberry 
picker is doing. He shows the picker how, with a little skill, he could both shorten his journeys and at the 

same time sell his blackberries nearer to the village. The fallen tree could easily be used as a bridge so 

providing an easy way to cross the river. The blackberry picker follows this advice and sets up his stall at 

"Y". The walker continues on his walk and plays no further part. 
 Although the walker does nothing of the picking, transporting or selling of the berries, his 

perceptive and imaginative capacity transforms the process, creating a different economic value. The 

labour becomes more effective, 
more productive in that the 

same work will make more 

blackberries available to the 
community, and they will be 

nearer to where they are wanted. 

They will be cheaper, but this 

cheapening process is itself of 
value to the community. We 

must not only see value in terms 

of the monetary price. There is a 
value to the community in 

something becoming cheaper - 

the cheaper it becomes, the greater the value. 
 Here it can be seen that a value created by labour has been modified by human intelligence. These 

matters are by no means simple, they cannot be understood solely by applying logical thinking and 

seeking definitions. Rather it is necessary to develop picture imaginations.  

The question of what is ñeconomic valueò can be taken further with another picture: 
 

The Conveyer Belt. 

 Imagine the production of car engines on the old conveyor belt method of manufacture. A person 
stands at a certain place at the belt. A partially completed engine comes before him and stops. He does 

certain work on it: attaches a new pipe to it with two bolts which he tightens. The engine then moves on to 

the next person. 

For what is the worker paid? What is it the owners or management want from him? Is it the 
movements he makes, the actual time he takes or the energy he uses up? Or is it something else? If he 

makes all the necessary movements but nothing results the management is not going to want to pay him. 

They will not have what they want. What they actually want is the pipe put in its place and bolted down 
and the engine, as a result of his work, coming one step nearer to being complete and functional. 

 That change is the true economic value that management pays for. That is the sole purpose of their 

employing the worker. If we look more exactly at what actually happens in this situation and at the real 
nature of the payment we cannot come to any other conclusion than that the management purchases from 

the worker the change that takes place as a result of his work. Labour itself is of no economic value. The 

engine, which provides the power for the car into which it will be put, is the sum total of the results of 

many people's work. It is not the actual work itself, nor the time, which will power the car forward. 
 As will be seen when we look into this question from other perspectives later, it makes an 

enormous difference to the individual worker, and so to the social life of the community, if we think in 

terms of the purchase of the products of labour, or of the purchase of labour itself. 
 If we are to understand economics we have to develop flexibility in our thinking ï we must 

cultivate an imaginative way of thinking. Concepts such as economic value cannot be grasped with hard 

and fast definitions. They have to be seen, to be grasped in their ever changing form within the actual 
economic process. It is also important to distinguish economic value from other values. It is this economic 

value that we are concerned with here when we refer to value.  
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The Two Value Creating Activities 

 All economic values come into being through the interweaving of two value creating factors: 
human labour and human imagination or creativity. These two can be seen as the creative factors in every 

productive activity. 

First human labour takes hold of a product of nature and modifies it. This may be by extracting it 

from the ground, growing it, moving it, changing its shape or in any other way transforming it. In doing so 
it creates a value, an economic value. This is one value creating movement - human labour working on 

nature or the products of nature. 

 The other value creating movement is when human thinking, creative imagination or ingenuity 
organises or divides the work to be done in such a way that it makes the work itself more productive. A 

simple example of this can be seen in a group of people washing dishes after a meal. They will not each 

separately take their own plate, wash it, dry it and then put it away. That is clearly a very inefficient and 
cumbersome way of working. No, they will divide the work between them, one or more would wash all 

the plates, others would dry them and yet others put them away. At this level people hardly think about it, 

it is obvious. But it is through observation and thinking that the work comes to be divided out and each 

does only a part of the whole. This is what is properly called "division-of-labour".  
 Today, within an economy based on division-of-labour, not even washing up is simple. It might 

appear so, but much is usually not seen. We can ask: who is actually involved in the washing up, is it only 

the people who are there round the sink, washing, drying up and putting away? Did they also go down to 
the river and fetch the water, or cut the wood for a fire to heat it? No, they did not. Others did that, only on 

a rather larger scale. Very many others fetched the water, and if one takes into consideration all the people 

who made the pipes which carried the water, and those that made the pumps, then we see that a great 
number of people were involved. Of course they were also involved in many other activities in the 

community requiring water. In the same way we can say that there were also many others who contributed 

to the generating of the power used to heat the water. 

Though unseen, and themselves not knowing it, all these many other people are also there helping 
to wash up. In actual fact, if one asks how many people are involved in the washing up the answer would 

be very many thousands, or even millions, some perhaps in far countries. It is human creative imagination 

and invention that has brought about the situation that the water is collected centrally and pumped through 
pipes for everyone that needs it, instead of each going down to the river and collecting it for himself; so 

also for the heat and power. 

 Every economic productive process is founded on the working of these two value creating 

activities. This can be seen in every article we have or use. The raw materials from which each is made 
can be traced back to their origins in nature. The chair on which I sit was once part of a tree, or more 

probably, parts of several trees, growing in the forest. They were cut down by human labour, transported 

to the sawmills where they were cut up. Again transported to where people worked further on the wood to 
make out of it this chair. Then follows the work of distribution so that it reaches me at the place where I 

can sit on it at my desk. In all this we see people labouring. But also there is human thinking, ingenuity, 

creating the tools - the saws, the planing-machines, the means of transport - and organising the work so 
that it is most efficient. I have this chair, in the first place, because these two activities have taken place. 

This also means that many thousands of people have been active in order that I can have it without having 

to make it myself.  

 

The Value Creating Tension 

 There is a third value creating factor, but one of a quite different nature. We see this if we again 

look at the example of the blackberry picker. He stands there with his blackberries for sale, the result of 
the two activities; his labour of picking and carrying them, and the creative imagination that resulted in the 

labour being made more productive. 

 A person coming along the road may be eating an apple. Some way behind him is another who 
does not have an apple, and is hungry. As these two come in turn to the stand of the blackberry seller they 

will each feel a different need for the blackberries. The seller, if he is crafty, will drop the price when the 

first person comes and then increase it again for the second. There is always a tension between the buyer 

and the seller dependant how strongly each wants what the others brings to the transaction. This can be 
called a ñvalue creating tension". It plays no part in the actual activity of producing the product. It is 
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something of quite a different nature from the two value creating movements already discussed, but it does 

play a large part in the economic sphere, it is always there affecting the price. 
 It is important that a clear distinction is maintained between, on the one side the two value 

creating movements, or activities, and on the other the value creating tension. This tension is something 

that is unpredictable; it arises out of people's different feelings, sentiments and needs. These are in a 

constant state of flux; they change from person to person and over time.  
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THE ECONOMIC PROCESS - DIVISION -OF-LABOUR  

 

Chapter Four 

 

The Basic Economic Process 

 All economic products have their origin in nature or sub nature. We can trace everything we use, 
wear or eat, our means of transport, our housing, electrical appliances and all the many other products we 

have or consume to their origin in nature. The economic productive process itself starts at the point where 

human physical work or labour first takes hold of what nature provides and begins to transforms it. This 

can be by working on the substance and changing it, as when wood is made into a table, or by merely 
moving it to the place where it is to be used, as when the finished table is moved from the factory to the 

shop, or coal from in the earth to the fire place. 

 Human intelligence or ingenuity can make this work more efficient or productive. It does this, as 
was shown, through "division-of-labour". This can take two forms but is usually a combination of both. 

Either the work to be done is divided between a number of people so that each concentrates on one part of 

the productive process; or it enables some people to make "tools" which in themselves are not needed, but 
which enable others to work more productively in producing what is actually used or consumed. These 

tools in their more complex form are what are now generally referred to as technology. 

 Division-of-labour can be shown, in its very simplest form, by an imaginative picture. Because the 

sphere of economic activity is so complex and difficult to observe, it is often necessary to consider it in its 
simplest state where the many other factors usually at play are excluded or reduced to a minimum. In this 

way we can see what is also at work in the most complex economic productive processes but which is 

there too often lost sight of. 
 Imagine a very simple community where everyone makes everything they need for themselves. 

There is no division-of-labour, no sharing of the work.  

 "A" decides to make himself a shirt. He also needs a pot and will have to make that as well. With 
a little reflection it will be clear that the making of each of these will involve a considerable amount of 

time and work. He will have to grow or otherwise gather up all the materials needed and make all the tools 

he will use before he can even begin to actually make the shirt. He will then have to do the same in order 

to make the pot. 
  Quite separately another person, "B", also decides to make for himself a shirt and a pot. He also 

will have to do the same considerable amount of work. But the situation for each will be radically changed 

if one of them comes to the idea that they divide the work between them. "A" will make two shirts and 
"B" two pots. So "A" in making a shirt for himself, instead of then also making a pot for himself, makes a 

second shirt for "B". In the same way "B" instead of making a shirt for himself will make a second pot for 

"A".  

 Now the whole situation is changed. "A" makes a shirt for himself. At the same time he makes a 
second shirt for "B". The first shirt that he makes for himself will still take the same amount of activity as 

before, but the second will take considerably less; he will already have the tools and to produce twice the 

materials is not twice the work. So for ñAò to make a second shirt there is a kind of bonus, it will take 
much less time and effort than it would have taken if "B" had made it for himself as well as making his 

pot. In dividing the work between them we can say that the work becomes more productive. The same 

applies to the making of the second pot by "B" for "A". 
 What is apparent here is the principle that when the work is divided, when a person concentrates 

on the making of one product, or even just one part of a product, making what others want rather than only 

what he himself wants, the work becomes more productive, or the product becomes cheaper. This 

principle is at the foundation of all economic production, from the simple situation of people sharing the 
washing up to the most complex industrial processes such as the manufacture of motor cars or the 

computer. It is what makes it possible for each of us to acquire products that it would be impossible to 

have if we had to make them all for ourselves. 
We can see this clearly, for example, in the electric light bulb. If a person had to make one on his 

own, including the making of all the tools needed as well as the gathering up of the raw materials, it would 

take him very many years. But because of division-of-labour it is possible for him to buy one with the 
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money that it takes the average person in any industrially developed country a matter of minutes to earn ï 

he can ñmakeò a bulb in just a few minutes. 

 Division-of-labour starts when human thinking and imagination begins to divide up the different 

activities in the process of production. As will be shown later, it continues with the invention of tools, 
machines and technology. In this the human power of creativity is active making all human work or labour 

involved in the economic process of production more efficient and productive.  

 

Purchase and Sale 

 "A" and "B" now exchange the second shirt for the second pot. In this way "A" gets his pot which 

is what he originally wanted. He has done this not by making it himself with all that that entails, but by the 
much simpler means of making a second shirt and exchanging this for the pot made by ñBò. The 

exchange, or purchase, brings back together that which was first separated, or divided out, through 

division-of-labour. Each in making something, not for himself but for the other, gets what he wants with 

less effort, and so each is better off, each makes a profit.  
 The exchange is the completion of the process, or a stage in a process, not something in itself. The 

economic process starts with organising and dividing the work, so everyone is involved in making part of 

what others want. Through sale and purchase the process is completed by distributing to each that which 
he wanted and would otherwise have had to make for himself, or go without. 

 With the complexity of economic life today when money comes into the transaction it is almost 

impossible to see this, but this element of sale and purchase being the completion of a process is 
nevertheless always there. That which is divided out in division-of-labour is reinstated in sale and 

purchase so that each then receives that which he needs. At its simplest level, for the person who makes 

shirts it can be said that the money he receives in exchange for the shirt is an order on the system to 

provide the pot that he wants. 
 What has just been said is true of the economic productive process. We must not get confused by 

the fact that there are many transactions that are treated as being economic exchanges but in fact are 

something quite different. As already pointed out, they are often in reality the purchase or sale of "rights". 
We will look at these pseudo economic exchanges or purchases later. 

 

Profit  

 As was shown, both "A" and "B" gain in the transaction. In the exchange of products each 
received something that was of more value to him than that which he gave, each made a profit. If this were 

not so the exchange would not take place. In all exchanges, wherever there is sale and purchase and where 

there are no other factors from outside the realm of economics bearing down on and distorting the proper 
balancing within sale and purchase, both sides make a profit. We tend always to think of profit in terms of 

money, and that it is the one who receives money who makes the profit. But if I buy a pair of shoes, it is 

because the shoes have more value to me than the money. I can wear the shoes, not the money. I gain on 
the exchange, I make a profit. For the shop keeper it is the other way round. He can do more with the 

money than he can with the shoes. It is the profit each makes that is the motive behind the exchange. If I 

did not make a profit, if the shoes were not of more value to me than the money, I would not buy them, I 

would keep the money. 
 It is profit which is the impelling force in the economic sphere that keeps the whole in movement. 

This is there both in the productive activity and in the sphere of sale and purchase. Just as it is division-of-

labour which gives to economic activity its bounteous nature, so it is profit which is the impelling force 
that keeps the whole in movement. 

 

 There are two elements in the economic process of production that will need some clarification 
here to avoid confusion: ñeconomic valueò and ñpriceò. 

 

Economic Value 

 As was discussed in the last chapter an ñeconomic valueò is created when through the process of 
division-of-labour a product is produced. We saw that the economic value lies in the product, but is not 

the product itself nor is it to be found in the actual substance as it exists in nature. It is the result of the 

shared work of division-of-labour; the value in the shirt of the pot gained by making the shirt. We have to 
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come to perceive or sense it, it cannot be defined. It is the increase brought about by the two streams of 

activity, physical labour on the one side and human creativity on the other, each working to fructify the 

other. 

 When "A" made the shirt for himself there was no economic value created in the sense that it did 
not enter into the economy of the community. He made it for himself, no one else was involved. This 

might have a value in his personal economy, but here we are concerned with the economy of the 

community, not that of the individual. In division-of-labour the economic value of the shirt that a person 
makes is not the work that he put into the making of it, but the value to him of the pot that he can obtain 

by means of the shirt. 

 

Price 

 When ñAò and ñBò agree to exchange the shirt for the pot there will eventually come the question 

as to the relative values of each. Are the ñpricesò of one pot for one shirt, and one shirt for one pot fair? It 

might well be that much more work has to go into the making of shirts than is needed for making pots. 
The value of the pot received in the exchange by ñAò will not be as great to him as the shirt is to ñBò. ñAò 

will not have profited so much as ñBò in the sharing out of the work. ñAò will then demand that he receive 

more than just the one pot for his shirt. All other factors being equal, there will always be a tendency to 
exchange products of equal economic value. A fair price, that is x number of pots for one shirt, will be 

achieved when in the exchange the economic values on either side of the exchange are in balance. 

 But this is seldom achieved. While it is the two value creating activities working together that go 
to the forming of economic value, in the forming of price the third factor also comes into play ï the value 

creating tension introduced in the last chapter. This arises not out of the productive process itself but, 

firstly, out of the human factor, out of the feelings, desires and needs of human nature and, secondly, out 

of the state of the market and the many other factors effecting price, some of which will be looked at later. 
They can affect the price in either direction. In an economic sector that sets out to provide for the needs of 

the community as a whole there will always be a striving towards bringing price into line with economic 

value. 
 If in a community there comes about a balance between the number of shoemakers able to make 

just the right number of shoes for all who need them, and all the other people making all the other 

products the price will settle at a certain mean figure ï a fair price. If then something happens, another 

shoemaker comes into the area, or some of the population move elsewhere, or it becomes fashionable to 
go bare foot, fewer shoes will be needed than are being produced. If nothing else happens, the price will 

drop. This means that the shoemakers in selling their shoes are not able to obtain in exchange something 

of equal economic value - the money they receive for the shoes buys less economic value than that of the 
shoes sold, they receive in exchange less than they give. 

 The price could be fixed by some means such as by law, by subsidies or by some other way of 

affecting price. But this would not alter the fact that there were now too many shoemakers making shoes. 
In fact the drop in price is an indication of a change in the social situation. The oversupply will not be 

solved by artificially increasing the price, that will only hide the real problem. The cause of the change of 

price is not in the price itself, so the cure will not be found in the artificial fixing of the price. 

 The price is an indicator. It works just as a thermometer does in indicating the temperature of a 
room. If the room is too cold we do not try to change the thermometer, we put more wood on the fire, or 

turn up the heater. So in economic life the price indicates the "temperature" in the social life of the 

community in the sphere of the production and consumption of commodities. We must leave the price 
alone and look for the cause elsewhere. In this case it is that too many people in the community are 

making shoes. Adjustments must be made within the community to bring the number of people making 

shoes and the number of shoes wanted into balance so that the price once again returns to the mean point. 
This can only be done by people who are able to rise above the immediate interests of the individual to the 

interests of the community as a whole. As I shall explain later this can be achieved through what I call the 

"Economic Associations". 

 Instead of a conscious appreciation of the problem followed by necessary action, at present it is 
largely left to the tension factor in the market place to determine what is produced. We can see all around 

us that this does not result in a socially healthy balance. We must find a way in which human intelligence 

and creative imagination can take the place of the tensions of the market. It is not that the market has no 
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place, it does fulfil an important role. It is through the price arising freely in the market place that the true 

ñtemperatureò of the economic situation is revealed and can be read. It must come about that having ñread 

the temperatureò it is through conscious human intelligence and creative imagination that the necessary 

action is taken. 
No individual can by himself grasp the wider working of economic life. Each can know it only 

from his own particular place in it and in so far as it is his own interests that concern him. But the totality 

can be grasped when individuals, each viewing the whole from his particular place, are able to come 
together to form a whole. Then the group can rise above the narrow perspectives of the individuals as 

individuals. When those involved in economic life come together out of their separate activities it will be 

possible to take hold of the whole. This way of working will be looked at later in chapter thirteen under 
ñEconomic Associationsò.  

 

The Mean Price 

 How do we arrive at an idea of what we might call the ñmean priceò, one that equates as nearly as 
possible with ñeconomic valueò?  

 Imagine again a simple closed village community where everyone worked in the economic life of 

the community. If everyone worked to produce the different products needed by the whole, and assuming 
everyone did the same amount of work within the village economy based on division-of-labour, then the 

economic values each produced would be equal and reciprocal. We would, of course, also have to assume 

that everyone had similar capacities in their work. Assuming also that no other factors came in to effect 
the values, then what one person produced in a day would be exchangeable for what any other produced in 

a day, each would have the same economic value and the same price. 

 Each person can earn what he needs, that is, he can obtain his equal and fair share of the total 

product of the community activity, by doing one day's work. In this we see the starting point, the 
foundation, of the economic life of the community. If nothing else came in to complicate and pull it out of 

balance, all people would labour equally at economic production and all would have the same standard of 

living. Of course in actual life very many things do come in to distort this in one direction or another, but 
this reciprocity, this balance, should be seen as a reference point or starting line for any study of the 

economic sector. Economic and social science is really the attempt to understand all that effects and 

distorts this, and to strive, so far as it is possible, to bring it back into balance. 

 

An ñIdealò or ñTrueò Price 

 Taking this balancing of economic values as the foundation or starting point can we imagine how 

we might move from this to an ñidealò price within a more complex community; one based on the needs 
of consumption rather than on production and allowed for the different abilities and needs of all members 

of the community? It would also have to take into account the fact that with modern technology at work in 

what has become a world economy, it is no longer possible to know who or how many people have been 
involved in the production of any particular item. It would also allow for the fact that this world economy 

could, if it was so willed, produce enough for all humanity. Would we not then come to an ideal concept 

of price as something like this? 

  "A true price arises when a person receives, as counter value for the product he has made, 
sufficient to enable him to satisfy all his needs, including the needs of his dependants, until he will again 

have produced another like product". (Rudolf Steinerôs ñWorld Economyò - lecture six given on 

29/7/1922) 
 There is very much in this that will be taken up and discussed in the further course of this book. 

To our present way of thinking it will immediately appear as impossible nonsense that a) the price should 

depend on what a person needs rather than the value of what he gives, b) the price refers to the cost of 
future production, and c) the price could be seen as true for one person but not so for another, each 

producing the same product. 

 This may not be something that can be applied at the present time, but the thought of an ideal or 

true price can be very helpful as an imagination towards which we can strive, something that is actually 
more within the possibilities of achievement than we might think. 
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Consumption 

 To continue the story of the shirt and the pot, "A" uses the pot that "B" made, and "B" uses the 

shirt that "A" made. Both items are eventually used up, the shirt wears out, the pot gets broken, or starts to 

leak. In both cases they, or more correctly the substances out of which they are formed, are discarded and 
returned to nature. So the cycle is completed, the economic values built up through division-of-labour, 

exchanged through purchase and sale, reduce back to nothing in consumption - the whole is truly an 

organic process. 
 This cycle is the essence of everything that can rightfully be included in the economic sector of 

social life. Anything that is not part of this cycle cannot truly be called "economic" but must have its 

proper place in one of the other two spheres of social life. 
 Here we see it in its very simplest form. But it is there also in the most complex of industrial 

manufacture, distribution and consumption - the creation of values through division-of-labour followed by 

sale-and-purchase leading to the using up of those values through consumption.  

 

The Starting Point of Money 

 In the economic sphere each person makes something, or a part of something, that is wanted by 

others. He then exchanges what he has made for something made by others. As soon as this process of 
dividing the work progresses beyond a very small community to where many people are involved then 

money comes into being. It must of necessity do so. In the economic sphere this is the foundation, the 

starting point of money.  
 Money first arises at the level of exchange, in sale and purchase. The tailor who has made shirts 

will not want to have to exchange each one for something he needs, the people who want his shirts may 

not have produced the things that he needs and they do not want to have to do so. There has to be 

something there that can represent the shirt, or more exactly, the "economic value" in the shirt. It can be a 
token, a promise to pay, or something that itself has value that will be excepted by others as standing for 

the same "economic value" as the shirt. 

 If there were no money already present then certain commodities would themselves become 
money as has happened many times in history. Most commonly the precious metals, gold, silver, bronze 

and copper have all been used as money. But there have been times when other products of nature have 

been used, such as when tobacco was used as money in Maryland and Virginia in North America in the 

17th and 18th centuries, and cigarettes in much of Europe immediately after the 1939/45 war. It is not 
possible to "get rid of money" as some would suggest. It would of itself reappear. (Money itself will be 

considered in greater detail in later chapters) 

 

The Factory / Crafts / Agriculture 

 It is in the factory that division-of-labour is at its most developed. So it is in the products of the 

factories that we see prices at their lowest when we take an overview of all prices. 
 Where division-of-labour is not able to play so large a role prices will not be reduced to the same 

extent. For example, where human labour remains a substantial part of the production process as in the 

craft industries, the products will always remain comparatively more expensive. In crafts something of the 

cultural life combines with the economic productive process - skill and artistry have to be involved in the 
activity if the result is to be both artistic and functional. By their nature crafts will always be labour 

intensive. They are "crafts" to the extent that they are individually crafted by human hands. The more 

labour intensive the craft - the less division-of-labour is able to play its part - the more expensive the 
product will be.  

 In agriculture economic activity works directly with nature, with living plants and animals. Earth, 

sun, air and rain all play an essential part in the production process. Today it is slowly and painfully 
coming to be recognised that when this role of nature is not properly recognised and division-of-labour is 

allowed to enter too far into the process, such as in factory farming or monoculture, then the health giving 

nutritional qualities provided by nature is reduced. To the extent that division-of-labour cannot fully enter 

into agriculture, which therefore remains comparatively labour intensive, it will always be more expensive 
when compared to the products of the factory. For this reason organic and bio-dynamic agricultural 

products tend to be more expensive than those of conventional agriculture as they allow nature itself to 

play a greater part in the production of the foodstuffs. 
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 There is still another important contributory factor to this tendency for the products of agriculture 

to be expensive. 

 Agriculture is a joint working together between nature and human activity. The economic price of 

the product of this combined work can rightly relate only to that value resulting from the human activity. 
The work of nature which is outside human economic activity cannot properly be included within the 

forming of price. But there is always a tendency in human nature not to differentiate between these two, 

and to include in the price something of the value created by nature. In prices of agricultural products 
there is nearly always something of the nature of rent. 

 There are, of course, many other factors that will affect the price of a product from beyond the 

actual process of production. Some are built into our present social structure. As we will see when we 
discuss rent in chapter seventeen there is a kind of "compulsory gift" element that has to be added to 

prices of all products subject to any form of "rent".  

 

The Limits of Economic Activity 
 In any study of social life as a whole the proper boundaries of economic activities must be 

recognised and established. There are, in the main, three boundaries to the process of economic production 

and distribution within which the economic sector must be confined. Something of this could be seen in 
the examples just given and should become clearer in the further course of these studies. 

 The process of economic production starts at the point where human labour first extracts the raw 

materials from where they are found in nature and begins the process of transforming them into 
commodities, thus creating economic value. The raw materials as they exist in the land, and the land itself 

are given by nature. They are not produced by human economic activity and so cannot be said to have that 

which results from such activity: economic value. We may buy and sell land and treat it in the same way 

as a product of economic activity, but it is not such a product. As we shall see later, if we buy land we are 
actually giving to a "right to use, or to extract" an economic value as though it was produced by economic 

activity. 

 Labour itself, too, cannot be included within the sphere of economic production. We speak of the 
"cost of labour" and treat it in just the same way as we speak of raw materials or commodities, but, as just 

illustrated, the labour itself does not enter into the economic process. It is always the result or product of 

labour which becomes the commodity that is sold and consumed. 

 In the same way the imaginative, creative and inventive genius of human beings has a very great 
effect on the economic process, but it itself has its origin in the cultural sphere and is not a product of the 

economic process. 

 Thus, in brief outline, we have three basic limits or boundaries to the actual productive process. 
One boundary lies between economic activity itself and the land or nature from which it draws its raw 

materials, that which is "God given". A second such boundary comes between it and the human being who 

works at the process of production ï neither he himself nor his labour are a part of the economic process. 
A third boundary lies between economic life and all that streams towards it from the cultural spheres of 

social life. All these have their effects on the economic process but are not part of it. The nature of these 

three boundaries will, hopefully, become clearer as we proceed. 

 

The Study of Economics 

 Modern economic science is, in the main, based on the assumption that the methods of study 

appropriate to, for example, the study of the sciences of physics or chemistry are also appropriate to 
economics. But people cannot simply be looked at as little different from the chemicals in chemistry, or 

the molecules and forces in physics. These substances follow certain laws which can be studied; their 

nature and behaviour can be known and relied upon as consistent and predictable. We observe them from 
outside, we are not ourselves part of the chemical reaction that we observe. But in a study of the economic 

sphere of activity we are dealing with something that we ourselves are part of. We observe it from within; 

and here our observing and thinking about it can itself change that which we are studying. What we 

observe also has its effect on us, it works on our feelings and so also our wants and needs. Human 
behaviour is ever changing and unpredictable. Our impulses, needs and values cannot always be foreseen. 

We are beings who think and feel, and act according to what arises new in our thoughts and feelings. In 

economics there can never be any scientific certainty as there can be in the natural sciences.  



The Economic Process ï Division of Labour    27 

 
 Anyone who has studied the various theories that have been used to explain the different 

economic and financial situations of recent times will perceive that time and again these theories have 

been evolved by people with real insight and good intentions. But there have always been others who, also 

with real insight and good intentions, have come to quite other theories. But whichever theories have been 
taken up by political and economic leaders, theories which have at the time enabled them to take hold of 

and bring the economy back into some sort of order, have eventually been unable to sustain any 

improvement.  
 The economic sphere is probably by far the most complex and difficult of the three to take hold 

of. By its nature it cannot be grasped through logical thinking alone, nor is it possible to arrive at any 

meaningful definitions. It can only be imaginatively perceived. It is in constant flow and movement - what 
is true in one place and moment ceases to be completely so the next. To understand economic activity 

sufficiently to effectively work with and influence its course we must come to perceive and understood it 

in its movement, in its constantly changing state, not in any hypothetical state of rest. 

 The study of the economic sphere of human activity requires powers of observation and 
imaginative picture thinking beyond that which most people are used to, though many are capable of. Here 

we can only try to grasp something of its basic nature. What is important is not that one fully understands 

it, that actually is not possible for the single individual, but that one develops a sense for it, a feeling for its 
nature. Then we will begin to see and know how economic life can be taken hold of and made to serve 

humanity. 

 
 Before looking further into the economic sector and into money and finance, it might be helpful at 

this point to look next at the nature and character of the Rights and the Cultural sectors. 
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EVOLUTION, HUMAN CONSCIOUSNES S AND THE ORIGINS OF LAW  

 

Chapter Five 

 
 The laws, rules, agreements, conventions and customs of a society give structure and form to that 

society. They give, or should give to the community a framework within which people can live, work and 

play in an ordered, just and secure social environment. This structure or framework forms the skeleton on 
which the community is built. A community without laws is formless, chaotic and anarchic. 

From birth until death we live within, and are held by, a structure of laws, rules, regulations, 

customs, agreements, etiquette and standards of recognised right or acceptable behaviour. For much of the 

time we are not even conscious of this, certainly not of the full extent of it. When, for example, we do no 
more than walk along a pavement or footpath our rights to do so are given and hedged in by an invisible 

structure of laws and restraints created and put there over a long period of time by custom and by the 

State. 
 

The Evolution of Law 

 In the West we do not have to go further back than the Greek and Roman civilisations to come to 
the beginnings of government as we know it today. Before that time leadership was generally founded on 

some form of ñdivine commandmentò. In those earlier times that which gave order and structure to society 

was seen as handed down by God through the various religious disciplines and teachings. As coming from 

God divine commandments had a quite different moral power over people than do the man made laws of 
today. While the rightness of divine law can never be questioned by those who see God as omnipotent and 

as their Creator it is always possible to question man made laws - those of the state. 

 There are, of course, very many peoples of the world who are still ruled to a greater or lesser 
extent by some form of religious law or Divine commandment. But, in the main, this is law given in the 

past of which only the written records remain, not a living and present divine guidance. Written law 

always opens the way for disputes to arise as to its interpretation, its meaning and its appropriateness for 
our time. 

 Today we demand that all laws, and government itself, is arrived at through the democratic 

process. But democracy is a very recent development. Our social structure has evolved over a long period 

of time; much of it was formed in earlier epochs when people felt very differently towards one another, 
when their sense for what was right and just was not the same as it is in people of today. In those earlier 

times religion held a powerful controlling influence over their everyday behaviour. But though over the 

ages people have changed, certain aspects of the legal and social structure have not changed but have 
continued on from earlier times into the present in a form that is sometimes no longer appropriate and is 

often anti-social. 

For example the legal possibility of ñowningò something, a key factor giving form to our modern 

society and way of living, has its origins in the distant past. So too the social thinking that has given form 
and structure to our present employment laws and system of ñremunerationò for work. Though itself of 

comparatively recent origin, company law itself has arisen out of social structures that have their origins in 

the ancient theocratic societies. In the second part of this book I shall go more deeply into these aspects of 
the rights sphere. I shall attempt to demonstrate how they form the foundation on which our present 

capitalistic economy is built, and will show that without changing these undemocratically arrived at 

aspects of our rights life there will be no possibility of understanding and overcoming the power of the 
global organisations, nor of healing such socials ills as the increasing divide between the rich and the poor 

and all that arises out of this. 

 Before discussing the rights sector as it exists today I will very briefly outline some of the changes 

that have occurred in human consciousness since earlier times and which have played a major part in 
transforming the relationship between the individual and society. 

Three particular developments or changes in human consciousness effecting social thinking are 

important here: firstly the development from ñdivine commandmentò to the ñlaw of the Stateò; secondly 
the evolution from ñmembership of a groupò to the ñsingle individualò, and thirdly the awakening of a 

consciousness of ñuniversal humanityò and of equal rights for all people. This will also throw light on 

important aspects of the cultural sphere which I shall attempt to describe beginning in chapter eight.  

 



Evolution, Human Consciousness And The Origins Of Law                   29 
 

Evolution of Divine Commandment to Man Made Law 

In earlier communities the social structure and the law were experienced as given by God through 

those appointed by him to lead the community. The leaders, the prophets, pharaohs and kings, held their 
place in the community by the perceived direct and present will of God. 

Later there came a time when the voice of God was no longer heard with the same clarity. That 

which God had given came to be written down, and increasingly it was this that was studied so as to come 
to an understanding of Godôs will. Later still the consciousness of any present will of God was lost 

altogether and the leaders led through Godôs will as given in the past. 

 At the next step the leading classes of society were not seen as directly appointed by God, but as 

appointed through descent, through the blood. People held their place in the community through 
inheritance, an inheritance claimed as stretching back to appointment by God in a distant past. 

 At the next stage the belief in appointment by God as a reality disappeared altogether, but the 

structure of society with its basic legal concepts established during those earlier stages continued on. The 
leading classes held on to their position through their control of the instruments of power and their ability 

to bring into being laws establishing a secular legal structure to society that mirrored the former god given 

one. This ensured a continuance of the existing hierarchical structure with themselves at the top and in 
control. 

 Finally, in our day, there has come the time when leadership and position in society through 

inheritance is no longer acceptable. Leadership can only be by the will of the people themselves - those 

that are to govern must be democratically elected by a system in which every person has an equal vote. 
Where originally it was the will of God that held sway, now it must be the will of the people. 

 These stages of course flowed into and overlapped each other, nowhere is there a clear step from 

one to the other. At any one stage much that belonged to the past is still active, and something of that 
which is to come in the future already makes its appearance. In fact all these stages can be found still 

existing in certain areas of human social life today. 

 
 Despite all this, there still dimly remains in our souls something from the past, a longing for the 

old theocratic state, for the wise and godlike supreme father figure to lead and watch over us. We tend to 

project this longing on to our present leaders, and are disappointed when they cannot live up to our picture 

of what they should be. We fail to adjust our social structure to what people of today are and to the very 
human capacities of our leaders, even if these may often be above the ordinary. 

 Only now is the House of Lords being transformed from one the bulk of whose members held 

their place through hereditary right, through their position in the Church of England or on the judiciary, to 
one that is at least partially an elected membership. The British Royal Family still has all the trappings of 

ancient times; it too is rooted firmly in the line of the blood. The very idea of a king or queen is one of a 

position that can rightly be held through the blood line alone, through inheritance. Electing or appointing a 

king or queen would be in contradiction to its very nature. 
Just as our royal family and House of Lords have continued on in a form that belongs properly to 

much earlier times, much of our legal structure has been formed by those who had an interest in 

maintaining the earlier hierarchical social structure and their own position in it. Through this the 
aristocracy, those descended from or replacing the ancient spiritual leadership, were able to continue on in 

power long after the acceptance of divine appointment had been lost. 

 
Alongside this evolving of the social structure from one formed by divine commandment to one 

based on manmade law, and interweaving with it, was a changing of human consciousness from that of 

feeling oneself as primarily a member of a group to one of being an individual separate from the group. 

 

The Group and the Individual 

 There are in all of us two aspects of our being which tend to pull in opposite directions. One is 

that which marks each of us as an individual, each with his own personal opinions, feelings, values and 
judgements. The other is that in us which derives from, or finds comfort in, being a member of a group. 

All that a person experiences as his own inner being, his thoughts and feelings, his yearnings, 

opinions and values, that which he refers to when he says ñIò we call his soul. But much of this is not his 

own in that it actually comes to him from the group of which he is a member. We can each ask ourselves 
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the question: how much does what I feel and think, my values in life, my judgements and decisions, my 

sympathies and antipathies, arise out of, or become conditioned by, the group of which I am a member, 

and how much of it is truly mine alone? 
 I know that when I first asked this question of myself many years ago in my late twenties I was 

deeply shocked at what I found. I had always thought of myself as an individual with my own thoughts 

and opinions, that I made my decisions based on my own values and judgements. But I came to see that 
far more of me than I liked to acknowledge arose from the fact that I was a Spence, male, white, born into 

a Christian, upper middle class British colonial family. I came to what was for me the disturbing 

conclusion that very little of what I thought or believed, the moral values I held and the decisions I made 

were due to myself as an independent human being; by far the largest part was a sort of conditioning from 
my wider family and the social environment into which I was born. In this I was not a free human being. 

 Over against this was a deep need to be myself, to find my own values, to make my own 

decisions, to work my life out for myself, to be me. 
Just as every individual human being has a soul, that which can be called the ñindividual soulò, so 

also every group has a kind of group consciousness or ñgroup soulò. This is particularly strong in groups 

based on the blood relationship. Both these ñsoulsò are present in every human being, one stronger in 
some and the other in others. 

 

 The further back we look into human evolution the more we will find the domination of the group 

over the individual. In very ancient times the ordinary person was little more than a component of a family 
or tribal group. He had little personality of his own. He found his being, his role and place in life as a 

member of the group, not as a separate individual. As such his life could be sacrificed in battle for the 

benefit of the group in a way that would never be acceptable today. The death of a soldier was 
experienced more as a loss to the group than as an individual tragedy. A person was born into a certain 

place within the group and lived, worked, married, raised his children and acted at all times according to 

that place and within the will and ordering of the group. Marriage, for instance, ensured the continuation 
of the group based on the blood, so there could be no marriage outside the group. The sanctity and 

continuity of the blood line had to be maintained. This is still the way of life for many peoples, often with 

a strong religious element.  

Outside of this family or tribal group the ordinary person was lost, he could survive an 
independent existence only with great difficulty; he would then feel himself cut off from his true identity. 

Only in the leaders could there be found individuality and the ability to develop new thoughts and ideas 

within the single human being. 
 Each group - family, tribe or people - had its head, its leader or leaders. They were the advanced 

or gifted individuals through whom the Gods were felt to speak and who led the people. In the holy 

sanctuaries, in the mystery centres and in the temples, guidance and wisdom were given to these leaders - 

the prophets, kings and priests ï and from them it was passed down to the ordinary people. In those earlier 
times people had a very different consciousness than we have today. Much of the knowledge given to the 

leaders could be dimly known, as in a kind of dreaming clairvoyance, by all members of the group. They 

did not always have to be told it individually; each did not have to have it for himself. That it was received 
into the tribe and so into the group soul meant that it was dimly experienced by all. 

But gradually over time this has changed. Today, though it does still have a hold on the 

individual, in most industrially developed nations the group soul no longer dominates as it did in those 
earlier times. But we can still find many instances of how in peopleôs souls there is a yearning for the old 

group soul form of life. Let me give one example out of many that highlighted this for me. 

 In the early nineteen seventies, an old lady turned up at the college where I then worked. Fifty 

years earlier she had worked as a second under-kitchen-maid in the old country house that had become the 
main administrative building of the college. It had then been a private family house, occupied by a family 

with four sons. She was eighteen years old when she started and she had worked for this family for two 

years. That was just after the First World War. To serve this family there were sometimes up to fourteen 
servants, many living in the house, and an equal number of gardeners. She herself had lived in the village 

and walked up each morning across the fields and entered the house through the back servant's entrance. 

In all the time she worked there she had never been to the front of the house. When I took her 

there I sensed she still, after all these years, had a feeling of not belonging in that part of the house, her 
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ñplaceò was in the kitchen. This feeling must have played a very strong part in her life to have lasted so 

long. But the way she talked about it all deeply impressed me. She still looked back to that time with great 

warmth and a certain nostalgia. She had been the lowest of the servants but she had still felt herself as one 
of the ñfamilyò. 

After she left she had followed the lives of the family, particularly of the four sons. Now, fifty 

years on, she could still tell me what they were all doing. I sensed that she looked back to that part of her 
life as a time of fullness, a time when she belonged, when she was part of a big family. She had her place 

according to the rightful order of things, and the family members had theirs. She did not see them as 

owners but more as the head of the wider family or community of life; the eldest son would follow the 

father as family head and if she had stayed her own children would follow her and be their servants; that 
was the rightful order of things, the divine ordering. There was no question of "equality" but of each in 

their rightful place, each with their responsibilities and work making up the whole, the "family". 

 She told me, but with a tinge of regret in her voice, that she now lived on a pension, she was 
"alright". But there was no human contact - just an organisation that sent her her pension. It was safe and 

secure, but she did not belong, there was no one who cared, no wider family of which she was a part as 

there had been then.  
 This was a very clear instance of what was in earlier times a widespread, perhaps almost 

universal, sense of a person having a place according to the rightful ordering of society; that one's place, 

whether as servant or master, was given through hereditary, that was the way of God. 

 But now, less than a century later, the very idea of being a servant in that older sense is generally 
no longer acceptable. One might employ someone to do the cleaning of oneôs house, but as an employee, 

not as a servant. 

Out of the group consciousness of the old communities based on the blood there is emerging the 
individual consciousness of each human being as a distinct individual with his own personality separate 

from the group, and his right to be seen and treated as such. And now something else has come to the fore 

with a certain evolutionary power.  
 

The Consciousness of One Humanity 

 Alongside, and as a polarity to the emerging recognition of each person as an individual, is 

dawning the recognition of humanity as a whole, of one humanity and of the equality of all people of the 
world, of universal human rights. 

 The feeling for "human rights" as something to which all people are equally entitled irrespective 

of race, creed or colour, is entirely new in human evolution. Though there may have been individuals or 
small groups of people who felt something of this in earlier times, it did not become anything like the 

force it is today until after the middle of the twentieth century. 

 Perhaps one of the most pronounced illustrations of this was the way people felt about, and 

reacted to apartheid in South Africa. It was an extraordinary phenomenon. People in nearly all parts of the 
world strongly opposed the whole idea of apartheid. White South Africans were ostracised and were 

excluded from all sporting events such as the Olympic Games and from cultural exchanges. There was a 

widespread movement to ban all trade with South Africa. No other country has ever been made into such a 
world pariah for so long a time. Why? 

 It is revealing to look at what was actually happening there and compare this to what was 

happening elsewhere in the world. On one level it certainly could not be said to be any worse than, or even 
as bad as, some of the things that were happening in other parts of the world. Certainly there was killing, 

torture and conditions of subservience and degradation. But there were other places in the world where 

this was happening, often in ways far worse than that in South Africa. Why was there not the same anger 

and revulsion? This was a question that called out for an answer, but few seemed to hear it. 
 But there was a difference, one that was sensed by the changing consciousness of humanity. What 

lay behind these other events elsewhere was nearly always of a political, economic or even religious 

nature. They came about where a people wished to enforce their particular interests or the need for land or 
resources, over others. But in all this the essential humanity of the other was not denied. 

 At the foundation of what was happening in South Africa under apartheid there was something 

essentially different, something that was not there as the primary motive in any of the other situations. If 
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one person opposes another, he may try to overcome him in one way or another; he may imprison, torture 

or even kill him, but in none of this is there a denial of the essential humanity of the other. 

Apartheid came just at the time when in people in many parts of the world, and particularly in the 
young, there was a new awakening, a dawning consciousness of an innermost essence within each human 

being. This was something reaching beyond colour, sex, religious belief, nationality or ability, all that by 

which people are differentiated, to that in which all people are equal. In South Africa there came into 
active force backed by law an actual denial of just this. Apartheid was founded on the belief that black or 

coloured people were a lower form of humanity, something nearer the animal. 

 An increasing number of people, often unconsciously, in their own way perceived this as a denial 

in black people of what some would refer to as "that which is of the substance of the Divine in each 
human being" - that which is beyond and more sacred than the outer physical bodily nature of a person. In 

our time there is a growing awareness in the depths of peopleôs souls that this "Divine Spark" is there 

equally in every human being, irrespective of all that makes them individual and different. This is the 
innermost core of every human being, the sacred essence of their being. It is what is also sometimes 

referred to as "Spirit" as distinct from "Soul". More and more it comes to be seen as equally there in every 

human being, not more in some than in others. 
Out of this sense of the equality of all people has also come the demand for "political correctness". 

But in this the attempt is made to control through means of law - the rigid structure that gives form to 

outer social life - not only the way people behave and act, but also the way they think and feel. Such an 

attempt to control what is the inner life of a person by the State is an attack on human individuality and 
freedom. Political correctness may have come out of peopleôs good intentions but its effect can be 

dehumanising.  

 
 The gradual awakening of the feeling in human souls that all people are equal, out of which the 

ideas of democracy have arisen, is still at its early stages. Even in those countries that led the way towards 

democracy, not every person was immediately seen as individual and equal. In England, for example, at 
the beginning of the nineteenth century only those men who already stood in certain positions in society, 

such as landowners, were recognised as sufficiently mature to be given the responsibility of the vote. The 

others, including all women, were seen as immature and so needing to be led or ruled over by these few. 

Eventually recognition of equality was extended to all men, but the recognition of the equality of women 
came much more recently. 

 This ability to see beyond what differentiates and individualises people, to penetrate through what 

categorises them into different nationalities, religions, sexes and classes to what is equal in all people, is 
still only very partially present in most of us. We might fully subscribe to the belief in the equality of all 

people, but when we are faced with someone different from ourselves, someone from a country or religion 

alien to our own, most of us find it difficult in actual practice to stand by our beliefs. 

 
 Now and into the future the legal structure of society must come to be formed in a quite different 

way from that of earlier times. Though still in its beginning stages, the demand for democracy is 

increasingly entering into peopleôs souls. Modern people will only accept government over themselves by 
those who they themselves elect for that purpose and who they can also remove from office. 

 But what too often actually happens is that, although elected quite properly by the will of the 

people through the democratic process, those so elected then act, and are expected to act, just as though 
they were appointed in the same way as those former rulers who were there ñby the will of Godò. 
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EQUALITY AND THE ROLE OF GOVERNMENT  

 

Chapter Six 

 
 As I hope to show in later chapters the cultural sphere of social life concerns itself with everything 

that is individual and particular to the single human being. The rights sphere, on the other hand, concerns 

itself with bringing order and agreed arrangements into that which lies between people. It arises out of, 
and must always be guided by, that which is to be found equally in all people, what we may term the "all 

human", or the "universally human", as opposed to that which is single and individual in each. 

 There are people who would never act anti-socially towards members of their own family or close 

community, such as stealing or acting in some way harmful to them, but who would readily do so to others 
with whom they have no such connection. Whatever it is in their feelings that prevents them acting in this 

way towards their family and friends is absent in their relating to other people. Most, if not all of us have 

something of this failure in our social feelings. 
 In addition to this there is that within us, stronger in some than in others, that leads us to think that 

what suits or benefits oneself is good, or at least not as anti-social as others might think it. A person who 

enjoys the thrill of fast driving in a high performance car will seldom have the same feeling as to what is a 
reasonable and safe speed as will the hesitant driver. He may be a good driver, but others can still be made 

nervous by his speed, or can misjudge safe distances. Then again, people can have quite genuine but 

different opinions as to what is right or moral behaviour. A person who owns land may feel it right that he 

be allowed to exclude others from it, but one who is not in such a position might well feel that he should 
be allowed to walk over God's Earth. 

 If one person physically harms another, that other person might feel he has a moral right to 

himself take action to avenge the harm done him. But the community in which he lives might feel that this 
is wrong and cannot be allowed; that way only the strong would have vengeance and the weak would 

suffer. The community itself must deal with such anti-social actions. 

 So there is the necessity that in certain circumstances the control or constraint which cannot be 
provided by a personôs own conscience, self discipline or social judgment must, for the well-being of the 

community and all its members, be provided by an outer authority. 

 So too, whenever people come together for some purpose they will find that they need to come to 

agreements as to how they are to conduct their affairs in order to reach their goals.  
 It is the creation of the necessary laws, rules, regulations, administrative arrangements and 

agreements to ensure reasonable social behaviour of individuals, and of building the necessary structure 

for the ordered running and protection of society, that is the proper function and sphere of activity of the 
rights sector. 

 

Equality ï The Basis of Law 

 In the rights sphere of social life it is the equality of all people that is the guiding factor; all people 
must be perceived not as unique and individual but as equal. Above the Law Courts in London is the 

figure of ñJusticeò - a woman, blindfolded, holding the scales of justice in one hand and a sword in the 

other. She is blindfolded in order that she does not see that which is individual but treats all people 
equally. 

 One help to defining the sphere of rights is to distinguish between two sets of criteria by which 

value may be placed on a person's opinion. On the one side are all those matters where value or weight is 
given on the basis of the expertise, experience or individual capacity and insights of the person giving the 

opinion or judgement. For example one would place very much greater value on the opinion of a teacher 

concerning a question of the educational needs of a child than on that of a farmer. But on a question of the 

right soil conditions in which to grow wheat one would give importance to the opinion of the farmer rather 
than the teacher. In these matters, quite obviously, one cannot say that everyoneôs opinion is equally valid. 

 On the other side, and quite differently, are those instances where the particular capacity or 

expertise of the individual is irrelevant, but where each person's opinion is equally valid and where only 
by listening to everyone's opinion equally can one arrive at a sense of how the community as a whole feels 

about something.  

 It is this second area involving matters in which every person's opinion is of equal value that is the 

proper domain of rights life and of all that establishes law and order in a community. The foundation or 
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basic ground of the rights life of a community, its laws and regulations, must come to be an expression of 

the majority or common opinion. Of course difficulties will always arise; minority opinions and feelings 

are also real and cannot just be overruled. 
 As a basis for rights life, feelings cannot be said to be right or wrong. It is the way that people of a 

particular country or community actually feel that must be the foundation on which the law is built if it is 

to be truly democratic, not the way that they ought to feel. If the majority of a people feel that it is right to 
take each otherôs property, then the law of that community must reflect that. Today it is increasingly true 

that people will not accept any teaching of what is moral or good behaviour from any outer authority 

unless they themselves also feel it to be so. 

The term ñcommon opinionò as used in this book has a wider meaning than just the majority 
opinion. While the opinion of the majority must of necessity be given greatest weight, nevertheless this 

must be softened by, or must give some ground to, all other differing opinions. The fact that in a 

democracy it is the majority opinion that dominates is itself an indication of the inadequacy of any 
democratic form of law making, but this is all we have at present. Only a going back to divine 

commandment, if such a thing was possible, could give us something of a higher and greater moral 

structure. But that would allow for no individual freedom. 
 

 ñEqualityò as a demand of the rights sector is very difficult to define. How does one see two very 

different people as equal without denying their individuality? How can people be different but equal? 

Every human being, whatever his or her individual characteristics, is a member of humanity, of the all-
human - each is equally human. As was indicated in the last chapter, the feeling for this is something that 

has only very recently begun to enter widely into peopleôs consciousness. 

Though this growing consciousness of equality is present in more and more people, it is still very 
difficult for most people to say clearly what it actually is that is equal between people. Many mistake 

equality for sameness and so become confused as it is clear that in many respects people can be very 

different. The ability to see that which is present equally in every human being while also recognising 
everything that makes them individual and different, is a very important step and leads to an insight into 

the nature of the human being and of humanity. It is a crucial factor in the social changes taking place 

today. Those in whom this perception has not yet emerged strive to hold on to the old forms of social 

structure, those who do see it demand something quite new in human relationships. 
 It was out of the earlier stages of this growing feeling for the equality of people - though then the 

equality of only some people - that the original impulse to democracy was born. 

 

Democratic Government 

 In the first place laws and regulations are established by the state. Within organisations, 

institutions and smaller communities other forms of "law" are arrived at such as rules, customs, 

conventions, traditions, standards of social behaviour and mutual agreements. 
 The state has to bring order into social life where that order cannot be arrived at through people's 

normal individual moral behaviour, self discipline or religious beliefs. It has to counter the egoism of the 

individual where that egoism would be detrimental to the interests of others and the general feeling within 
the community is that such behaviour is anti-social and not to be permitted. For example, in such 

questions as health and hygiene in the work place, or the commercial handling of food, the interests of the 

public must be protected from the egoism of the producer. The necessary laws must be enacted to ensure 
the agreed standards are maintained. 

Laws must apply to all people equally. If there are exceptions, such as the police or fire engine 

going through the red traffic light, it is because everyone recognises and accepts that this is necessary and 

for the benefit of the community, not the individual driver. 
 At present a country calls itself democratic if its government is elected through a free and fair vote 

where anyone wishing to stand for election is able do so. In such an election it is recognised that each and 

every adult member of the community - with certain minor exceptions ï has an equal right to a vote. Each 
vote carries equal weight in determining which candidate has received the greatest number of votes and so 

is elected. The government so elected is considered to be democratic, and it then governs on the basis of 

its promises set out in its manifesto on which it was elected. 
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 At this point the important question arises: in its legislative capacity is the government elected to 

make the laws it thinks are best for the country, or those that it senses are what the people themselves feel 

to be right? Do we elect those people amongst us who because of their greater wisdom we choose to rule 
over us, telling us what is good for us and what is right behaviour, or should we elect those who can sense 

the feelings and the will of the people as to what is moral, right and just and form the laws accordingly? 

 Increasingly today and into the future the only justifiable basis for any law will be that it is 
grounded in what people generally feel to be right and just. Only a creator god has the authority to tell 

people, his creations, how they must behave and what is good for them, and only a leadership or 

government that can act out of and on behalf of that same creator can do likewise. Where there is no such 

divine commandment, then, in a community of free people, the people themselves can be the only 
authority as to the laws that will form the structure of their social living in community. The task of the 

government must be to listen to what the community itself feels is right and, where necessary, to form the 

laws accordingly. Law formed on this basis will receive respect and support even by a minority who do 
not feel the same.  

 There are, of course, serious and distorting factors that too often play into the forming of law. 

There is all that comes from the many and varied interest groups within the community. These can be of 
very many kinds from powerful business and financial interests, pressure groups such as trade unions, 

manufacturerôs organisations and churches, to the political and financial interests of the politicians 

themselves. The usurping of the power to affect the making of law by such interests is greatly facilitated 

where members of government are seen, or see themselves, as appointed to rule rather than to form into 
law that which the people themselves feel as right. When this happens the idea of the work of government 

being an expression of the will of the people becomes a charade and further erodes peopleôs respect and 

confidence in government, which cannot then be considered truly democratic. 
 

 Let me give a simple illustration of the working of law from my experience as a member of a 

village Parish Council. On one occasion a question came before the council as to whether to recommend 
that a licence, that is permission, be given to the new owners of a shop that would allow them to sell 

alcoholic drinks. This shop was just outside the local junior school. After some discussion the basic 

question was considered to be: "what sort of community environment does the local population want for 

their children? Do they want the sort of community where alcohol was sold just outside the junior school, 
or do they want their children protected from the kind of environment that accompanies the sale of 

alcohol?" 

 It was not expressed directly, but there was the feeling that the council's responsibility was to 
come to a decision based on what was sensed as the will, the common feeling, of the local community. Of 

course there would probably be people who felt otherwise, but the council had to go by what the majority 

of people felt, though always taking into account the feelings or opinions of those others. In this the 

opinion of every person in the community was equally valid. Extra weight was not to be given to 
individuals on the basis of their wealth, professional expertise, religion or intellectual ability. If expert 

opinion was sought, such as that of the teachers of the school, this could only be because it was sensed 

that that was what the community itself would consider necessary. 
 It was interesting that when someone raised the point that giving the licence would affect another 

shop already selling alcoholic drinks, this was put aside as not being the concern of the parish council, it 

was something that had to be worked out in the course of trade. Both these decisions showed an 
interesting and healthy understanding of the true task of the rights sector. 

 The common or majority opinion will not always arrive at the best or wisest decision, and to 

follow it will not always be in the best ultimate interests of the community itself. There are occasions 

when what people generally feel about something has to be tempered by wise thinking. That can only be 
done by individuals with the necessary background knowledge and the ability to think it through. While 

that which is felt in the common opinion to be right must always be the foundation of law, those elected to 

govern, to legislate, must be elected not only for their sensitivity to this common opinion but also for their 
capacities to bring informed thinking to it. But they must always do this within the acceptable range of 

what the public feel to be right. This can only happen in a healthy way when those responsible for such 

decisions are not at the same time also responsible for, or in a position to influence, matters belonging 

properly to either the cultural or economic sectors. 
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The Creation of Boundaries to Economic Activity 
 If social life is, according to its own nature, to be separated into its three sectors then there must 

be established certain boundaries between them. The rights sector will have an important role to play in 
the setting and maintaining of these boundaries. 

 Let us look at a simple but illustrative example. Imagine a simple village community in an area 

where there are many trees. The people need wood for their fires and there are a number of woodcutters 
whose work it is to supply the wood. Economically the most efficient way to produce the wood is to cut 

the trees nearest to where the wood is wanted. To do anything else would increase the work of production 

and so make the wood more expensive for those who need it. But this will have the effect of denuding the 

environment of the village of trees, something we will assume the village community does not want. This 
is not a problem the woodcutters themselves can solve. Even if some of them have the moral strength to 

leave the trees in the vicinity of the village, there will be others who will take the economic advantage of 

cutting just these down. That is a fact of human nature. 
 Clearly the village community must have a say as to what trees are cut down. In their need for 

wood they have to find a balance between what they will have to pay for it and their wish to preserve the 

environment. Here the rights organ after consultations with the woodcutters as to the effect of any 
prohibitions, must lay down rules as to what trees may be cut. In this their decision must be based on, be a 

reflection of, what is felt and wanted by the community. The woodcutters, within the bounds given them 

by the community, can then do their work freely and efficiently  

 This is a simple but effective illustration of the divide between the economic and rights realms 
and of the different tasks of each. What will also be clear is that if the woodcutters are in a position to 

influence those who make the rules or if those in the rights life and whose work it is to make the rules, 

have any personal interest in the economic life of the community, then the community is going to lose out. 
The whole will work effectively as a unity and to the advantage of the community as a whole only so long 

as the parts are kept quite separate and are able to work independently. 

 At the level of the village it is easy to see the need to separate the economic from the rights 
spheres of activity, and it is not too difficult to imagine this being achieved. But we must be able to 

expand our imaginative faculty so that what we see as true for a village community we also see as true for 

the wider society of the country as a whole, or even of the world. But it is not so easy to see this at the 

level of government which at present we tend to think of as carrying responsibility for all aspects of social 
life, not just the legal and rights element. 

 The organs of the rights sector must be given the task of establishing the necessary constraints on 

the economic sector by placing limits to its activities beyond which it must not go. These constraints 
should include strict control of access to, and use of, natural resources, the disposal of waste and 

emissions into the environment, noise, and any other such matters adversely affecting the community. 

Government as we know it cannot do this while it is also responsible for the economic welfare of the 

community; particularly when it expects to be re-elected substantially on its economic performance. 
Similarly, the rights sector must provide the necessary safeguards for the freedom of the 

individual within cultural life. The right of each person to follow the religion of his or her choice, to come 

to his own beliefs and to hold his own opinion must be established and protected. This must extend to the 
right of all parents to the education of their choice for their children free from any influence or 

manipulation from economic or political interests. 

 
 There is already a wide spread understanding of the necessity of preventing outside personal 

interests, whether economic, financial or cultural, from interfering with political decisions. But while 

those in government are given responsibilities for the whole of social life including economic and cultural 

matters, such interests will always find ways to influence decisions. Decisions will be based on what the 
leaders think is culturally or economically right and good for the people. In such conditions law will not 

be founded solely as an outcome of the will of the people. This can only be achieved when the three 

sectors of society are separated out and within their own spheres of work act as independent bodies. 

 

The Separated Rights Sector 

 It is not easy to put aside the present almost universally held concept of government as it exists 

and imagine three quite separate and distinct spheres of activity one of which carries responsibility for all 
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that which I have pointed to as coming properly under the term of ñrights lifeò, and for that alone. 

Government as we know it would cease to exist. 

If the cultural and economic sectors, with all that they include, are to be fully separated off and 
government have no involvement in them except in providing the boundaries and safeguards as described 

above, then a very large part of what government deals with at present will have been removed. It will 

have as its central task no more than the creating of the legal and regulatory structure of society according 
to the expressed will of that society. That suggests a fundamentally different idea of government than the 

one we are used to, one with a very narrow remit. In fact the word ñgovernmentò would no longer be 

appropriate.  

What remained as an elected democratic body would have no responsibility for or direct 
involvement in any of the other spheres of activity that at present come within the remit of government, 

except in so far as they have to be supported, circumscribed or enforced by law. These include, for 

example, education, science, health, the economy and finance, 
For many people this might well come as something far too radical and so impossible to accept. 

But it is the nature of social life itself and the needs of present day humanity that call for this separation of 

the three sectors. It is a natural continuation of the evolution of humanity and human society as I tried to 
portray it, very briefly, in chapter five. 

 If we are to recognise that society is a unity formed of the working together of three distinct and 

observable sectors or members of which rights life is but one alongside the other two, then we have to be 

able to imagine a rights life from which everything to do with both the cultural and economic sectors, over 
which government presently has control, have been removed. Understandably this is not easy to imagine. 

 None of this, of course, could happen overnight. But without first building an imaginative picture 

of the social structure towards which all the facts of social life and our present human nature point us, and 
towards which we can strive, we will never get even near to creating a healthy, free and just society. 

 At present we expect our elected leaders, not only to have expertise in matters of law, in those 

areas where everyoneôs opinion is of equal value, but also in areas where very different specialised 
knowledge is required such as in finance and economics, education, science, health and nutrition. 

 Can we really be surprised if such elected people make decisions, for example, in educational 

matters on the basis of what is good for the economy, or if they see children as all needing the same 

education? Again, will they not sometimes confuse what is needed for the production of healthy food with 
what is best for the economy? 

 In order to do their work properly those responsible for the making of law based on a sensing of 

what lives in the community as common opinion need to cultivate the necessary capacities within 
themselves to see and listen to all people as being equal, taking no account of all that differentiates them 

as individuals. But these capacities are just those that must be excluded from any decision making in the 

sphere of the human soul, that is, in all cultural life which must work from the basis that all people are 

different, unique and individual. Competence in the one, by its nature, excludes competence in the other. 
 In the same way those with the necessary abilities to make competent decisions concerning the 

economic process of production and distribution will not, because of those abilities, be similarly 

competent to form law and regulation according to the will of the people. 
 Surely if we come to see all this the idea of separating out the three areas of social activity will 

begin to make sense. The time when it may have been right for a single supreme authority, divinely 

appointed or not, to be expected to have competence in all these different areas is passed. Something quite 
new must come about; the structure of human society needs to find something that is appropriate for today 

and into the future, not one suited to the theocratic societies of the past. 

 

 It will not be easy to let go of the idea of a safe and entrenched existing form, of a central 
government which fulfils the role of a sort of paternalistic figure who dispenses wise control, authority 

and security, and to think of replacing this with something lacking any central authority. 

 But what is put forward here is not something thought up as a possible solution to present social 
problems. It is what arises out of an observation of social life itself. It is what anyone will come to see 

who is able to take a completely fresh objective look at social life in its totality, having first put aside all 

preconceptions and existing assumptions. 
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RIGHTS, MORALITY AND LAW  

 

Chapter Seven  

 
 In its essence law arises, or should arise, out of the sense or feeling in people for what is moral, 

fair and right. In the depths of every human soul there is an inborn tendency, a predisposition to live and 

act out of what is morally good. The passions such as greed, envy, pride, egoism and all that lead towards 
the anti-social and base impulses and emotions in the human being, if allowed free reign will overlay and 

repress that which is the true and inherent nature of the soul. It is, or should rightfully be, out of this 

common feeling in people for the moral, for what is right and just, that law is founded. But there are too 

often people and organisations who have particular interests and who are in positions to influence the 
making of the law for their own benefit, and so the law comes to be distorted. If, as put forward in this 

book, there were established strict separation of the rights sphere from those of cultural life and economic 

production, it would be very much harder for such individual interests to manipulate the making of law to 
their own benefit. 

 The law that prohibits criminal or anti social activities can rightly be none other than that which is 

found within the depths of human souls as moral feeling transformed into an outer framework, thus 
imposing moral behaviour from without and over riding the weaknesses and passions that are there in 

every human being who has not overcome them through his own self discipline. 

 The strength of democracy is that, within its proper sphere of activity and on the principle that 

every person's opinion is of equal value, it can arrive at an ordering of society that is a reflection of the 
moral impulses of the members themselves. What is important for the future is that democracy is given 

full responsibility for those areas of social life concerned with the making of law, regulations and 

administration; that is, those areas where every personôs opinion is of equal value. It must be excluded 
from all those areas where individual judgement and expertise must be the deciding factors.  

 

What are Rights? 
 In recent times ñrightsò have come to play an increasingly important role in the life of each of us 

and in society. In chapter five I tried to give some idea of how this feeling for human rights arose 

alongside and as a consequence of the emerging of the consciousness of the single individual human being 

out of that of the group, family or people based on the blood. But what is a ñrightò and who gives it; God, 
the state or is it conscience? 

 In very early times there was no or only minimal recognition or consciousness of any rights of the 

individual. The interests of the single person were subordinate to the needs and continuity of the family or 
group. This can, perhaps, be seen most clearly in the soldier who did not have a separate right to life as an 

individual. His life was valued only in so far as he was a member of the group; it could be and often was 

sacrificed in the defence or interests of the group. So too in such matters as marriage and place of work, 

these were to a large extent determined according to the needs of the group. There were no individual 
human rights. But now it is very different, all people are seen to have rights, even the soldier. 

 Take, for example, a phase we hear in relation to children in under-developed countries: ñevery 

child has a right to educationò. It is, of course, a sentiment that almost any right minded person would 
agree with. But at this stage is it anything more than a feeling or sentiment? We might think and say that a 

child has such a right, but if there is no school or teacher what does it mean to say the child has a right to 

education? If the child has such a right then who gives him this right that cannot be fulfilled? Whose 
responsibility is it to provide what the child has a right to? These are all valid questions, yet we feel that 

we cannot deny the right of the child to education. 

 This helps to illustrate the nature of ñrightsò. The feeling for what is a right is something that 

wells up within a person, it has its roots in conscience and arises when a person comes to a recognition of 
the innermost nature of the other human being, of the all-human in every individual, of that which is equal 

in all people irrespective of all that is different or separates them. That which in earliest humanity was 

experienced as coming from above, from God, and brought down through the prophets or high priests as 
divine commandment is now experienced as coming from within the human being himself.  

 Now, instead of the divine commandment from god above, we have the voice from within each 

person and the democratic state. Ideally this state attempts to build a structure of laws and regulations 
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which are an outer reflection of that which is experienced as a sense of ñrightò within. But this can never 

be anything other than an inadequate imitation. 

 There is much today that is increasingly felt as ñrightò but which has not yet come to expression 

in law. In later chapters I will come to a number of questions relating to ñownershipò and ñwagesò where I 
will try to show that important parts of our legal structure still have much in them that are a continuation 

of what was right for the ancient theocratic societies, but which today do not reflect that which is felt by 

people as right. I will show much that would be very different if our structure of laws were truly a 
reflection of what people today, and will increasingly in the future, feel to be morally right and just. 

 

The Written Law  
 However law is arrived at, it finally comes to be written down and it is as it is written that it must 

be observed. But in its written form it takes on certain properties that can be used to give it an 

interpretation that was never intended by its original drafters.  

 Any small group of people working or living together will establish some kind of guidelines or 
rules to ensure the smooth running of their community and to give form to the social relationships within 

it. It might well be that these are agreed at a meeting of all those involved. While the group is small and 

closely knit it might also be felt unnecessary to write these down. 
 Later, as the group becomes established and particularly if and when new people join, such agreed 

rules will come to be written down but at this stage that which is written will be treated as a record or 

memorandum of the discussion and the decisions made. 
 It is important to see that the written notes or minutes of the meeting are, at this early stage, felt to 

be not the rule itself but a memorandum of an agreement establishing the rule. The way the members of 

the community enforce the rule and relate to each other within the community will to a great extent be 

determined by the way they experience this written form of the rule. In the sphere of rights, of law and 
human relationships people are, in the main, effected and guided by their feelings, not their thinking or 

head knowledge. 

 When, at this earlier stage in the life of the community, there is a dispute that which is written will 
often be felt to be a guideline, not an absolute that must be obeyed. The group will base the resolution of 

the dispute not on the written rule, but in taking what was written as a reminder of the factors that led to 

the agreement of the rule and they will see how these factors pertain to the present situation. They will 

apply these within the present circumstances and to the personalities involved and so come to a decision 
based on these present factors. At this level, however the dispute is resolved, it remains at a human level, 

even if this expresses itself as bad feelings between people. 

 As the group expands and becomes more established, as it becomes "institutionalised", it will 
come to be more and more difficult for it to work in this way, though it will seldom be impossible. When 

it gets to the size where the members of the community cannot all know each other, or where they do not 

find it possible for each to hold a picture of the whole in their consciousness, it will have reached a stage 
when it becomes necessary for rules to be decided by a smaller group, perhaps elected by and acting as 

representatives of the whole. These rules, decided by this smaller committee, will have to be written 

down. What is written will now come to be seen as itself the rule, not a memorandum of an agreement. 

 This is a very crucial threshold. It is now that the written word itself becomes the law, and the law 
becomes rigid and insensitive. When some time in the future there is a dispute it is the written law that 

must be studied to determine the offence. This lies in the particular words used and in the meaning of 

those words, not in the intentions of those who drafted the law. 
 In dealings between people it should always be possible to find some sort of understanding, 

compromise or flexibility, even if it is only of the inability of a particular person to understand the 

situation and be flexible. That is human. But between people and the law as the written word there can be 
no human understanding or flexibility. What is written is absolute. One can only try to find ways of 

interpreting the words in a different way, or to find some meaning in the words that was perhaps not 

intended by those who formed the law. In this way one gets round the law.  

 In the human soul the written law is experienced as in sharp contrast to what was, in ancient 
times, experienced as the divine commandment emanating from an all caring creator. 
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 Let me illustrate this with a very simple picture. Imagine that the group arranges each month for a 

visiting lecturer to talk to them on some aspect of common interest. The timing of the lecture means that it 

follows immediately after the coffee break. As a result many members bring their coffee mugs with them 

into the lecture. This disturbs others and many complain. 
 The problem is discussed within the community and it is agreed that coffee mugs should not be 

brought into the lecture room. If subsequently someone does bring a mug into the room someone will 

remind him that it was agreed that this would not be done. It would be an unusually difficult person who 
would then quarrel about this and continue to act in an anti-social way. If in fact it is a cup of tea that he 

has brought in the normal person would not argue the point as he would know it was the bringing of drink 

into the lecture hall that was the problem, even if it was a mug of coffee that was the original problem. 
 But when such a problem arises in a larger or more established community or institution, it can 

work out rather differently. The rule will be established by a committee who will put it into written form 

and as such it will be posted according to the usual procedure for such rules. We will assume that they do 

this quite simply by wording the rule as "coffee mugs must not be brought into the lecture room while a 
lecture is being given". 

 The rule as written has a very exact meaning. A person breaks the rule only when he brings a 

"coffee mug" into the "lecture room" "while a lecture is being given". He can argue that he is not breaking 
the rule if he brings a tea cup with coffee in it, or brings the mug of coffee in before the lecture starts, or if 

for some reason the lecture is given not in the lecture room but in the hall. 

 In any community or organisation there is always the inclination to write rules down. Indeed, this 
must be done at a certain point. But it follows that the written word itself becomes the rule, or law, not that 

which was agreed between people of which the written word is a memorandum or reminder. To the extent 

that the individual feels estranged from the process through which the rule came about, the intention or 

moral objective behind the rule ceases to have effect on him. He will be bound only by the rule as 
established within the meaning of the actual words in which it is framed. There is then a certain 

inevitability in that people will look to interpret the law in a way that will further their own interests. 

 In a small community it might never get to this, but in the wider community such as that of a large 
business or institution, and more particularly with regard to the legal system of a country, this can be a 

normal attitude to the law. 

In such a written law a person can come to feel that he is caught up into something from which all 

human intention, understanding or compassion has been removed, something that has become dead, 
mechanical, and inhuman. 

 What is this inhuman character of the law? 

 

The Inhuman Nature of Law 

 In every human being there is, often hidden in the innermost depths of his soul, a desire to know 

and to conduct life on moral principles. Whether it is discernable in his actions and behaviour or whether 
it is submerged by the passions, problems, worries and obstacles that too often over weigh the good, it is 

nevertheless there in every human soul. It rises out of that which is the essentially human in a person, that 

wherein all people are equal. Though not the same, it is deeply connected to and is a foundation for 

"conscience". 
 But just as this touches the highest in the human being, so that which is created as an outer 

structure of laws by the state becomes a dead inhuman image of it. 

 In acknowledging and treating people as equal, as we must do in the rights sphere of social life, 
we also, by that deed, deny their individuality. This denial can be experienced by the individual as an 

attack on his own separate identity, on him as a person. 

 The policeman, the tax inspector and the immigration officer are all servants of the state. If they 
are to fulfil their role properly in society they have to apply the law equally to all people. To do this they 

must be able to put aside all that identifies each individual as different from others. They must make 

themselves blind to the colour, sex or different virtues and abilities of people, to their ethnic origins and 

religious beliefs. They must not, for example, apply the law in one way to people to whom they feel 
sympathy, and in another way to those to whom they feel antipathy, or who are different from themselves. 

 This is not easy, it can be experienced as dehumanising, both by the one who has to apply the law 

and by the one to whom it must be applied. Anyone who has been caught up on the wrong side of the law 
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will know this out of direct experience. This feeling of the inhumanity of the law is dimly experienced by 

very many people and explains much of the antipathy felt towards the state or the government. 

 It is only the individual human being administering the law who can give it a human touch, a 

human face; the law itself has no "human face". But to do this he must himself decide when to apply the 
law and when not to; he must be prepared to go beyond the law. But this, for obvious reasons, can be a 

dangerous practice and is not normally acceptable. 

 
 Here again we can see the importance of separating out those aspects of social life that belong to 

the rights sector from the cultural and economic sectors. This is important in organisations or smaller 

communities just as it is in society as a whole. Individualism and peopleôs different abilities can lead to a 
feeling of separation and division - some are clever, skilled or clear thinkers and so can do important work 

while others do not have those abilities and feel unimportant and of less consequence. Only where there is 

alongside that which divides people from each other another that reunites them in the essential equality of 

all people, that recognises each as a full member of the community, can that which is divided be brought 
together again into a unity. 

 So too, that which is dehumanising in the legal process and which denies what is individual and 

unique in a person, can be overcome when there is, alongside the rights sector, a strong and active cultural 
life in which what is unique and individual in each person is recognised and acknowledged by the 

community. 

 

Conscience and Law 

 There are times when opposition arises between, on the one side, the law and those whose task it 

is to uphold it, and on the other, those who are prompted to action in opposition to the law by the voice of 

their conscience as to what is morally right. 
 A government does at times have to make controversial decisions. It might, for example, have to 

make a decision that will have consequences for the environment and which, though supported by the 

great majority of the population, is strongly opposed by a minority. This opposition may come from a 
deep moral sense of what is right. It may be so deeply felt that individuals are prepared to put themselves 

to considerable hardship and suffering in order to stand up for what they see as right, good and moral. Can 

we really say that they are wrong and must conform to the will of the majority? 

 In such situations it is often not possible to be sure that one side is right and the other wrong. In a 
certain sense both can be right - two opposing opinions. It raises the question as to the validity of law 

based on the majority opinion. Who is to say what is moral and what is not? Is one person to be bound by 

that which others decide is moral or immoral just because they are the majority?  
 But can the minority however strongly they feel the moral rightness of their opinion but who have 

no other way of convincing others, ever be justified in turning to violence to achieve their aims? 

 In earlier times when it was accepted that the law emanated from God there could be no 
questioning of it. But today we do not hear the voice of God, each only hears, more or less strongly, the 

voice of his own individual conscience, his own feeling for what is right. Outside there is the law, rigid 

and inflexible, established by the government on the basis of the opinion of the majority. Against this 

there is that which a person feels from within, his conscience impelling him to action.  
 The law by its nature cannot be flexible. To make exceptions and to judge who should be 

excepted would require an authority from outside the rights sector. This would require capacities of 

discernment that have no place in rights life which must deal with all people as equal. 
Nevertheless, there is sometimes a feeling in the community that a person is right to stand up for 

what he believes, to oppose the will of the majority, that one must not always give way to the judgement 

of equals. There must be occasions when it is right for people to act on the basis of their conscience when 
this speaks strongly within them. Many people do sense that moral and social development of the 

community is strengthened when there are people who out of the courage of their convictions stand up 

against authority. A community in which everyone conformed to the law without question, where there 

were no rebels, would be one without life and without development. 
 

 When we see the contrast between the implacable and dehumanising nature of the written law and 

the human and adaptable moral law, the law of our soul and spiritual nature, something of the character of 
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rights life becomes apparent. We no longer hear the voice of God nor that of any other universal authority 

which proclaims a moral law from outside the individual - certainly not one recognised and accepted by 

all people. So we now have no alternative to the ñlaw of the Stateò, however inadequate that is, except 

anarchy. 
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CULTURAL LIFE ï THE NEEDS OF THE SOUL 

 

Chapter Eight 

 
 Is the human being there to serve the economy, or is the economy there to provide for the needs of 

the human being? There is a great deal in the social thinking of today that does seem to presuppose that 

people are there to serve the economy, both as workers and as consumers. There is a strong assumption 
that the economy is a given reality with a life of its own, and human beings have to find their place in it if 

they are to live and have what they need. Of course if asked, any thinking person will say that the human 

being is primary and the economy must serve him, the other way round makes no sense. But despite what 

we come to when we do think about it, we tend to act as though the opposite is the reality. 
 

 There are in every human soul, often buried deep, questions concerning life. I was made very 

aware of this many years ago in discussions with people I regularly met through my work in the motor 
trade. These were mainly people in their late twenties or thirties. I came to see that most of them, when 

they were younger, had had questions concerning the meaning and purpose of life. But they had found no 

answers to their questions, not in their education, not through science nor in what religion had to give: not 
answers that spoke truly to the questions arising out of their own inner depths. So they had come to forget 

their questions, and they took from life what they could. But deep down in the slumbering depths of their 

souls it was apparent that the questions were still there, unanswered. They still had a feeling that there 

must be a purpose to life, a purpose bigger than just working for money and looking only to what money 
could buy while life lasted. 

 The young of today find themselves on the same path, though many of their questions are deeper 

and more urgent. The failure to find answers to these questions and the inability to fulfil the impulses 
welling up from the depths of their souls comes to expression in many different ways; from the striving 

for personal wealth with the power and identity that money brings, to the graffiti, vandalism and football 

hooliganism that is often a form of distorted aspiration to be creative or to discover and give expression to 
one's identity. 

 In the fifties and early sixties of the last century, just after the Second World War, one could 

experience in some men who had been involved in the fighting an unexpected nostalgic looking back to 

their time in the armed services. I met a number of those who had been involved in groups working behind 
enemy lines in North Africa and in other such dangerous activities. It was not the actual fighting or killing 

that they remembered, nor did they express any personal hatred of the enemy. On the contrary, generally 

they had respect for them. Now they were mostly working in businesses and commercial firms. They 
worked, basically, for money, but during the war they had striven and often suffered for something bigger.  

Rightly or wrongly, they had a feeling that there was an ideal behind what they had then been doing, 

behind the risks and dangers they faced. That ideal - country, family, justice, Christian values - whatever it 

was, was something greater than themselves and something worth fighting for. 
 Where now is the ideal worth striving for?  Where in life today does a person find something 

bigger than himself that he can aspire to? 

 
 Religion today seems to have lost its way and few find real inspiration in it. If we look out into 

nature we see the variety, the wonder and beauty that is there displayed. Modern science reveals its 

astonishing, wonderful and complex mysteries. On television we see films that reveal to us the great 
beauty and far reaching variety of the beings of the plant and animal kingdoms. Before all this we can 

only stand in awe and wonder. 

 If we place over against this the concepts and ideas taught by the established church of the nature 

of God the Creator and of Jesus Christ then we feel a great chasm; it is not possible to reconcile the one 
with the other. It is almost impossible for a thinking human being to unite the mental picture of the 

Creator given by the church with that of the created that we see all around us. Today, if one is to embrace 

what is taught in almost any religion one must put aside all that can be directly known of the experienced 
world and accept, by way of a kind of blind belief, what has come over from the past. Objective 

observation of life and the power of thought must be set aside. But this that we are expected to believe 

gives little if any inner spiritual nourishment to the human soul which must thereby feel deprived of truth 

and reason. 
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 In contrast to this the idea that the human being is something not very different from a super 

computer needing to be programmed is now taking an increasing hold in life. Where religions have been 

unable to move out of the past, out of old teachings that were given when the human being had a very 

different consciousness and social environment, scientific thinking has been unable to reach beyond an 
image of the human being that may give great factual knowledge as to his physical make-up, but is quite 

unable to give any convincing answer to the deep questions that arise within his soul as to his true being. 

 
 We are constantly bombarded with the thought that there is nothing more to a human being than 

that which arises out of his bodily nature like the "characteristics" or "soul" of a machine or computer, and 

that he is the product of, and is determined solely by, the random mix of his inherited DNA. This picture is 
constantly pressed onto us by the media, by commercial advertising and in the science, nature and school 

programmes of television. One senses it behind much of government thinking, particularly in the forming 

of the policy for health, medicine and agriculture. It can even be found as the basis for some of today's 

religious thinking. 
 This perception of the human being has entered deeply into and increasingly forms the foundation 

of much of the teaching in our educational institutions - our schools, colleges and universities. Though the 

individual teacher may sense or believe - and there are many who do - that there is something more to the 
human being than this, too often he is unable to work out of what he senses as the true reality because he 

is overshadowed by the beliefs and concepts inherent in the educational system in which he is working 

and which imposes its own concept of the human being on to his work. Too often this is a result of 
government and political interference in education. 

 This portrayal or explanation of the human being is a cold and lifeless one that does nothing to 

inspire a person to strive for greater things, or to make himself a better person. It does not touch his deeper 

questions and inner impulses. Before all his experienced inner life of soul it leaves an impression of 
naivety. It does not fit into his own experiences of life, nor ring true to his sense of himself as a living, 

feeling and thinking being. 

  
In life today, particularly in the developed countries, very great emphasis is placed on the 

economic and financial aspects of life. For very many people the essence and purpose of their lives comes 

down to not much more than working for money and hoping to enjoy what it can buy. There is an 

assumption that in order to live a full and successful life it is enough for a person to earn or acquire 
sufficient money, not only to obtain all that he needs and wants, but to also give him, in his own and other 

peopleôs eyes, confirmation of his standing and importance as a successful human being. 

 In earlier ages, and even into comparatively recent times, much greater resources were put into 
serving the life of soul. Religion and the ideals of courage, truthfulness, goodness and humility, were very 

dominant factors and penetrated into all aspects of a person's life. Today the pendulum has swung far to 

the opposite side. A person's soul life is seen as of little importance outside of himself. 
 Working for a more affluent life style, owning a bigger and better house and car and perhaps even 

something like a yacht is seen by the great majority as being what life is about, the ultimate mark of 

achievement. A principal purpose of education itself is seen as that of giving a child the ability as an adult 

to earn money; to have the qualifications and skills that will fetch a high price on the jobs market. 
 The pressures influencing the human soul from outside itself today are enormous. The need of all 

the many and diverse organisations, interests and businesses to "do business", to "sell" their products or 

services, exerts great pressure on people to want something other than what they would out of their own 
inner nature. The soul is bombarded with advertisements of great ingenuity, persuading and conditioning 

it to desire or value what the commercial world wants it to buy. But there is little or no concern with the 

wider effects on the soul of those so influenced. From all sides the human soul is attacked for purposes 
other than its own, but where is the concern for the development of the soul for its own sake? 

 We are taught to fear the future by the insurance and pension companies; the qualities of courage 

and confidence are undermined by their need to do business. 

 Is our society so empty of that which serves the needs of the soul that very many people can find 
little more in life than the fulfilment of their sexual urges, or in sitting in front of the television watching 

sport, sitcoms, and quizzes, and children their computer games. 
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 Because science appears to explain everything about the human being through extensive, 

painstaking and detailed research into the human body and particularly into the mechanism and function 

of the DNA many have come to believe that this proves there is no non physical aspect of a living human 

being. But it does not in any way prove this. It shows no more than that we are coming ever closer to 
knowing the intricacies of how the human physical body works in its physical function and make up. To 

say that this indicates that there is nothing more than this physical body is no more valid than to maintain 

that, because one can find in the mechanism of the motor car everything to explain the intricacies of its 
controls and its movement from one place to another, there is therefore no human being whose will to go 

to that particular place is what actually moves and steers it and whose need brought the car into existence 

in the first place ï he was there before the car. That reality cannot be found in the most exhaustive study 
of the mechanics of the car itself. 

 A person has an existence that is separate and independent of the car, but he is also restricted in 

his movements when in the car to the limitations of the car. The engineer can alter the car so that it can go 

faster or he can put a limit to the possible speed. This will mechanically condition the driver's existence 
while in the car; but it does not change the person himself, nor make him one with the car. 

 Might not the physical body be a sort of vehicle for the human "ego" or "soul" - the soul that is 

not subject to the laws of this physical world but that needs the physical body in order to be and act in the 
physical world? 

 Whatever we may think is the actual reality, the experience felt by almost all people is that the 

"soul" is a reality. Even if this is thought of as emanating from the physical body it is experienced as 
distinct from it. A simple expression of this is when a person says "I" and "my body". In his soul a person 

is able to reach beyond the confines and restrictions of his own body. He can feel for another, sense the 

pain, joy or interest of another within his own soul. He can be disabled or develop illness in his physical 

body but remain strong and healthy in soul, just as he can become sick in soul but remain healthy in body. 
 It is in his soul that a person carries his longings, his intentions and impulses, as also his feelings, 

thoughts and imaginations. It is from the unconscious depths of his soul that his individual needs, his 

particular impulses and longings arise. It is there that each human being is different, unique and 
individual. Each person strives for the freedom to bring to expression that which arises out of his own 

soul, that which makes him uniquely who he is. The artist, actor, teacher, scientist, explorer, politician, 

architect, doctor, entrepreneur and all in such work find fulfilment in their lives to the extent that in their 

work they can bring to expression that which they experience as a need of their own souls. Even an athlete 
or football player does so because in the striving for perfection of his physical bodily performance he finds 

the soul satisfaction of achievement and individual identity. Ultimately it is only in meeting the deeper 

impulses of his own soul that a person is able to go beyond immediate pleasures to achieve that inner 
sense of fulfilment that brings an inner lasting joy to life. 

 There is in fact much in life which seems capable of explanation only by something other than the 

laws of natural science, by something which appears to be of a supersensible nature: that is a nature that 
cannot be explained through what can be perceived through the ordinary senses. This should not be 

confused with what today frequently goes under the name of religion or "spirit" and which is so often in 

conflict with clear and objective observation of life and which at best can claim to be nothing other than a 

belief. 
 

 It is not intended here to go deeply into the argument as to whether or not there is a God, or some 

other kind of supersensible existence, Will or Intelligence, other than to point to the fact that it cannot be 
stated as a fact that there is no God, no supersensible or spiritual reality. Nobody has ever proved that 

there is no God. It might be genuinely held that there is no God, but that is a belief, it is not a known fact. 

To anyone able objectively to view their own experiences, and also those of others, there is very 
much in everyday life that will be seen as not admitting to any other explanation than of the reality of a 

supersensible nature. But for a person to come to this view it is first necessary for him to maintain an open 

mind to the possibility of the existence of a life other than that which is bounded by birth and death and 

confined to physical space and time and perceptible to the ordinary senses. Anyone who can maintain an 
unbiased observation of life and an openness to consider new thoughts and ideas in the light of what is 

observed will come to real questions as to the possibility of a reality beyond the purely material world. 
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 This possibility is given added weight when we look into a phenomenon that has grown quite 

recently out of human sensitivities, particularly during the last century. This is the idea or feeling of the 

equality of all people. I have already looked at this from the aspect of law and democracy, but there is 

another aspect which can throw light on the question discussed here. 
 The sense of the equality of all people has taken powerful hold of large sections of humanity, 

particularly in western developed countries. But what is it that arouses this feeling that human beings are 

equal. We can look at two people who are clearly very different. We can look at everything that is 
different in them: the difference of sex, colour, physique, intelligence, abilities, moral qualities, beliefs 

and cultural background. In all this we cannot say they are equal, to do so just does not make sense. In 

their bodily build and make up they are different, and in their soul qualities they are each unique and 
different. So in what are they equal? In cannot be in their physical body, nor in their soul ï in both of 

which they are clearly different, not equal. If this feeling or perception that human beings are equal has 

reality behind it - and this feeling is something that has developed in large numbers of people with very 

great power - then there must be something else in the human being, something that is perceived, or 
sensed, other than body and soul. It can only be something that is universally present in every human 

being, part of each personôs make up but beyond that which differentiates them. Is it that people are 

actually coming to a perception of spirit, or of a divine nature, equally present in every human being? 
 

 These questions are experienced in the depths of soul in one way or another by most people. It is 

not my purpose here to attempt answers but to point to the fact that the questions do exist and that there is 
a real need to strive towards finding answers. This is central to the task of all whose work lies in the 

cultural sector of human social life, most particularly to those involved in the education of the younger 

generation. It will not be possible to develop the insights, the imaginative and conceptual faculties as well 

as moral strength until the cultural sphere of society is brought to life and strength. But so long as this 
continues to be in any way dominated, influenced or controlled by either economic interests or by those 

whose work lies in the sphere of the State with its thought forms and decision making properly belonging 

to the rights sphere, it will fail to meet the soul needs of humanity. 
 Deep in the soul of each human being there is something that strives to come to expression, 

something that is of the essence of his being, something that cannot be explained as simply arising out of 

the physical body. If people were to bring to an active observation of life an objectivity free from any 

preconceptions and personal inclinations they would see this. But there seems often to be a fear of finding 
something that cannot be explained through the ordinary laws of the material world. It is a constant source 

of amazement how people, even those claiming scientific objectivity, will ignore certain facts observable 

in life, pass them by as though they did not exist, convincing themselves that there must be some ordinary 
scientific explanation. Is this because they see in them a threat to their particular field of knowledge? 

 From the depths of the soul comes a certain wisdom, an inherent knowledge of one's own life's 

path and work. This unconscious wisdom, if listened to, will guide a person through his life's tasks, often 
leading him to his next step and revealing to him the nature of that which has to be dealt with or 

overcome. It gives to each person a certain authority in the performance of his work so long as it is work 

according to his own individual soul destiny. 

 Something of this can be seen quite clearly if we pay objective and careful attention to the 
biographies of people. It is more easily seen in the life stories of those who have, in one sphere or another, 

made their mark in life, but it is there in the life of every human being. 

 Listen to or read with deep and tender interest the biographies of people who have striven to 
achieve success in their particular field, particularly of those who have had to struggle through opposition, 

poverty, prejudice or other hindrances. Follow the story of their hopes, intentions and ambitions, their 

trials, sufferings and successes, and particularly what led them into their work or profession and drove 
them on. Whether one approves or not of what they did is, for this exercise, unimportant and should be put 

aside. It is the person and what led him to do what he did that is important. 

If one is able to do this quite objectively and with many different biographies, then it will become 

apparent that their lives were not a haphazard series of events, but that there was something like a 
particular driving force or intention that led them to do just what they did, some impulse deep in their 

souls that impelled them to follow a certain path and way of life. There are many instances where people 

have gone through considerable hardships and apparent sacrifice, even from early childhood, in their 
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struggle to fulfil the urge they felt within themselves. This urge, like a driving force, has led them on 

through life constantly seeking to achieve their goal. In the lives of some people this is revealed very 

clearly, in others it is not so obvious. But when, out of real heartfelt interest, we take the time to talk and 

listen to people about their lives we will come to know that something of this ordering of life that often 
seems to come from earliest times, even from birth itself, is there in every human being. 

 A person will come also to see a particularly clear expression of this if he looks into his own 

biography, if he is able to remember or develop a sense of what it was that led him to do what he did, or to 
take up the precise work that he chose. Or was there a yearning to do something other than what life 

forced on him? Is it not possible to observe something like a guiding thread that leads one on through life's 

journey? 
 What is this that leads one person into a particular way of life or profession and another into 

something quite different? What is it that leads one to the practice of law, another to playing the violin and 

another to charity work caring for the homeless? What is it that leads each, not only into that work, but 

into the way of life that that choice brings? The musician lives in the world of sound, spends hours each 
day playing the piano, violin or guitar. The lawyer lives in another world, a world of law, of litigation, of 

argument and logic; the charity worker in yet another. If we listen to two musicians talking to each other 

about their work, and then two lawyers, and then again two charity workers we will become aware of 
three quite different lives, different qualities in experience of life, three different worlds of existence. We 

may also come to see that only through doing to the best of their ability just what it is they are doing that 

each can find real fulfilment in their lives. 
 Very many people are not able to find a place in life where they can bring to expression that 

which lives in them as a life impulse. But that does not mean such inner yearnings do not exist. In many 

these may not be manifest but they are there, buried deep. And because they are there, unfulfilled, there 

arises frustration, discontent and even resentment and anger with life and the community. Too often the 
education a person received has failed to bring to life or has even actually suppressed that in the child 

which would later have ripened into his life's work. 

 A person will achieve a fulfilling and satisfactory life only when he is able to find a place in the 
community through which he is able to bring to expression, or work out of, the impulses arising from the 

depths of his own soul. Only a person in whom there exists the impulse and the need to work with music 

will have the possibility of growing into a truly creative musician. Only such a one can have the inborn 

talent to achieve real mastery of the art. And when such a person is enabled by the society in which he 
lives to create out of his genius, then many in that society will find nourishment for their souls in the 

music he produces. 

 This which is true of the musician will, in its own particular way, be also true of all whose work is 
based on the creative capacities of the soul. 

 

 If we look at some of the leading thinkers, writers, politicians and commentators of our time we 
will very often see individualities who are unique in their personalities, in what they bring out of 

themselves and in their aptitude for their particular work; so also the leaders of business, industry and in 

finance. There we can see clearly how those with a "sense for the market" or an "instinct for business" will 

be much in demand. Similarly leading journalists and reporters "have a nose for the news" as well as, 
often, great courage and persistence in ferreting it out. Their education, so far as it fulfilled its proper 

purpose, enabled them to awaken to themselves, gave them the tools of their craft, even influenced their 

opinions and coloured their thoughts. But behind all this it is always possible to find that which is at the 
foundation of their being, that which gave purpose and direction to their thoughts and impulses, something 

that is uniquely of themselves that was there before the education. This "something" will be seen as 

absolutely real, as a manifestation of what is sometimes called a person's "destiny". 
 When we come to observe this, then we will see something more. Not only does there exist in 

each human soul that which leads him towards some particular goal, task or interest, but alongside this 

there are also faculties, capacities and talents, perhaps still undeveloped and latent, that can enable him to 

fulfil that task. There are always those who, whether as writers, scientists, entrepreneurs, inventors or 
doctors, are able to go further than others, to see that which has not yet been seen, even to perceive that 

which is not yet perceivable, to imagine that which is not yet imaginable. What actually are we referring 

to when we say that a person has a "sense for the market", an "instinct for business" or a "nose for the 
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news". What is genius? Behind these expressions lies the recognition of a particular intuitive capacity that 

is there but more or less dormant in most people, and active and perceptible in others. 

 All people have at least some such intuitive capacity, though perhaps not so clear and vivid. Very 

often we do not take notice of it; we brush it aside as an aberration. Or we cover it up, fearful of the 
unexplainable or the derision of our friends.  

 If we look at all that can be produced by manufacture and industry, at all the inventions of 

machines and technology, the knowledge of substances with their particular properties, if we look at all 
that has been researched, discovered and come to be known in the fields of engineering, medicine, 

psychology, art, literature and in all the other fields of human activity; if we then also take into our 

observations all that has been discovered through the courage and determination of the explorers, whether 
into the far reaches of the Earth or into space, we will see that all this and much more has been achieved 

by human genius. Money itself produces nothing of it; money cannot create genius - that cannot be 

bought. Nothing beyond a shadow or pale copy of it can be achieved by employing and paying people for 

it. Only when money is used not to buy but to free that which is already there as impulse and talent in the 
human soul does anything worthwhile come into being. 

 It is not enough for people just to have work where they can earn their wages or salary. There is a 

purpose in life other than this. Strong in the human soul is the need to develop itself and its own soul 
powers, to develop courage, creativity, compassion and love and to accomplish the work that it feels as 

impulse arising out of the depths of its own inner being. Only in the attainment of that which a person 

aspires to from out the depths of his soul will he attain to that sense of inner fulfilment that alone makes 
life something to be thankful for. To satisfy only the surface or transitory needs of the soul, such as those 

that arise out of the bodily nature, does not give anything of that deep and abiding sense of fulfilment that 

comes from working out of one's deeper life impulses. 

 
 If the cultural life of the community is truly to serve the human soul it must be built on three 

pillars, the three pillars that can be referred to as science, art, and philosophy or religion. While the three 

sectors of social life have become hopelessly entangled and need to be separated out, these three pillars of 
cultural life have become estranged from each other and have grown into three quite independent branches 

of learning. They each tend to act in isolation as though each is the only sure way to an understanding of 

life - of the human being and the world in which we live. But science, art and religion are all three striving 

after the same truths, and only the three working in harmony, each providing a view from a different 
direction, can hope to reach a true understanding of life and of what it is to be human. 
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CULTURAL LIFE ï ITS WORK AND NATURE  

 

Chapter Nine 

 
 As indicated earlier, by cultural life I mean all that area of activity within society that serves, or 

arises out of the "soul life" of people. At its centre it includes all forms of education, religion, art and 

science. It also includes organisations such as museums, art galleries, churches, theatres and concert halls. 
Activities such as television, radio, sports and entertainment of all sorts are also largely aimed at fulfilling 

the needs of the soul and to that extent fall within the sphere of cultural life. Activities such as research, 

architecture and engineering also come within its orbit, but they can in addition serve other, usually 

economic, purposes.  
 The nature of the cultural sector, and of the work of all those active in it, is very different from 

that of either the economic or rights sectors. While in the economic sector a person participates in what is, 

in reality, a world activity, and in rights life he is involved in that which is active between people within a 
community or group, the work of the cultural sector is concerned with that which is individual and unique 

in each human being. 

 In economic work a person serves a purpose that lies outside of himself, he joins with others in 
producing a product that will be used by other people. In the work of rights life he is fulfilling a role 

determined by the community. Only in the work of the cultural sector can a person, in the first place, truly 

work out of the impulses and needs of his own soul.  

 Of the three the cultural sphere of activity is today by far the least recognised and valued. The 
working of the economy, whether it is healthy and productive or weak and failing is experienced by 

everyone very directly, by many it is the very foundation of life. Countries are judged by the strength of 

their economy and by its annual growth. When a person talks of a ñdevelopedò, ñdevelopingò or 
ñundevelopedò country it is understood that they are referring to the state of its economy, not to any moral 

quality, educational achievements or quality of social life that may have been developed. 

 People are also very conscious of the sphere of the state, of the establishment of laws, rules and 
regulations and the extent to which these are reasonable, fair and just. The government is seen as the 

central and ultimate authority on all matters of social life; as such it is important to and effects everyone 

within the community. Even the important parts of what should be a separate and independent cultural life 

such as education is seen as within the orbit of government responsibility.  
 Cultural life as a distinct and separate sector is hardly recognised. 

 

Cultural Work  
 People have an inner need to work, to be active. The vast majority find no satisfaction in doing 

nothing. A person who is not active becomes a vegetable, it dehumanises him. Even if he has no need to 

earn money, he will still need to occupy himself with "work" of some kind, he cannot just do nothing. He 

might follow a hobby, develop a skill in sport, go sailing or mountain climbing, or study to become an 
expert in a particular field of activity or sphere of knowledge, the soul demands creative activity of some 

kind. 

 But for most people there is also the necessity to earn money. This fact has a growing tendency to 
dominate peopleôs thinking and has to a great extent masked the fact that they actually have an inner need 

to work. In many cases, particularly in the cultural sector, people would, out of their own inner necessity, 

do just the work they now think they are doing "for money". It is a sign of the weakness of our cultural 
life, and particularly of the inadequacy of our education that so many people are not awake to their own 

inner needs. They do not know that, if only they had the imagination to see it and the strength to adapt 

themselves to the possibilities within the work, what they are doing "to earn money" could often be 

transformed into an activity that gives them great inner fulfilment and sense of achievement. 
 If, as an example of cultural activity we again consider the work or profession of the teacher we 

will come to see that most, particularly those that are good teachers, do actually teach out of an inner 

necessity that lies within themselves. Many tend to think in terms of teaching "to earn money", so they 
value their work according to what they are paid. 

 The teacher too often is given little freedom - in most schools he is obliged to teach according to 

the methods and content laid down. He is not able nor motivated to awaken to that which led him in the 

first place to teach, and to call on the wisdom, the impulses and capacities that he finds within himself; 
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that which gave him his life's task and direction. It is just this that could make him a "good" teacher which 

is not brought to life. Too often in his training it was impressed upon him that he must teach what he has 

been taught to teach and according to the methods he is shown. He must not allow his own experience, 

intuitions and wisdom to tell him how and what to teach. So children do not receive from their teacher, 
alongside the knowledge content of the lessons, the moral life impulses that are so sadly lacking today.  

 Freedom requires courage, both in those who give it and in those who are made free. Today in our 

social life there is too little courage. If teachers were given greater freedom and encouragement to teach 
out of what they awaken to within their own souls and to call on the wisdom and talents that come 

together with this, the education of the coming generations would indeed be brought to life. Then the 

teacher would know that he is teaching because that is his lifeôs work, and he would find in this his work a 
love and sense of responsibility for the children and a deep satisfaction and fulfilment in life. 

 Something similar to this could be said about all whose work lies in the cultural sector of society.  

 

 If the cultural worker does not produce a product as does the economic worker working within 
division-of-labour and so has no such product to sell, what is he paid for or how does he earn his wage? 

What is the nature of this wage? These questions will lead to a clearer perception of the different nature of 

each. 
 

Motives and Payment for Work 
 Consider first, by way of example, the work of a poet and place this against what a person does in 
a factory working at a machine making some part of an electric light bulb. These are two extremes but as 

such they accentuate certain differences.  

 The poet is someone who belongs essentially to cultural life. He is an extreme example in that he, 

more than almost any other such cultural worker, can create his poetry without any assistance from 
economic activity. The musician must first have his instrument, the painter his canvas and paints, but the 

poet can wonder into the fields or the inner city and there bring to birth the poem within himself. It will 

help if he can write it down, but that is not essential to the process of creation. The poem is also something 
that does not exist within substance as does, for example, a painting. Because of this it is not easily 

subjected to sale and purchase. 

The poem is essentially an expression of an inner experience, feeling or revelation. In any of us 

there can arise a strong need to give outer expression to something that we experience inwardly. The poet 
achieves this through poetry, the painter through colour and the musician through sound. We sometimes 

say of a person that he is, for example, ña born poetò, ña born teacherò or ña born architectò. In this is the 

thought that he is endowed with talents, capacities or knowledge of a strength and quality that could only 
have come to him through birth. Here, in an expression of our language, there is that which does suggest 

there are people who do indeed bring something of their lifeôs work through birth. 

 In this example of the poet can be seen the basic nature of the work of anyone active in the 
cultural sector, whether they are artists, teachers, scientists, priests or entertainers, though it is not always 

so obvious in some as it is in others. 

 The situation of a person in the economic sector who works at a machine making a part of an 

electric light bulb is quite different. The light bulb is something purely utilitarian - there is nothing about it 
to nourish the soul of either the one who is involved in its production or in the one who uses or looks at it. 

It is something produced through the cooperative working of very many people, no single person can say 

that he made the bulb. Clearly, people make light bulbs because others need them, not because any 
individual has a need to make them. It is the opposite of the poet creating the poem. Work in the sphere of 

economic production is in nearly every way opposite to that in the cultural life. 

 
 In economic activity purchase and sale have a proper place. A producer sells his product and 

receives money in exchange.  Is this also true in cultural life? To answer this question it will help to make 

another simple comparison. 

 Imagine that a person needs some money. He decides to cook twelve pies and sell them at a 
market stall. We can imagine the process; he must first acquire all the materials, then prepare, mix and 

cook them. This involves a certain amount of work. When finished he takes the products of his work to 

market. There he has the twelve pies on his stand which he hopes to sell for £1 each. Someone comes 
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along and buys one. The baker gives the customer the pie and receives in exchange £1. There is an actual 

exchange - a pie for £1. The baker then has only eleven pies left, but now he has £1 in his tin. And so it 

continues until he has sold them all and there are no pies left. Instead of the pies the baker now has £12. 

When the next person arrives hoping to buy a pie they are all gone, he must go hungry. 
 Here we see sale and purchase within economic life at its simplest. There is an actual exchange of 

the product of a personôs work with money, the token of a similar value. Each party hands something over, 

each parts with ownership but gains ownership of something else, something that is of more value to him 
than the thing which he gave over. 

 Imagine now a person is going to give a lecture. There is a charge of £1 for entry to the lecture. 

We will assume this is the amount that goes to the lecturer, ignoring any charge there might be for 
maintaining the hall etc. 

What is the nature of this charge; is it a purchase in the same sense as the charge for the pies, or is 

it something different?  

 Is there an exchange? The listener will hand over the £1 but does he actually receive anything 
back "in exchange"? It cannot be said that he receives the knowledge "in exchange" in the same way as 

the pies are exchanged for money. The speaker does not hand over the lecture, or a part of it. Nor does he 

hand over the knowledge. He does not himself part with either; he does not have less knowledge at the end 
of his lecture than he did at the beginning. On the contrary, most speakers find that they actually gain in 

the speaking. Nor will there come a time when what he has to say has all been bought and there is nothing 

left for the next person. In fact the opposite can be true in that it is often difficult to lecture to a small 
audience of only a few people. Up to a point the lecture itself will improve and everyone will benefit when 

more listeners come in. We cannot say that there is a given amount of knowledge that has to be shared out 

and the larger the audience the less each receives. 

 The speaker, if he is acting in accordance with those impulses that he carries within himself, like 
the artist, will actually need an audience. He finds a fulfilment and a confirmation of his work, his 

creativity, in the interest and satisfaction of the people listening to him. One could even imagine, in a far-

fetched way, the lecturer paying the audience; he needs them to listen to him just as much as they need 
him. So too, the teacher needs the children, it is the fulfilling of a life impulse. In the same way the 

architect needs the person who wants a new building, the actor also needs the audience. 

But there does have to be some form of payment to the lecturer; he needs money in order to live. 

If it is not an exchange then what is the nature of the payment that he receives? Almost everything that 
applies in the case of the pies is the opposite in the case of the lecture. If there is no exchange, we cannot 

truthfully speak of a "purchase". To call it so merely leads to an untrue understanding of the real nature of 

the transfer of the money. Nor can we say it is a purchase of time.  
It would be more correct to call it a contribution or gift. The money that he is given frees him 

from having to earn what he needs by working at the economic productive process itself. It is a 

contribution in that it frees the lecturer to do something that, in truth, he wills to do anyway and from 
which those who thus free him also benefit. This ñcontributionò or ñgiftò nature of payment within the 

cultural sector will be discussed more fully in and following chapter twelve. 

 Of course the baker in the example above might also derive some enjoyment or fulfilment out of 

his work. But that can hardly be the case of someone, for example, working in a factory at making electric 
light bulbs, or parts for motor cars. The baker brings an element of craft to his work, and he meets his 

customers, but that is not the case in the bulk of economic productive work. This polarity between the 

economic and cultural spheres of activity will be taken further in later chapters. 
 

 It is vitally important that we see clearly the difference between the two situations illustrated in 

the above examples. We have to look behind the money which too often veils over the true reality. There 
is on the one side the work a person does the motivation for which he finds within himself. Over against 

this is the work that has to be done, not because any person has a particular need to do it, or finds benefit 

in doing it, but because others need the products of the work. Almost everything in the customary thinking 

of our time tends towards casting a veil over this difference. 
 These are the two fundamental motives that lie behind all work. They are two poles of social life, 

just as there are two poles of a magnet. Though in almost all work something of each is to be found, one is 

always the primary impulse or motive. 
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 One arises, in the first place, out of egoism, out of the need each person has to give meaning and 

purpose to his life, in the fulfilling of his own destiny. At this pole is the work and activity that makes up 

the cultural life of the community. 

 The other is where the work comes about through the needs, not of the one doing the work but of 
others, of humanity. It is not an untrue picture to say that a person is called to work in a factory making 

motor cars or electric light bulbs because we, the people of today, need these products. If we did not need 

them they would not be made. In the factory, or more particularly on the shop floor of the factory, a 
person joins with others in the work of producing and distributing what is needed by the community. 

Humanity needs such products, that is products where the motive for the work does not lie in inner 

personal needs as in cultural activity. This is the basis of economic activity where altruism or mutuality is 
a primary demand of the nature of the work itself.  

 What is essentially important here is that those who work in cultural life come to recognise that 

they are doing what lies in their own interest, out of their own soul impulses. To approach their work as 

though they are doing it for the money is a denial of this; it will actually affect the work in a detrimental 
way, it will mechanise it. So long as money is seen as the motivating factor of their work, the work itself 

can never be truly creative. Deep down in the unconscious depths of their being, many people actually 

know this, but those thought forms that properly belong to the economic sector of activity have come to 
pervade our lives. We take in these ways of thinking from our social environment from an early age and 

they overlay and suppress this knowledge, but they seldom actually extinguish it. 

 
 All the creative, entrepreneurial and management skills and the inventive genius of those who 

initiate, manage and develop the economic activity of social life are first of all born out of the cultural 

sphere. But though these capacities arise and are nurtured in cultural life, they enter into the economic life 

and there must follow and obey the laws and mutuality of the realm of economic productive activity. The 
individual who takes into his work in economic production the creative capacities nurtured in cultural life 

cannot there be free as one who works in cultural life, he has to submit himself to the mutual or altruistic 

nature of the economic productive process. 
 In the same way the awakening of the feeling for the equality of all people, for what is just and 

right and the ability to sense what lives as common opinion in the community, can only arise within a 

healthy and strong cultural life. 

 

Authority within the Cultural Sphere  

A person can "know" something to be true, good or beautiful only when he himself has perceived 

it to be so. One person can never learn or know something "for" another, each must do it for himself. But 
here the question immediately arises "cannot a person know something to be true, good or beautiful 

because others have found it to be so, or that it is generally accepted to be so by the culture within which 

he lives, or because it is taught to be so by the religion into which he was born?" This leads to the further 
question "is the individual human being bound by his birth and the culture in which he lives, or can he be 

a free individual standing on his own ground?" 

 If a person is to follow a particular religion he can only do this as a free human being when he 

himself has come to recognise it as true and he himself chooses to follow it. So long as he accepts the 
teachings of any particular religion as true because it is the religion into which he was born, or because it 

is an integral part of the culture in which he lives, then he is no more than a member of the group, he is not 

a free individual. 
  A free individual can accept from another person something to be true, good or beautiful only 

when he himself first recognises the experience, capacity and integrity of that other person and 

consciously and knowingly decides that, within a specific sphere of knowledge, he can accept as true what 
that other person tells him to be true. But even then he might hesitate to say "I know". A free individual 

can, in the first place, only accept himself as the authority for his decisions and judgements, and secondly 

another person as an the authority in so far as he himself recognises in that other person that which gives 

him authority. 
 If a person is bound to accept from another something as true, good or beautiful because that other 

is appointed over him by an authority other than his own, he may act outwardly as though it is so, but 

inwardly in his soul he may come to question it, and then he can come to feel that he is acting out of an 
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untruth. He is forced to live what he feels to be a lie, and this will have consequences for him, his work 

and for social life. Alternately, he will allow his inner questions to go to sleep, to forget them, and so 

come to act on the outer authority in the way of a robot. That too will have its social consequences. 

 In earlier times what was perceived as God or Divine revelation spoke through the leaders of the 
people and gave to them the knowledge of what was true, good and right behaviour. All ancient 

communities and religions were based on this pattern. 

 But this is no longer acceptable to an ever increasing number of people. Today God, by whatever 
name used, is no longer experienced as speaking to humanity from outside, from heaven above. Any 

authority that now speaks from outside or from above is experienced as one speaking from out of the past, 

or one that is an earthly authority.  
 That which is now heard is increasingly the voice that each person experiences as coming from 

within himself through the inner strivings of his own soul, and through the impulses and tasks that each 

soul brings with it from birth. We have to learn to listen to our own inner voice. 

 Before a person can be free from outer authority within cultural life, and in order to have firm 
ground on which to stand, he must awaken to his own inner self. He must develop the ears to hear that 

which speaks to him from within, come to know the inner wisdom that each of us has in relation to our 

own particular path through life. 
 When a person can truly develop and speak out of this wisdom, he will, within his particular field, 

speak with a certain authority. We have to learn to recognise when a person in this way ñspeaks with 

authorityò.  
 

 As discussed earlier, when from a later age we look back on our own or on another personôs life 

and work, it is possible to see something of a direction, an ordering running through it - life is not all a 

haphazard series of events. The difficulty is to develop the sensitivity to know something of this early in 
life and to work consciously with it, not to come to know it only later when we look back. 

 Of course such ideas are not easy for most people to accept. So much of the existing thought 

forms that dominate cultural life today deny anything other than chance or coincidence. That there might 
be something else, something not explainable through ordinary physical sciences can engender in people a 

sense of insecurity, of being on unstable ground. Nevertheless, a careful study of people's biographies will 

reveal evidence of something other than chance. 

 Once we do come to recognise that our path through life is not just a matter of chance but that 
there is something like destiny giving form and direction to it, then we will be able to bring quite new 

interest, motivation and fulfilment to our lives. This, of course, must not just be a matter of "belief", it 

must be an outcome of clarity of thought or of common sense brought to bear on careful, objective and 
exact observation. 

 In our time and increasingly in the future, in everything that concerns the life of soul, all forms of 

outer authority will of necessity fall away. We see this already in the fact that the younger generation tend 
more and more to find their own way in life, they do not follow what they see as the old ways and habits 

of their parents. Social forms such as marriage are seen by many as not appropriate for them. Students 

want teachers who speak out of their own experience, not merely to pass on what they learnt at university 

or from books. Even in the armed services there has been an enormous change from the time when the 
ordinary soldier was drilled to act only as ordered, not to think for himself. Now each soldier is treated to 

a far greater degree as an individual who can and should think for himself. This is not only due to the 

greater technological nature of modern warfare, but to the nature of evolving humanity. 
 

Different and Unique or Equal 

 If each human being is to be inwardly free, then cultural life must be founded on the recognition 
of that which is individual and unique. As was discussed earlier, true rights life is founded on the 

recognition of that which is equal in all people. But that which must be excluded from rights life - all that 

is different and unique in people - is just that which is an essential aspect of cultural life. 

 The establishment of the principal of equality in rights life provides the firm foundation for each 
individual to experience freedom in the sense that each can be a full and individual member of the 

community irrespective of who or what he is. But equality carried over into cultural life becomes a 

tyranny of the ordinary or common element over all that is unique and individual. We see this when 
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"political correctness" is allowed to usurp cultural life. So also freedom, a central demand of the cultural 

sphere of the life of soul, carried over into rights life will lead to the tyranny of the talented and shrewd 

individual over the many. 

 Any social group or organisation, if it is to fulfil the needs of its members in a socially healthy 
way, must contain within it these two principles: equality and freedom, the freedom, that is, for a person to 

be different and to bring to expression that which is individual in himself. But these two will be in conflict 

with each other and destructive to the community so long as they are not each confined within their own 
rightful domains. So, for example, a healthy society will ensure that every child has an equal right to 

education, but an equal right not to the same education, but to the education best suited to him as an 

individual. 
 There will, of course, be difficulty with this thought if the child is seen to be entering life as an 

empty vessel that has to be filled with knowledge. So long as the child is seen in this light, then there is 

indeed a good argument to giving every child the same education; but then, too, we could expect each to 

become a replica of the other. But clearly this is not so; each child is unique, has his or her own particular 
impulses, feelings and capacities. Similarly, children of one race or colour do not necessarily need the 

same education as those of another. Children living in a rural, agricultural community will not necessarily 

need exactly the same education as those in an inner city. 
 

Responsibilities of Those in Cultural Life  

 If what has just been said is true, and objective observation will confirm that it is, then what does 
this mean for the people actually involved? Cultural life can exist, and those who work in it are free to do 

so, because there are other people who work in economic production providing the material goods and 

services that the cultural worker needs both for his living and his work. But in contrast to cultural work the 

person who must work within division-of-labour at a machine in a factory, at the check-out of a 
superstore, or inputting into a computer in an office, will receive little or nothing that nourishes the soul in 

the actual work he does. He has to let his inner soul life go to sleep, to give up something of his own soul 

needs. 
 Because those who work in cultural life receive from the economic sphere the material products 

and services they need, they in their turn have a responsibility to provide the nourishment of soul the 

worker in economic activity needs but cannot find in his work. They have a responsibility to do so because 

cultural life cannot exist unless there are those who first labour at economic production. Something is 
owed by cultural life to those who labour in economic production. The payment of money alone does not, 

and cannot, discharge this debt. 

 The cultural sphere of social life must speak to all of humanity. In all our cultural institutions and 
organisations there needs to be awakened a sense of responsibility, not just to their immediate circle - to 

their audiences, students and customers - but to the whole of the community. In educational 

establishments, museums, art galleries, theatres, concert halls and opera houses, there needs to grow a 
consciousness of, and a will to serve, the soul needs of the community as a whole - so also in the places of 

scientific research, and in such as the studios and offices of architects, engineers, town planners and 

designers. The design of the environment, the buildings, furniture, machines and tools should all speak to 

the human soul of its true nature, while at the same time properly fulfilling its utilitarian functions. 
 To accept that the paying over of money absolves this responsibility is to look only on the surface 

of life. We have to learn to look beyond the money and penetrate the deeper personal relationships of life. 

 
 This awakening of, and listening to, that which speaks from the depths of human souls through 

their individual capacities and destinies and through their tasks and impulses is what gives to the work of 

the cultural realm its life, its purpose and its orientation. The artist strives to bring to artistic expression 
something that wells up in his soul. It is truly a work of art when there is revealed through it that which is 

real and true in the realms that a person comes to know when he enters the deep veiled depths of the life of 

soul and spirit. Only then can such a work of art truly nourish the soul of he who gazes on or listens to it. 

Then it can reveal that which is truly moral because what is expressed is in harmony with the life of soul, 
it arises out of the same sources from which the soul is born. 
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 A pressing task for cultural life is to awaken to the nature, life and inner needs of the human soul 

in its present state and as it will continue to evolve into the future, and out of this to focus on what each 

person bears within himself as capacity, resolve, wisdom and destiny. 

When a person over a long period, particularly through childhood, is seriously deprived of proper 
nourishment for the body, this will show up in stunted growth, ill health and an emaciated body. So also 

deprivation of proper nourishment for the soul will result in stunted and emaciated growth, but of the soul. 

To objective observation of the soul life of people today the poverty of the soul is all too obvious.  
 There is a growing concern as to what is and what is not healthy for the body, and to how people 

can be protected from what is harmful. But there is little serious concern and study as to what is or is not 

healthy for the life of the soul. Is it not also possible that there too, some things that give short term 
immediate pleasure may have deeper long term harmful consequences on, for example, the moral life? 

In all that works on the life of soul in the culture of our time - music, art, dance, films, theatre and 

entertainment, all that comes through television and the internet ï is there the same concern given to what 

is healthy and what is harmful to the life of soul as there is given in the material life for the health or harm 
of the physical body? 

 The need to provide, for all the community, this soul nourishment must become the ground and 

aim of all those who work in the cultural sphere of humanity. Only in the fulfilling of this task can there 
be justification for the cultural worker benefiting from the products of those who must labour within 

division-of-labour at the dehumanising economic process of production. 

 Then will arise also that understanding and those capacities which alone will be capable of 
resolving the deep and widespread social problems of our time. 

 

The Leadership of Cultural Life  

 The nature of cultural life means that there can be no central leadership, no appointed body having 
authority over all. Within each area of cultural life those working in it will come to recognise certain 

individuals who, through their experience, commitment, inner impulse and wisdom are leaders in their 

particular fields of work. They will be the people to whom others naturally turn for guidance or advice 
because they are seen to speak with inner authority. In this way their leadership will come through 

recognition, not through appointment. Through this recognition, and therefore with the support of their 

colleagues in their fields of work, these individuals will, each from their particular areas of work, come 

together as necessary to form a leadership, or representative group, for the whole. This will be particularly 
necessary when a group of people from cultural life have to meet with representatives from the rights and 

economic sectors of the community to discuss the cross sector matters and the well-being of the 

community as a whole. 
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WORK, PAYMENT AND HUMAN FREEDOM  

 
Chapter Ten 

 

 If one observes people quite objectively but with real compassionate interest, one will see that 

there is an actual though subtle difference in a person between when he acts out of the need to earn money 
and when he acts purely out of an interest in the action itself. When he works solely to earn money it is 

always possible to experience a kind of inner barrier behind which he withdraws something of himself, 

something of his own inner soul. There is some part of him which does not become involved in the work, 
but is held back, undefiled, and only comes to life when the work is finished. But when a person works out 

of an interest in the work itself it is as though something of his inner soul can shine forth and become 

involved. 
 As was shown in the last chapter, the possibility of working out of interest in the work itself is 

particularly strong for those whose work lies in or close to cultural life. The nature of the work there will 

always make it possible for a person to find inner satisfaction in the work - to do it for its own sake - 

provided he connects himself inwardly with what he is doing. The very reason for the work of cultural life 
lies in the nurturing of the life of the soul. 

It is to a large extent also possible for those whose work lies in the rights sector. In certain 

respects rights life comes in between the cultural and economic spheres. A person who works in the rights 
sphere of social life fulfils a role set by the community. It is work the need for which arises out of the 

needs of society itself, not those of the individual who does the work. The role of the policeman or 

immigration officer arises out of the needs of the community, not those of the individual. It is the 
individual who chooses to do the particular work, but the community who determines it. The role or 

function he takes on might well be such that in doing it he finds great soul satisfaction and inner 

nourishment. 

 For those whose work lies wholly or mainly in the economic realm, that is in the actual work of 
production and distribution of products ï ñon the factory floorò ï it is again somewhat more complicated. 

There it is not easy for a person to find any inner fulfilment in the work itself. Before that can happen 

there must first take place the transformation in society from thinking in terms of ñpayment for workò to 
that of ñpayment for the product of the workò. Only then will it be possible for a person to find interest 

and inner satisfaction, not necessarily in the work itself, but in the product and in the people who will use 

his product. 

 
 Whatever we may think as to the rights or wrongs of it, today for the vast majority of people the 

money they receive as wage or salary is one of the most important factors in their lives. What they will be 

paid is a major consideration as to whether they take up one work or another. The wage they actually 
receive largely sets their standard of living, influences how and where they live and puts limits on the 

possibilities of their leisure hours and shapes the circle of their friends. 

 For most people the money touches their life of feeling and so is a very personal matter. What 
they are paid is the standard by which they judge themselves; it gives them a sense of personal worth, of 

success or failure, of importance or inadequacy. 

 Feelings that arise in people are actual and real and have their effect on the life of society. They 

need to be listened to and understood. In this sense it is not a question of feelings being right or wrong, but 
that they exist. Feelings cannot be changed at will. Change can only be brought about over a long period 

of time through study and observation of the actual realities of life. A community that does not take into 

account the feelings of its members, irrespective of the nature of those feelings, will find antisocial forces 
entering into the community. This is particularly true where it concerns money. Money always has the 

tendency to awaken feelings that are antisocial and destructive. 

 The thinking behind the way wages and salaries are determined, and how they are calculated and 
paid, works deeply, though often unconsciously, into the feelings of the recipient and so has deep social 

consequences. If social life is to be developed truly out of the needs of all its members and is to provide a 

harmonious and supportive environment, then the way wages and salaries are calculated and paid will 

need to be looked at afresh. 
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Is Labour Purchased? 

 Almost all current thinking and social arrangements are founded on the assumption that it is the 

labour or work itself that is purchased - that the workman sells his labour. Such terms as "cost of labour" 

and "labour market" are in common use in economic life and are an outcome of current social thinking and 
also reinforce it. At one time it was only the labour of those paid "wages", as opposed to those paid by 

"salary", that was treated as a purchase. People who followed a profession, calling or vocation were given 

a salary. There was a very much clearer sense that such people followed their profession as a life's work, 
not selling their labour, nor even doing it "for the money". But as economic life has developed and come 

to dominate social life, so the thinking based on the concept of purchase has penetrated into all aspects of 

work. Even such professional people as teachers, actors and policemen are now coming to see their life's 
task as a labour and their salary as the purchase price of their labour and skills.  

 Our present practice of treating labour as a commodity that can be bought and sold has its origins 

in the earlier practice of slavery which allowed for the human being himself to be bought and sold. This 

will be discussed in greater depth in chapter eighteen. Here we can point to the fact that as human 
consciousness evolved from the domination of the group over the individual to that where the individual 

has become dominant, so the older relationship between owner and slave has evolved through, for 

example, landowner and serf, master and servant, to employer and employee; in other words, from one in 
which the whole human being was owned to one, as now, where it is the labour of a person that is owned 

by another. 

 The old master and servant relationship continues on in a transformed way in the employer / 
employee relationship. But here the sense of being part of a family group is no longer there to sustain the 

individual. Many organisations do try, in one way or another, to develop some form of "family" culture, 

but the reality is not there, it does not belong to the present time. People more and more demand their 

independence, and freedom to be themselves. To be part of a group or family is also a commitment to that 
group. This commitment can lead to feeling of being unfree.  

 Into this evolving relationship between one human being and another has entered, in 

comparatively recent times, something new - the machine. If, for example a ditch is to be dug we can 
employ a human being, a labourer, or we can use a machine. From this has entered into our thinking the 

image of the human being as a machine that can be employed. Just as we can hire a machine we can, in 

the same way, hire a person. But the machine is not a living being, it has no purpose in itself. It is made 

specifically to do certain economic work. For the human soul to feel himself treated as a machine can be a 
terrible and dehumanising experience, even if unconsciously so. 

 

  I tried to show earlier in chapter three, in the examples of the blackberry picker and the person 
working at the conveyor belt making engines that, viewed from the perspective of the economic process of 

production itself, it is simply not true to say that it is the labour that is purchased. In the economic activity 

it is always the product of the work that is wanted and which is paid for, not the work itself. 
 Consider what actually happens when a labourer is employed to do a particular work for a certain 

number of hours each day. If "employment" means that his labour has for that time been purchased, that it 

is now owned by the employer who has bought it, then the labourer is not a free human being. He might 

not be owned as was a slave, but part of him still is, he does not have free use or control over his own 
limbs. It will probably not be stated or even consciously thought of in these terms, but the assumption at 

the base of the relationship between the two is one in which for the hours of employment the employee's 

labour, that is, the actual activity of his limbs, belongs to the employer for him to direct according to his 
own purposes. 

 Let us imagine that the employer, or his manager, wants a ditch dug. He instructs the labourer to 

dig it as marked on the ground and to a certain depth. It could be either a machine or a man who does the 
digging. The employee, the individual human being, becomes machine like and does what he is ordered to 

do. All that is individual, that thinks and feels and is alive within him, separates itself off from the work 

which is carried on by his bodily limb system at the behest of the employer. 

 This was not such a problem when a person did not feel himself as an individual, but as one 
within a group, family or people, connected through the blood relationship, through the line of descent. 

But now that connection is very much weaker, or even or even dissolved altogether, and each person 

experiences within himself the awakening need to be a free and individual human being. To have to give 
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something of this free individuality up, to have to sell something of himself and become subservient to 

another in order to earn money with which to obtain that which he needs to live will become less and less 

acceptable as humanity moves into the future. 

 When a person experiences his work as purchased, as owned by someone else, he feels it in 
conflict with his own unconscious need for individual recognition and freedom. He then will creates an 

artificial barrier between himself and his work and so the tendency will arise to take no responsibility for 

the work; he will sleep through it, or rebel against the system. Or it can be that something of the individual 
human being dies, and he becomes a sort of clone of the organisation for which he works. Today we see 

this very often in the life of institutions and businesses. How often do we meet in businesses employees 

who exhibit as part of their own nature the characteristics of the business itself? They become non-people. 
 I was given a clear illustration of this many years ago when we had contracted with a builder to 

put up a building at the college where I worked. Part of my responsibility was to keep an eye on the 

building work. Pre-insulated central heating pipes to carry hot water between buildings had to be put in a 

trench and buried. After many had already been covered up it was discovered that some were faulty. This 
meant that they all had to be dug up again and examined. 

 I had got to know the young man, the plumber, who had been putting the pipes into the trench and 

connecting them up; we often had a talk about many things, he was what one would take as an ordinary 
open, basically honest and responsible young man. So I asked him if he had not seen that the pipes were 

faulty when he put them into the trench. Yes, he said, he saw they were faulty, but he was paid to put them 

into the trench and join them up. That for him was quite simple, he was not responsible for what he did, he 
merely did what he was paid to do. He had sold his labour and it was for those who bought it to direct it 

properly. 

 Though it was his arms and legs which moved, he was not responsible for them, they were hired 

out. For so many hours in the day he was divided in two: part of him belonged to the company that 
employed him and the other part was still himself; but this that was himself was separated off and not 

involved in the other, it went into a kind of sleep. This is not an unusual or extreme example, it is quite 

often met with. 
In economic labour it is comparatively easy to observe the ramifications of the purchase of labour. 

Something of this is always present when a person is paid to do certain work - when his work is bought 

and used by someone else. 

 It lay behind much of the industrial unrest of the last half of the twentieth century. It expressed 
itself in the form of workers demanding an increase in the price paid for labour. But in the unconscious 

depths of their souls there was a demand for a separation of the payment of wages from the actual labour. 

 This was expressed very directly at the height of the strikes in the 1970s by a shop steward when 
his union went on strike demanding what, by any criteria, was an unreasonably high wage increase. It was 

quite clear that if the strikerôs demands were met the firm they worked for would be bankrupted. When 

asked if he did not see this he gave a remarkably revealing reply. He said something to the effect of: "Yes 
I know that if our demand is met the firm will be put out of business. But so long as our wages are 

calculated on the same basis as the other inputs to the factory, we have to strike." I may not have the exact 

words, the newspaper report that I kept has been lost, but it struck me very forcibly at the time, 

particularly the last phase, "we have to strike." It was as though they sensed some evolutionary force 
working in the depths of their souls just below the level of consciousness, an impulse that demanded that 

the human being be freed, that he be no longer subjected to purchase and sale as are the other inputs to the 

factory. 
When people who are otherwise reasonable human beings act in an unreasonable way, we have to 

look below the surface of things to find the deeper causes. 

 A person lives in his movements, his activity ï it is a part of his being. When society thinks and 
acts in a way that places a dividing line between him and his labour rather than between his labour and the 

product of his labour then there is including in the sale something of the person himself, something that is 

an integral part of him. Just as there has grown up over the ages an increasing revulsion against slavery, 

against one person owning another, so there will in the future increasingly develop a revolt against one 
person owning the labour of another.  
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Or is it the Product of the Work that is Purchased? 

 I put forward earlier that a person is employed because the employer needs what he will produce, 

the product of the labour that has value, not the labour itself. The labour as labour has no economic value. 

No matter how people may think and act, whether it is working in a factory on a part of an engine, 
polishing floors or driving a bus, economically it is always the product of, or that which results from the 

labour, that is purchased, not the labour itself. That is the economic reality.  

 If someone makes jam at home and sells it at the local market, he is clearly selling the jam, not his 
labour. In calculating the price he may well take into consideration the time and work involved, but he and 

the buyer will think in terms of it being the product that is bought and paid for, not the labour. 

To think this way is comparatively easy where a person works independently and there is a 
distinct product. It becomes more difficult where the person is employed, for example, to clean floors. 

Clearly it is the clean floor, the product of the work that is wanted, not the labour as such nor the time. It 

is, of course, very much simpler to calculate the "price" of the cleaned floor by the time it takes and so pay 

the cleaner an amount per hour. Even when we think in terms of paying a person a fair and reasonable 
wage it is easiest, and sometimes the only practical way, to think in terms of so much an hour, week or 

month. 

The difficulty then is to remain conscious of the fact that it is the clean floor that is being paid for, 
not the labour or time. This might appear superficial and giving the matter more significance than is 

justified. But it is not so much the outer administrative arrangements as the way people experience these 

arrangements that affects their life of feeling. If either the employer or the employee think in terms of the 
wage being payment for the labour it will have very different ramifications on their relationship and social 

interaction than if they both think in terms of it being a payment for the cleaned floors, or one could say a 

purchase of the change in the condition of the floor as a result of the work on it. The relationship then 

comes to be one between two free human beings, not one between an employer and employee, between a 
superior and an inferior.  

 The work in a factory is more complex. Each person makes only a small, often undefined, part of 

a whole. But the wage, though calculated by the hour, can still be thought of and treated as a purchase of 
the product of the work, or of the worker's share of the sale price of the final product. 

 When an employee works in an environment where he is obliged to sell his labour in order to live, 

because this dehumanises him the moral impulse in him to do a good job will be suppressed. He will quite 

naturally turn his attention to putting up the price of his labour. His focus will be on the price of his labour 
rather than on the quality of the product of his labour. But when it is the product of his labour that is 

bought from him he will be more inclined to give attention to the quality of his product, to providing 

something of equal value in the exchange for his wage - the focus will tend to move towards the product 
of his work; whether it is good or bad. 

 An important element of the fabric of society is what can be called the ñthought formsò that live in 

society and affect the way we think and act. These cannot be easily changed, some are very deep seated. 
The thought that it is the labour or time that is purchased lies very firmly in the thinking of our society. To 

change this to the recognition that it is the product of labour that is purchased will take a long time and 

very much effort. 

 This also applies to those who work in both the cultural and rights sectors. But here we cannot 
even say that we purchase the product of their work. As I pointed to earlier and will take up again later, in 

the work of cultural life we must come to think in terms of freeing the individual to do that work that he 

himself has the will to do. In the work of the rights sector the wage frees a person so that he can fulfil the 
role he has chosen, the role determined and needed by society. 

 

  What is the next step that must be taken? As I have already indicated humanity has progressed in 
a way that can be characterised as evolving from ñowner and slaveò through ñlandowner and serfò, 

ñmaster and servantò, to ñemployer and employeeò. All these stages can still be found present in different 

parts of humanity today, but it is an evolution or development to move from the earlier to the later. In 

none of these stages is the individual worker free, in all of them something of the slave continues on. How 
can we come to a social form where the individual is finally freed? This is one of the most important 

social questions of our time, one that is already coming to expression. Within the unconscious depths of 
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peopleôs souls there is an ever growing demand that no part of the human being be owned by another, that 

the dignity and individuality of every human being be treated as inviolable. 

 

The Deadening of Economic Labour 
 Division-of-labour applied to the economic productive process has clearly brought great benefit to 

humanity and will increasingly do so in the future. It has made possible an economic sector that could 

produce enough for all humanity and it could do this in a way that would leave everyone free with time 
and energy to participate in the cultural life, a possibility that has never been there before. The fact that 

this is not yet realised is not because the possibility is not there, but that humanity has not yet taken hold 

of what it has been given as possibility. But there is a cost for this. 
 As division-of-labour has evolved there has been squeezed out of the work itself all that which 

formerly, in the work, nourished the life of soul. It is not possible to have both: the highly productive 

economic work and soul nourishment in the work. The more division-of-labour enters into the activity, the 

more it becomes economically efficient and the products cheaper and so available to all, but so also the 
less human fulfilment will be experienced in the work itself. In economic activity that must now be found 

outside the work. 

 It is vitally important that a balance be found: firstly, between the need for division-of-labour in 
economic production with all the advantages that brings to the community, and the bodily and soul 

welfare of those who must work at it; and secondly, between those whose work lies in cultural life and 

those who must work at economic production. The possibility must be created for those who do work at 
division-of-labour to fully participate in the cultural life that their soulless work makes possible.  
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THE WOODCUTTERS AND THE CREATION OF CAPITAL  

 

Chapter Eleven 

 
 It is an interesting exercise to try to picture all the economic products that we can expect to use, 

consume or have during our life time. If we do this we will realise that there is no way any of us could 

produce even a millionth part of this if we worked alone, no matter how skilled we may be and how hard 
we worked. The fact that we can have all this is because, in the making of it, very many people work 

together in the co-operation or mutuality of division-of-labour.  

 As I pointed out earlier in economic life no one can do anything for himself. I have in my time 

made, amongst other things, a table. I like to tell people "I made this table". But, economically, is this 
actually true, how much of it did I actually make? I did not grow the tree, nor cut it down and saw it into 

planks. I was involved in none of the work before I went to the shop and obtained the prepared wood. A 

great number of people had already worked in order that those pieces of wood could be in that shop for me 
to buy. Nor did I make any of the tools without which I could not possibly have made the table. Nor did I 

make the screws, glue, varnish and the other materials used. I should really say "I, and many millions of 

other people, made this table". Or I could say that I finished off, or brought to a certain conclusion, the 
work of many millions of other people. It would be something of great wonder if I could really have an 

imagination of all the many people who in some way or other contributed to the making of that table. 

When we talk of brotherhood or mutuality in the economic sphere, we mean nothing more than 

has been shown, that when we divide the work, when we put aside our own needs and work together to 
produce what others need, then the economic activity of the community itself becomes more productive, 

then we all can have more than we can achieve alone. This characteristic, that the individual can achieve 

almost nothing working alone but can become very productive when he unites with others, is fundamental 
to all aspects of the economic sphere of social activity and should be taken into account at all levels.  

 This "mutuality" or co-operative working together is what gives to economic life its particular 

character and orientation and distinguishes it from the cultural and the rights sectors. 
 As already indicated, division-of-labour comprises the working together of two value creating 

activities. On one side the physical work, human labour, transforms what nature provides into the many 

varied products we need to live, work and play. That is the basic activity, the foundation on which the 

economic productive process is built. But alongside this, working into it are all the imaginative and 
creative talents nurtured in the cultural sphere. They do not themselves produce economic products but 

they bring about an enormous increase in the productivity of the labour. Just as cultural life depends on the 

products of economic activity for the things it needs, such as the instrument for the musician, the canvas 
and paints for the painter, so in economic activity the producer needs the creativity and imaginative forces 

of cultural life to make its physical activity more efficient and productive.  

 

The Woodcutters and the Creation of Capital 
 The further development of the economic process of production through division-of-labour can be 

shown by another simple illustration. Again, it is important that the reader keeps in mind that we are here 

considering the economic process of production itself. We must exclude all that which, in the thinking of 
today, is treated as though it were a component of, or a contributor to, this economic process, but which is 

in reality quite separate and of a different nature. 

 Imagine again a simple village community. Everyone needs wood for cooking and for keeping 
warm. There are ten woodcutters who all work independently of each other. Each goes out to his favourite 

part of the forest and cuts wood. Each then brings his day's product back to market and there sells it. Let 

us assume that each cuts 10 units of wood each day so a total of 100 units come to the community. 

Now imagine that one of the woodcutters has an idea. He decides that he will not cut any more 
wood but will acquire a horse and cart and each day will collect what the others cut and take it to market 

to sell. 

 The remaining nine woodcutters do not have to transport their wood, nor sit in the market place 
selling it. They can now concentrate on cutting the wood and so will, without taking any more time or 

doing any more work in total than before, produce more wood. Let us assume that they now produce 13 

units each, that is 3 more than they did before. The ten between them now cut and sell a total of 117 units 

of wood each day.  
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 For carting and selling their wood the man with the cart charges each of the nine 2 units of wood. 

This is his share of what has become a joint venture. He keeps for himself the value of 18 units and the 

woodcutters are left with 11 units each, 1 more than they had before. The community, too, benefits as now 

more wood is available. Everyone is better off than before. 
 Through the dividing of the labour more wood has been produced. This increased production of 

wood was achieved with the same amount of work as before, so this extra is ñprofitò, some of which goes 

to the nine woodcutters but, we will assume, proportionately more to the carter.  
 The question must of course arise as to whether it is right that the carter keeps so much more of 

the profit for himself than goes to the woodcutters. This is a critical question of our time and will be dealt 

with later in chapter thirteen. For the moment we are looking at the economic process, at what actually 
happens, not at what ought to happen, or is morally justified. It is important to see here that profit does 

arise and that somewhere within the community this can be accumulated as capital. 

 I have used the term "units" of wood. I could say "units of value". The economic value of the 

wood could be represented either by the wood itself or by money. In fact the wood itself could be used as 
a means of exchange in the community and so become money. One way or another at this point money 

must enter the process of economic exchange. 

 Let us assume that of the 18 units of value the carter earns each day he spends 12 on himself - he 
lives at a slightly higher level of expenditure than the others - and he stores 6. In this way he accumulates 

units of value, or money. This is part of the ñprofitò that arose due to his ñdividing the labourò. This 

money as it accumulates takes on a quite different nature to that which it had in the daily buying and 
selling of wood and other such products. It becomes "capital". As capital it has the potential to release 

human creativity, human soul capacities. This becomes clear if we look at the further development of the 

economic process. 

 Imagine that another of the woodcutters comes up with a new idea, an idea for a tool that will 
make the work of cutting wood even more productive. He is someone who has a creative mind and so 

develops the idea of a kind of saw. Using such a tool the same number of woodcutters could cut even 

more wood with the same labour and time, or the same wood with less labour and time. 
But an idea of a saw will not itself cut wood. Economically even the best idea is quite useless so 

long as it remains in the realm of idea. Before it can become effective it must be brought down into 

material substance. Only as a material saw will the idea cut wood. But the man with the idea cannot do 

this unless he has the means with which to achieve it, he needs a workshop and the necessary tools. For 
this capital must be available. Only if he has access to capital can he obtain or create the workshop, or 

smithy, in which to make the saws. 

 The man with the idea - I will call him the smith - will borrow the capital from the carter. With 
this he will set up his smithy and bring his idea down into substance, into the actual tool, the saw. 

The eight remaining woodcutters will use the new saws to help them cut the wood. That which 

happened when the carter started working with his cart, will now repeat itself: each will cut even more 
wood than they did without the saws, more wood will come to market for the community, and also more 

capital will be generated. In the same way as happened with the carter, the smith too will aim to gain for 

himself a share of the increase in wood, or profit, brought about due to his saw. With this he will first 

repay the loan to the carter and then begin to accumulate capital for himself. 
 

 Although he no longer actually cuts wood, in making the saws which the remaining woodcutters 

use, the smith is, through the saw, still involved with them cutting the wood. The saw is not something 
that in itself directly satisfies any human need, but through it the smith is present with the woodcutters in 

the cutting of the wood. 

 At first there were the ten woodcutters working independently. At that stage no capital was 
generated. The development of economic activity begins with the practical application of what were to 

begin with creative imaginations - first that of the carter and then that of the smith. Human creative 

genius, in that it enhances the productive process through division-of-labour, creates capital which in its 

turn releases further human creativity. Capital comes into being as an inevitable consequence of human 
imagination and invention increasing the productive capacity of human labour.  
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 In this example of the woodcutters it also becomes apparent that the function, nature and value of 

money changes, it goes through a cycle the controlling of which offers an important way of maintained 

balance between the various sectors of society. 

 As I indicated earlier, I am presenting these ideas from the perspective of the community as a 
whole, not from that of the individual. If this is not born in mind what follows will make little sense. 

Purchase Money 
 When money first comes into existence to facilitate the general circulation of goods it can be 
called ñpurchase moneyò. It is what we use when we go into a shop and buy something, or pay for a 

service. At this level it has a like value to that for which it is exchanged. It is the money working at the 

level of the woodcutters who sell their wood in the market. It stands for the value of the wood they sell 
and so enables them to purchase another product of like value, or price. 

As purchase money its value in the community is that of the product it will buy. There is nothing 

in purchase money that gives rise to an increase in value or in productivity ï economically it enables the 

present to continue into the future in that it makes possible the replacement of that which is bought and 
consumed. 

 

Loan Capital 
 When money, instead of being used in purchase and sale, is allowed to accumulate, it becomes 

capital, and as such it takes on a new potential. Its value within the community is no longer the same as it 

was as purchase money. The money that the carter lends to the smith has a different quality and takes on a 
different function from that which it had when it first came into being as purchase money in the buying 

and selling of the wood. Then its value was in its enabling that which was consumed to be replaced. But 

when accumulated as capital its value lies in its capacity to release the potential of the person to whom it 

is lent. It releases the inventive genius of the smith which then works to the benefit of the community. It 
enables, not just the continuation of the past into the future, but an increase, a new development, to come 

about. For the community as a whole money in the form of loan capital is more productive, and therefore 

of greater value, than purchase money. 
 Money does not have a value within the community that is the same wherever it is in the 

economic process. The value of £1,000 is different when it is in the realm of sale and purchase than it is as 

capital when lent to a person with inventive capacities. Its value will have a relationship to the capacities 

of the person to whom it is lent. From the perspective of the community as a whole it will have a different 
value if it is placed in the hands of an inventive entrepreneur, or of an ordinary consumer or of a playboy. 

 

 Is it correct to call the money that the carter passed over to the smith "loanò capital? If we look at 
the economic process we see that this money capital, or accumulated profit, taken hold of by the 

imaginative capacity of the smith results in it reproducing itself. The original capital, as capital, was used 

up when he set up his smithy. The money that had been saved no longer exists as money capital. But 
through the use of the tools created by the smith more wood will be cut and more capital generated. 

Capital put into the economic process in this way generates more capital, or can be said to regenerate 

itself. Due to this fact capital passed over to an entrepreneur is, economically, of the nature of a loan, and 

cannot truly be termed differently. Even if the carter gives the money to the smith the economic process 
reproduces it, repays it. It is therefore correct to call it and treat it as ñloan capitalò. 

This is one reason why the term "loan" rather than "investment" is used here. The other is that the 

word investment tends to imply that the investing of the money is motivated by the interests of the 
investor rather than it being part of the normal and healthy course of the community economic process. It 

might be an investment from the perspective of the individual who ñinvestsò the money to achieve profit 

for himself, but from the perspective of the community as a whole the reality is that the money is repaid 
by the economic process. 

 For any development of the economic process to come about it must be possible for capital to 

accumulate. If the carter had spent all his money, or if the increase or profit had been evenly distributed 

between the carter and the woodcutters and spent rather than saved up, there would not have been a source 
from which the smith could borrow the capital he needed. He could not have made his idea fruitful and the 

community would not have had the benefit of the increased productivity. It must be possible for money - 

profit - to accumulate somewhere. Whether this should be in the hands of the carter, or the smith, or some 
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other body will be looked at later. For the present it need only be recognised that the creation of capital is 

a necessary part of the social economic process. 

 A crane at work on a building site is a another good example of division-of-labour. 

 

The Crane 

 Most of us have, at some time when passing a building site, stopped to watch a crane at work. The 

crane is a good example of those products that have no purpose in themselves but that make possible the 
making of something else. 

It can be an interesting exercise if, while actually watching the crane lifting a heavy load up into 

the air, swinging it round and placing it where it is wanted by the builders, one asks oneself the question: 
"what is it that is actually lifting the load?" It is very much more revealing to do this while actually 

standing there watching the crane at work than doing so abstractly in the comfort of home or study. 

 One can say that it is the cable of the crane that lifts the load, or the engine that pulls the cable, or 

the fuel which drives the engine. None of these answers is incorrect, they are all in a certain way true. And 
yet do they really give the complete answer? What had to be there before any of them? The crane did not 

come together out of its own necessity, it did not create and assemble itself. 

If one looks at any part of the crane, whether it is a strut that forms part of the tower, or the steal 
cable that carries the strain of the lifting, or the pulley assembly round which the cable turns, or the parts 

of the engine, there one sees human thought, human imagination and creativity. At every point it is 

possible to see human thinking caught up into substance, into iron and steel. The size of the nut, the 
thickness and shape of each strut have all been thought through, each has a form appropriate to its function 

and purpose. One could even say that each part of the crane is in reality substance-filled thought. The 

manufacturer of each part of the crane takes substance and forms it into the shape first imagined and 

thought through by the design engineer. 
Ultimately one comes to the perception that it is human thought that lifts the load. That is no less 

true than it is to say that it is the engine or the burning fuel that lifts it. The crane existed first as thought 

before it became one of substance. But the thoughts themselves could not lift the load; they had to be 
incorporated into material substance. 

 The thoughts, caught up in the substance, are no longer active living thoughts, they are no longer 

creative, they have created. They have died into the substance. 

 So there can be seen two quite distinct components of the crane: human creativity, imagination 
and thinking on the one side - invisible to sense perception and yet clearly there. On the other side is the 

physical crane, the product of the economic process of manufacture. Not only has each piece of the crane 

been thought through, it has also been manufactured. The substance iron has been extracted from nature, 
transported and worked on and so formed through the process of economic production. 

 The crane has no purpose in itself. It is a tool, a means to something else. It is the building that is 

wanted, the crane enables this to be built. Within division-of-labour, the crane is the manifestation of the 
human imaginative thinking that makes labour more productive. 

 In the economic process human thinking and imagination are always there at work. To see this it 

is necessary first to distinguish between the substance, the physical product, and the thoughts out of which 

it is a kind of distillation. 
That which can, in the final analysis, be said to actually lift the load, the human creative thinking, 

was first nurtured within the cultural sphere of social life. It is a gift from cultural life to the economic 

productive process. Economic activity in its most simple and basic form of labour working on nature is 
made immeasurably more productive when it is fructified by that which comes over from the cultural 

sphere of society as creative and imaginative thinking. 

 No machine of any sort can or does come into being of its own volition or creation. Only human 
powers of thought and imagination can, at the behest of human will, bring them into being. These human 

faculties are there at work through every machine and tool that we use, or that effects us. There is no 

machine without them. 

 The polarity between the cultural and economic spheres of work comes to expression within 
means of production in the duality of the creative human capacity expressing itself through manufactured 

material substance. 
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A further expression of this duality can be seen between the working of management on the one 

side and the physical work or labour, of those ñon the factory floorò, on the other. 

 

Management and Labour 
 Most of the actual work or physical labour in economic production lies at or near that pole where 

there is little or nothing in it that gives inner nourishment to the human soul. It is the very opposite of the 

work of cultural life. At this pole are all those people who work, for example, in factories or mines and as 
labourers or building workers. Even such work as that of the check-out at a supermarket can come near to 

this pole. But in such work it is important to distinguish between the actual work a person does which can 

be empty of anything that nourishes the soul, and that which might accompany the work such as meeting 
the shoppers. 

 The work of the entrepreneur or the manager of a business lies nearer to the opposite pole. The 

manager has to bring his creative imaginative capacities to his work, he has to think through the 

productive process and attune this to the abilities and natural aptitudes of the people who are to do the 
actual work of production. In this work the individual impulses and aspirations that arise in the soul can 

find expression. The manager of a business or factory, although his work lies within the orbit of the 

economic sphere, is in reality a half free cultural worker. He is able within the limits of the requirements 
of economic necessity to work out of his creative, imaginative, entrepreneurial potential. It is the person 

on the factory floor, who must work as the productive process itself requires, who is the true economic 

worker. 
 This pole, that of the half free cultural work of management, includes also such activities as 

research and development, publicity, engineering and design. It is their work that has brought about the 

enormous increase and improvement in consumer goods and has evolved the technological methods of 

production needed to produce them. Much of this half free cultural life, half free because here human 
creativity and imaginative thinking are bound within the needs and laws of the economic sphere, is 

actually more exciting and appealing to many people than much of our cultural life proper which, 

compared to what it could be, is today really very lifeless.  
 It is just because of this that egoism can so easily come to dominate economic activity, and it is 

just those at this management pole who are in a position to serve their own egoistic tendencies - 

tendencies that are actually there in all of us. Many of the most able and creative people amongst us are 

drawn to this area because there they find work that can be both challenging and creative and so also 
rewarding in a way that, too often, is not to be found in our present cultural life. 

 As was shown earlier the creative imaginative impulse in the human being is rooted, in the first 

place, in a form of egoism. Something of this egoism must, of necessity, be allowed into the half free 
cultural life of the economic sphere, into all that which as management, research and development brings 

life, creativity and improvement to the economic process of production and distribution. But if this egoism 

is not held in check, if it is allowed to penetrate into the actual process of production and distribution then 
it will work destructively and against the interests of the community. I will try to show in the next chapter 

how it is, in the working together of the ñeconomic associationsò and the organs of rights life, that this 

holding back of egoism from the actual economic productive process can be achieved. 

 

The Doctor and the Shoe Maker 

 It might help to give a further illustration. Imagine again a simple village community. There is a 

shoemaker who makes the boots and shoes for all who need them. One day he falls ill and, in the ordinary 
course of his illness, would be in bed for three weeks. During that time no shoes would come to the 

market. This would of course have its effect on the village economy, particularly on all those who needed 

shoes. 
 Now suppose there is a doctor in the village, one who has had a good training and so is able to 

heal the shoemaker who, as a result, is ill for only one week. It means that for two weeks shoes will be 

made that would not have been made if there had been no doctor. We can ask who it was that made the 

shoes during these two weeks, the shoemaker or the doctor. Though it was the shoemaker who physically 
made them, yet on another level, that of the community as a whole, we must say it was the doctor that 

made them, or those who gave the doctor his training, or even all the experience and knowledge that came 

from earlier doctors and researchers that was passed on to him. 
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 Here again we see that cultural life has a direct result in effecting production, but one that cannot 

be calculated as a cost included in the price of the product. The cost of not only supporting and training 

the doctor, but before that the development of all the experience and knowledge that was incorporated into 

his training is too far away in time and nature from any possible economic benefit that might result to 
relate the one to the other. Clearly the contribution of cultural life to economic production cannot be 

calculated or costed in the normal way.  

 Cultural life, in that its primary responsibility is to serve and nourish the life of soul of all 
members of the community, can only fulfil this task if it is free, free from any control or conditions laid 

down from outside. The human capacity for imagination and ingenuity cannot be produced to order; it will 

flourish only in a free and active cultural life. But just as economic activity depends on all that it receives, 
and has received in the past, from cultural life for its technology, for every machine and in fact for 

everything that has made it into the highly productive activity that it is, so also cultural life could not exist 

if economic activity did not supply it with all the products of manufacture that it needs. 

Both sides, the cultural and the economic spheres each contribute to and benefit from the other. 
But this benefit cannot be calculated as so much of one ñin exchangeò for so much of the other. It cannot 

work that way. It only makes sense and works socially to the benefit of the whole when it is treated from 

each side as a free contribution to the other. It is a ñcontributionò or ñgiftò in the sense that nothing is 
received or expected back ñin exchangeò, and it is ñfreeò in that each side receives what it does without 

any condition of, or contract for, reciprocal service. 

 

The Growth of Excess Capital 

 When the smith has repaid the loan, he too will start to save money and so build up capital. Now 

there will be both the carter and the smith generating and accumulating capital. 

The process will, of course, continue. Another woodcutter will come up with yet another idea for 
improving productivity. He, too, will borrow capital and will also increase the amount of wood cut by 

each of the woodcutters. This will continue to repeat itself and a time will come when, clearly, more wood 

than is needed will be produced and more capital than can fruitfully be used up within the economic 
process will accumulate. In addition too many trees will be cut down and the natural environment of the 

community will be denuded. Division-of-labour, which at first greatly benefited the community will, if 

allowed to develop uncontrolled, come to work to its detriment. 

 There is always a tendency in human nature to bring the capacities of invention, creativity and 
ingenuity into the economic process in order to increase efficiency and productivity. Because of this more 

and more products will be produced. This spirit of creativity and invention urged on by its own necessity, 

by the lure of profit and the pressure of the available capital within the system, will, on one side, create 
new products that may or may not be particularly necessary to human well-being, and on the other will 

generate ever more capital. Some of this capital will then be used to persuade people that they need or 

must have, what is thus produced to excess. 
 There is a limit to the amount of capital that can be properly used up in developing or maintaining 

the economic process of production at a healthy level. Beyond this level, as more is generated, that which 

cannot be profitably invested directly in the sphere of economic production will try to preserve itself. This 

is achieved by those holding the capital ñinvestingò in, for example, land or other such assets. This forces 
up the price of land, making it more expensive. The products of the land will then also rise in price to 

cover the ñrentò paid on the capital value of the land. It is a natural characteristic of human nature that 

when a person has capital he will endeavour to place it where it will increase its value and also give a 
return. 

 Within the economic sector itself an excess of capital comes about when there is more than is 

needed for the necessary renewal and healthy development of the economic process. 
 Through the enormous increase in the capital that now floats around within the economic and 

financial spheres, trying to increase its own value, the economic sector is coming to dominate the whole, 

to subvert both the rights and cultural sectors to its own values and goals. Clearly capital should not be 

allowed to accumulate uncontrolled. The excess must be removed from the economic sector before it can 
work in a socially harmful way. So long as it is allowed to remain there those who control it will continue 

to try, not only to preserve it, but to also make it grow, and so increase their own wealth and power. 
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If such excess capital, with its inherent striving for growth, is allowed to accumulate within the 

fabric of society then it will assume something of the nature of a cancerous growth. It does this, in the 

main, by treating as an economic product something that properly belongs to the sphere of rights and 

giving it a capital value which over time will, it is hoped, increase. In this way the "capital value" of land, 
houses, shares, cultural property and other such ñinvestmentsò are forced upwards to the detriment of the 

vast majority of humanity. Though the markets in such investments do serve some useful purpose in the 

economic sector the bulk of their work has come to be much nearer that of casinos where vast sums of 
money are gambled each day with the sole object of increasing the value of the investment rather than 

furthering the process of economic production.  

 How can such harmful effects of division-of-labour be counteracted - how can the excess capital 
be used up instead of being allowed to accumulate in a way that becomes harmful to social life, and how 

can the economic process be controlled in such a way that only as many products as are needed are 

actually produced and nature resources are not wasted? 

 These questions will be taken further in the next chapter. 
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GIFT CAPITAL  

 

Chapter Twelve 

 
 In the last chapter I put forward the idea of two kinds or qualities of money, ñpurchase moneyò 

and ñloan capitalò. Further observation will show that there is a third: ñgift capitalò. 

The concept of gift as a necessary factor within the economic life of society is one that many 
people may at first find difficult to accept. But if we look at the roll of taxes we will see that much of both 

the cultural and rights sectors are, of necessity, funded by government through taxes. Is not a tax a kind of 

gift only one that is compulsory and determined by government rather than the giver? Though a tax might 

be experienced as a taking of money, it can also be described as a giving without expectation of receiving 
anything ñin exchangeò. Politicians, teachers, police and social workers, funded by taxes, do not provide 

anything ñin exchangeò. Just as they provide a service which is not directly paid for, so economic workers 

provide the commodities, or the money to buy the commodities, which are not in direct exchange for those 
services. There is what can be termed a free giving on each side, only this is not recognised in the 

administrative arrangements so taxes become compulsory and imposed by government rather than by the 

economic sector itself.  
 In the last chapter I showed that in the natural course of its activity, the economic sector will 

within itself produce surpluses, surpluses of both products and capital which if left within the economic 

sphere of activity will create real social problems. The excess products must be used up if they are not to 

accumulate into dead weights. So too, excess capital must not be allowed to accumulate, it too must be 
used up.  

 Economic activity produces these surpluses just because and as a result of the gifts of creativity, 

invention and management skills, nurtured within the cultural life which multiply many times over the 
output of the economic productive process, and they do this within an environment given order and made 

secure by the rights sector. But because what the cultural and rights sectors provide for the economic 

sector cannot be by way of purchase or exchange, but must, economically,  be free contributions, so what 
the economic sector provides for those in cultural life and the rights sector must also be by way of 

contribution or gift. 

 In the cycle of economic production, distribution and consumption within division-of-labour 

exchange, or purchase and sale, is the completion or bringing back together that which was first separated 
out. In the rights and cultural sectors of activity there is no such thing as division-of-labour. There may be 

specialisation but that is something quite different from division-of-labour. Specialisation is the opposite; 

it leads to a deepening of knowledge, understanding or skills in a particular subject, to an enrichment of 
the work and a soul satisfaction that is not found in division-of-labour. Between the economic sector and 

the rights or cultural sectors there can be no exchange, or purchase and sale, as there is within economic 

life itself.  

 It is very important that the gift nature of the contributions is recognised as due solely to the 
nature of the activities of the three different sectors and of the contributions each makes to the others, not 

to any moral or ethical requirement. By its nature ñpurchaseò is something that involves the exchange of 

economic values created within economic activity through division-of-labour. The cultural and rights 
sectors do not produce economic values so there can be no exchange of economic values between them 

and the economic sector, unless the economic sector has first given them money representing economic 

values. There will be confusion in attempting to see this if money is still seen as something having value 
in itself and if the distinction is not clearly kept in mind between money arising properly within the 

economic process, and ñcounterfeitò money arising through the market in rights which will be discussed in 

part two. 

 
 In the present circumstances it is not possible to expect those in the economic sector to have the 

selfless interest in the community to be able to make the necessary objective decisions as to how much, 

and from where, capital is to be taken and given to the other two sectors. Egoism is presently too 
powerful. But many of the leaders in business and industry are not in themselves naturally greedy and self 

seeking - it is our culture that has made them so. Today it is assumed as normal acceptable behaviour that 

people look after their own interests first. Not only is egoism encouraged in the culture of our time, but the 
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structure of our society is such that it rewards egoism with the possibility of great unearned wealth, as will 

also be shown in later chapters. 

 But if the changes to the social structure indicated so far and the further changes that will be 

shown as necessary in part two of this book are brought into being then society will be in a very different 
situation. Then it will indeed be possible to build a society based on the knowledge that economic activity, 

by its nature, is essentially based on mutuality, on people working co-operatively together. Then, too, the 

transfer of capital as free gift from the economic sector to the cultural life of the community, and also to 
the rights sector, will come about as of natural necessity. Furthermore, it will be recognised that it is the 

economic sector itself, as a totality, that should give of its produce what is needed by the other two 

sectors. This cannot be achieved by individual people working alone; it is the working of the economy as a 
whole that creates the profit, not individual people. 

 It will be necessary for certain people working within the economic sphere of activity to come 

together in what I will call ñeconomic associationsò. These will be described more fully in the next 

chapter. It will then be possible for just those actually involvement in the different spheres of economic 
activity and who therefore know where money might be taken without doing unnecessary harm to the 

economy to ensure that what is needed by the cultural and rights sectors is passed over to them. They will 

do this because they see that though each sector is independent of the others, the three also form the unity 
of the whole. The whole can be healthy and serve the threefold needs of all people within the whole only 

when each sector also serves the whole. 

 This will become clearer if we look at actual examples from life. 
 

Between the Rights and the Economic Sectors 
 Economic activity can only function as it should in an environment made secure and given form 

and order by the rights sector. The various factors and activities such as rights of access to resources, 
health and safety, agreements between employers and employees and between organisations, the role of 

money, the establishing of ownership and the possibility of exchange through purchase and sale are all 

made possible through the establishment and administration of the necessary laws by the rights sector.  A 
police officer, as an example of someone whose work lies in the rights sector, enforces the law, 

investigates a crime or arrests the criminal. In this he fulfils a role needed and determined by the 

community. His work, of course, is totally different from that of a person who works at the economic 

productive process. If he controls a crowd, arrests a burglar or protects a person from interference by 
another, what he does cannot be said to produce a product having an economic value. The money he 

receives as a wage is not given in exchange for either the work itself or the result of the work he does. 

Like the lecturer in the earlier example (chapter nine) the police officer is given money with 
which to buy that which he needs. It frees him to fulfil the social service he has taken on of being a police 

officer. It would be a truer description of his wage to say that he contracts to fulfil the role of a police 

officer within the community and the community contracts to provide him, by means of a wage, with the 
money with which to buy what he needs to live while he does so. Any other description simply does not 

give a true representation of the actual facts. Economically his wage is of the nature of a gift, or more 

properly, a contracted contribution. With the money he buys the products of economic production. 

 
 If we now look, not at the police officer, but at the police station the matter becomes clearer. The 

police station is of course built by the labour of the workers in the economic sector; it is a product of 

economic activity as is also the furniture, equipment and other consumables that are a part of the complete 
police station. 

 In financing the building of the police station, capital, wherever it comes from, is used up. What 

was capital returns to the function of purchase money when it is used to pay the wages of the workers and 
for all the materials used in the building. As capital it disappears. 

 In the same way the materials, the bricks and mortar as products of economic production, are used 

up. They become the building. As a newly completed building it is an economic product. But as soon as 

the new building is taken over by the police it goes through a transition. It ceases to be a product having 
an economic value and becomes a facility of the rights sector, a police station. As a police station it plays 

no part in further economic productive activity so it can have no economic value, no capital value. In a 
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certain sense it could be said that it becomes a product that is being consumed in that it slowly 

deteriorates, is used up, and will one day ñgo back to natureò and have to be replaced. 

 Here there might be the objection that the police station, as a building, does have a capital value, 

even if only a potential one, in that it could be sold for some other purpose. That this is not a true 
economic or capital value will become clearer when the question of the ñmarket in rightsò is looked at in 

and following chapter seventeen. 

In that the police station is not used in any way for economic production there can be no economic 
return, nor any repayment of the capital, to the economic sector. The police do not generate economic 

values in the way that economic activity does. 

 Money that is passed from the economic sector to the rights or cultural sector without any return 
is, from the point of view of the economic sector, a gift. It passes out of the economic sector without 

anything being received ñin exchangeò. This is true whether the money is taken in taxes, which are 

compulsory, or is actually passed over freely by the leaders of the economic sector who perceive that 

within the long term the economic sector can continue to function in a healthy way only when supported 
by the other two sectors. 

 As gift capital the capital is used up, it is consumed in the building of the new police station which 

does not itself have capital value. In that the money pays for all the materials used in the building and also 
goes to the workers as wages, it returns to the economic sector as purchase money. The cycle in the flow 

of money is completed: ñpurchase moneyò, ñloan capitalò, ñgift capitalò and then back to ñpurchase 

moneyò. 
 

Between the Cultural and Economic Sectors 

 In a similar way what is true of the police station is also true of buildings of the cultural life of the 

community. But in a cultural institution such as a theatre or concert hall it is easy to become confused by 
the fact that a person normally has to purchase a ticket in order to enter which can lead to the idea that it is 

an economic purchase. But it is in fact of the nature of a gift or contribution. What I showed in chapter 

nine in the case of the lecturer as an example of cultural work is also true of a performer. Cultural activity 
such as performing or teaching is a totally different activity from economic production, it does not 

produce an economic product that can be exchanged in division-of-labour nor does it generate a profit. 

Any charge or fee is a contribution, a form of gift, towards the costs of running the theatre, concert hall or 

school, not the price of a purchase. This is clearer in the case of state run education where the cost of the 
school building as well as the running costs of the school, like the police station, is funded out of taxes, 

that is out of compulsory contributions. It is just as true for the school buildings of private fee paying 

education.  
 Capital used to build for example a factory, shop or railway, goes through a quite different 

process. The capital used will have accumulated within the economic sector, but in the factory, shop or 

railway, it remains within that sector - these are all means of production within the economic process of 
division-of-labour. The capital put into their construction is used up - as money capital it disappears. But 

the buildings themselves become capital - industrial capital - they are a means through which the process 

of production can take place. The money and the buildings all remain as part and parcel of the economic 

process of production. As such they create a return on the capital used in their construction. In a properly 
planned economy the money earned through the use of the buildings would first repay the capital used up 

in their construction and then contribute to the creation of further capital. 

 As shown in the last chapter, from the perspective of those working in economic production 
capital used within the economic sector can only correctly be thought of as a loan ï it is repaid by the 

process itself, whereas that passed over to the cultural or rights sectors is of the nature of gift, there is no 

direct economic return either financially or in products. The capital is used up and returns to the economic 
sphere as purchase money. 

 

 Every building built for purposes of the cultural or rights work goes through an important 

transition, or metamorphosis, at the point when the construction of the building is completed, paid for and 
handed over to those who will use it for their work. Just as the gift capital used to pay for it ceases to exist 

as capital but in paying for all the and building services returns as purchase money to the economic sector, 

so the building ceases to be an economic product having an economic value within the sphere of 
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economics and becomes instead a facility within the cultural or rights sector. This is an important step that 

is not taken properly into account in the usual studies of social life. It is particularly important in the case 

of something like a school building. If the idea persists that the building, as a school, has an economic 

value, then it will follow that the educational activity carried on within that building will be seen as being 
of a similar nature to an economic productive process. The cost of the building will be taken into account 

in determining the cost of the education and so the form of thinking proper to the economic productive 

process will take over cultural life. The children become the raw products to which value is added, the 
finished product should then have a value greater than the cost of the process of adding value. That the 

child is a living being with a human soul having its own unique biography, capacities, impulses and 

longings, will then be lost sight of. Something of this is widespread today and its consequences are plainly 
visible. 

 

Gift Capital at Work  

 Within cultural life money takes on a quite different nature and way of working than it does in the 
economic sector. There it has more of the nature of a contribution, or ñcontracted contributionò than as 

ñpurchase moneyò, it does not represent a debt owed. It might be helpful if I brought two examples from 

actual experience to clarify the use of the word ñgiftò and ñcontracted contributionò. But it will not be 
possible within the scope of this book to go into all the many questions these illustrations are likely to 

raise in anyone accustomed to conventional economic thinking. 

I was for many years involved in a small private college of adult education. The students paid fees 
which consisted of two parts, one for tuition and the other for room and meals. That part of the fee that 

was for room and meals was clearly a cost of an economic supply; it was a purchase and was treated as 

such. But the fee for tuition was something quite different. Though a small part of this could be seen as a 

purchase of such things as materials ï books and art materials etc ï the bulk was for paying salaries for the 
teachers and supporting staff. In this there was clearly no purchase, no exchange of economic values, the 

salary enabled the teachers to buy what they needed to live. It freed them to teach. We thought of this part 

of the fee as a ñcontracted contributionò. Each student contracted to contribute a certain amount towards 
the running costs of the college, generally the amount set as the fee. The college in its turn contracted to 

run the course to which the student would have a right to attend. 

 Treating the fee in this way opened up quite different possibilities. It got away from the idea of the 

fee being the actual cost of a student in the class, which it is not. In reality the cost of running a course is 
basically the same whether there were five or thirty five students. Adding one or more does not materially 

increase the cost. In fact one could say that it is the first student who incurs the ñcostò of the course, the 

others ñshareò this cost. 
 If we wished to accept a student from a poorer background we could agree a lower contracted 

contribution. This was more real than thinking in terms of a scholarship being that part of the ñcostò that 

the student could not pay and for which an amount had to be found from somewhere else, or taken out of a 
fund to make up the shortfall. 

 There was one occasion when a married couple who had come to the college to train to be 

teachers found themselves during the second year in financial difficulties. When they arrived at the 

college they had had quite sufficient funds to pay the normal fee, but since then their bank had gone into 
liquidation so they lost much of their money. They decided they could not pay the cost of completing their 

training and so must leave the college. 

 When we at the college came to consider the situation we thought of it somewhat differently. 
They still had enough for board and lodging, but not for the tuition fee. It was not the purpose of the 

college and of all those who worked there to make a profit, but to work with young people and to train, 

amongst others, teachers. That was the purpose of the college. Certainly the college aimed for a surplus in 
order to be able to develop the work, but that was not a purpose in itself. 

The college would not save any money if these two students left; their completing the course 

would not cost anything that would be saved by their going. But their leaving would mean that as far as 

these two people were concerned the college would not be able to fulfil its purpose.  
 Something of this can also be seen in the way salaries were treated. If one sets out to move away 

from the usual basis of ñbuying a personôs workò, then one cannot calculate what one pays a person on the 

basis of that work. As soon as one arrives at a salary in any way conditioned by a personôs qualifications, 




