10 Biblical Principles for the Coming Election
By Dave Mann

The purpose is this article is to state what | believe to matters most in politics. As John F
Kennedy famously said, ™Only an educated and informed people will be a free
people”.

This version of the article summarises the original article (which we have not shared) into
‘topical outlines’ which church leaders could reflect upon, with a view to their own
teaching of these Biblical principles.

1. The value of the individual

Which politicians actually believe every human life has worth — not because it's useful,
but because it simply isg

This might seem a strange question to ask about politics, but is the most important
qguestion. How a person answers this question will quietly shape almost everything else
they'll ever decide when in office.

Where the idea comes from

The Bible starts with a bold claim: every person is made "in the image of God" (Genesis
1:27). This applies not just o the strong, healthy, or useful ones; it applies to everyone.
From this come some important wider ideas. We are responsibility before God to care for
and protect all people — no matter their age, ability, or circumstances; and the role of
government to serve people, not to rule them. The Ten Commandments were then built
on this foundation. These and the wider legal and judicial value systems of Deuteronomy
then became the foundation from which our systems of law, government and justice
were built.

Why it still shapes us today

This idea of human value isn't just a belief fucked away in church — or something that is
at all ‘self-evident’ if there is no God. God’s existence and view of humanity is the reason
we believe in equality, in caring for the vulnerable, in education for everyone, and in
medicine that freats every patient as worth saving. Pull out that root, and the tree will
begin to whither.

A loss of this idea of human value is most clearly in debates about abortion and
euthanasia — where a person's right to end another person’s life is permitted by their low
view of the value of every human. But the effects don't stop there.

If we stop believing every life has built-in value, it becomes easier to see some lives as
more disposable than others — like those who are suffering, the disabled, the unborn,
the elderly. If we then take another step wider: if no life is sacred, it becomes easier to
justify almost anything "for the greater good." This is the very thinking that Communism
and Fascism (which exude from socialism within previously Christian cultures) were built
upon — in which people became tools within someone else's bigger plan.

Back to the question

So when you're deciding who to vote for, it's worth asking something simple: does this
person believe there's a God — or even just that there might be one — thereby giving
them a basis for believing every human life is sacred?¢ Because that one belief will be the
primary factor that shapes how they go on to govern.



2. The Limitation of Government Powers

Who is calling for smaller government — fewer departments, less bureaucracy, fewer
laws, lower taxes, less spending?

That question matters more than it seems. It's not just a policy preference — it comes
from one of the oldest ideas in the Bible: that power should serve people, not rule over
them.

Where the idea comes from

The Bible gives us the first working model of this. In the book of Judges, Israel had no king.
No cenfral ruler at all — just local leaders and a shared set of laws. God alone was seen
as their highest authority. It was the most radical experiment in the ‘limitation of
government powers’ ever. Could a nation be held together by values coming from God
(‘the law written upon their hearts’) — without one person in charge? (In history, because
of their sinfulness, they failed to keep God'’s laws on their heart.)

When the people later demanded a king, the prophet Samuel gave them a clear
warning: a king would tax them, take their land, and send their sons to war. They fraded
their freedom for confrol. Even Jesus pointed to this same truth — reminding people that
earthly rulers answer to God, not the other way around. The king is accountable to a
higher power.

Why it still shapes us today

The ideas within the Jewish law were not buried within ancient history. Centuries later,
King Alfred the Great built English law on the Ten Commandments. This placed even the
kings under a higher law, removing their freedom to make laws to suit themselves. Then
came the Magna Carta, saying the same thing again, but louder. Government powers
aren’t there for kings — but instead to shape and protect the freedoms and wellbeing of
the people. Bit by bit, the idea of ‘limited powers’ evolved to include voting and
representative government — from the aristocracy voting, to all land owners, to all men —
then even including women. This idea is why we came to call our politicians "ministers"
and "public servants" — noft rulers!

The pattern to watch for

Here's the warning underneath all of it: the bigger a government gets, the smaller its
people get. It rarely happens all at once. It creeps in — with more departments, more
rules, more spending, and more control. Eventually the things that were meant to
protect freedom, like a free press and honest education, end up being used against it
instead. (‘Socialism’ is the transition stage, from the bottom-up pursuit of personal liberty
and prosperity as the highest good — back to the top-down approach in which the state
is again considered the greatest good.)

Back to the question

So when you're deciding who to vofte for, it's worth asking plainly: who is actually calling
for less bureaucracy, fewer laws, lower taxes, less spending? And who is growing all of ite
This isn't a side issue — it's a question with rootfs going back thousands of years, fo a
natfion that once had no king but God.



3. If you do not work, you do not eat

Who's courageously willing to say we need fo spend less on welfare — even though we
all wish we could do more for people in need?

That's an uncomfortable question. But it's worth sitting with, because the answer says a
lot about how a person actually thinks government should work.

Where the idea comes from

The phrase comes straight from the Bible — 2 Thessalonians 3:10: if you don't work, you
don't eat. It's blunt, but it sits alongside something softer: Jesus himself said "you will
always have the poor among you" (Matthew 26:11, quoting Deuteronomy 15:11). Put
together, these aren't confradictory. They're realistic. People will always need help — but
endless, no-strings support isn't the same as help. It can quietly become something else.

Why it still shapes us today

Social Marxism and Communism were built on the French Philosopher Rousseau's idea
that human nature is essentially good — and only broken by unfair system:s. Fix the
system, the thinking goes, and people will thrive. History tested that idea at scale — the
French Revolution, the Russian Revolution, and dozens of others that followed. Time and
again, the pattern repeated: motivation collapsed when reward was disconnected
from effort, and those who rose to "fix" the system often became the new oppressors.

New Zealand's welfare system shows a smaller version of the same pattern. It started as a
temporary, Depression-era safety net — but the safety net then became permanent.
Over time, some of it hardened into ongoing dependency. That's not a moral failing so
much as basic human nature: when support is unconditional, some people learn to work
the system rather than work.

Why the stakes are bigger than they look

Unchecked welfare spending eventually becomes unaffordable — leaving governments
with few honest options left. Two of the most common ‘back door’ options fo balance
an unbalanced budget are printing money (which fuels inflation) and leaning on
immigration fo cover each years' economic gap. Add to that a debt hole from past
overspending that will take a decade or more to fix — and longer if future governments
won't cut back — and situation isn’t good. Meanwhile, younger generations are
increasingly being taught to see poverty as a power imbalance rather than as a matter
of personal responsibility — quietly priming them to default fo "more government
spending" as the answer, without considering if it's sustainable.

Back to the question

So the real question isn't whether we care about people in need — everyone does. It's
whether we're honest about the difference between a safety net and a permanent
floor. Governments create no money. Governments only take money, and there is a limit
to how much can be taken for ‘caring redistribution’ before the incentive of those who
work and innovate to create wealth is undermined. Which politicians are willing to say
plainly that welfare spending needs to come down, even knowing it's an unpopular
thing to say?



4. Humans are fundamentally corrupted

Which politicians actually believe human nature is flawed — and build their politics
around that, instead of pretending power is safe in the right hands?¢

It's a blunt question. But it might be the most practical one, because how a person
answers it determines whether they will tfrust power or try to limit it.

Where the idea comes from

Lord Acton put it simply: power corrupts, and absolute power corrupts absolutely. The
Bible says the same thing from Genesis 3 onward — humans are capable of good, but
every one of us is flawed, self-interested, and vulnerable when handed power. We are
fundamentally corrupted. And it's not just "bad people." It's everyone.

Why it still shapes us today

This belief is exactly why good law matters. If people can't fully be trusted with power,
then power needs to be limited, split up, and checked. This also needs to happen
before anything goes wrong, not after. That is what good law is about.

That thinking runs all the way through the U.S. Constitution. Its roots trace back through
the philosopher John Locke to the reformer John Calvin, whose ideas leaned heavily on
the book of Deuteronomy. The Constitution split government into three branches on
purpose — the president who applies the law (executive branch), Congress who writes it
(legislative branch), and the courts who judge both (judicial branch). These branches
were intentionally built fo compete with each other. This was not by accident, but
because the people who designed it assumed everyone, even good leaders, could yet
be tempted to grab more power than they should. No single person or group could be
allowed to take it all. This remains one of the most self-correcting systems ever built —
and whatever its flaws, it has also produced higher levels of freedom, prosperity, and
generosity than any other in history.

Back to the question

So it's worth asking plainly: which politicians actually believe human nature is flawed —
including their own — and therefore want a government that will plan for that, rather
than assuming power is safe once it's in the "right" hands?



5. Generosity cannot be legislated

Which politicians actfually give generously from their own pocket, want a smaller welfare
state, and back a stronger charity sector — instead of outsourcing "caring" to
government?¢

That question matters because it's really asking whether someone understands the
difference between being forced to give and choosing to.

Where the idea comes from

The Bible calls people to be generous — but never forces it. If | give because | choose to,
that's generosity. However, if it's taken from me, that's tax, not charity! Same dollar;
different heart.

Why it still shapes us today

Over the last 70 years, personal charity has quietly been replaced by dependence on
the state. A welfare system might be kind, but it's not actually charity when a person
takes someone else’s money by force to give it away to others. Government also can't
actually care — only people can, and how people show care reflects what they truly
value.

This problem isn't new. Over 2,000 years ago, Plato warned that democracy tends
toward exactly this: people vote for whoever promises the most free money, unfil there's
none left. A that point they demand that it be taken from the rich instead. But taxing the
wealth-creators weakens the engine funding the whole system, creating employment
and the very income which governments can then tax. Eventually a highly taxed system
strains under its own weight — which is partly why Plato thought democracy a foolish
ideda. Human nature would undermine it — by demanding ‘charity’ from the government.
Christianity later changed that picture — making democracy far more sustainable, but
that's a longer story.

The welfare state falls info this same trap. It is a good idea that becomes unsustainable
unless someone's willing to limit it — both leaving room and also expecting that people
would care for each other directly, rather than abdicating that responsibility over to the
government. Voters who benefit from government handouts naturally keep voting for
whoever protects or grows that kindness, shaping political decisions around short-term
promises rather than long-term wisdom.

Add to this the fact that bureaucracies tend to grow, and also to become increasingly
inefficient with time. People find ways to work the system. The recent U.S. investigations
illustrated, with billions in welfare-related fraud uncovered, USAID being a prime
example. As the system becomes corrupted, the way to make money shifts from
creating value through business, to aligning yourself with government who take and
redistribute the money.

Back to the question

Chairity is a dynamic within culture, not a government program. Charity is about real
relationships, not paperwork. So consider, which politicians live this out — giving
generously themselves, wanting a smaller welfare state, and backing a stronger charity
sector to do what government both can't and shouldn’t?2



6. Capitalistic freedoms are good

Which politicians and parties actually want lower taxes and less regulation — to unleash
the entrepreneurial energy that drives jobs and growth?e

That question sits af the heart of a much older one: who should own the fruits of your
work — you, or the state?e

Where the idea comes from

Economic freedom reflects God's design. Capitalism is a word many misconstrue in
public media foday. Capitalism simply affirms that people and businesses have the right
to own what they build. Socialism as a system takes from individuals and businesses to
hand the benefit of industry to the state, making everyone dependent oniit. It is the
infermediate step foward communism, where the ownership (not only benefit) of
industry is handed to the state. The Ten Commandments directly back up the idea of
individual freedoms. Commands like "do not steal" and "do not covet" both assume
private property is real and worth protecting, including from the state. When King Ahab
seized Naboth's vineyard through Jezebel's scheming, scripture treats it as a serious act
of injustice. Scripture also says plainly, "the worker deserves his wages" (1 Timothy 5:18) —
and Jesus's parable of the talents shows harder, smarter work should earn a greater
reward.

A common misconception

Capitalism isn't to be confused with greed. (It often is.) It's the right to work hard and
keep what you earn, or to invest and keep the return. Greed is hoarding wealth while
disregarding others. Those are not the same thing.

Why it still shapes us today

Excessive taxation — just because government can take it — is unjust. It kills the incentive
to work hard if you can't keep the reward. That's exactly what communism produced:
equality, but only in shared poverty, not prosperity. It's also exactly what the Magna
Carta (1215) was fighting to prevent, setting Western civilisation on a different path.

Not all taxation is bad, though. Israel's 10% tithe funded real public goods — worship,
education, charity. We are all "a little socialistic": we want government to step in for
genuine crises, like family abuse. The danger is in the scale. Push taxation too farin
pursuit of forced equality, and the incentive to build and create jobs disappears — and
ironically, total tax revenues then fall because the entrepreneurs give up or move away.

It is also of note that capitalism has lifted more people out of poverty than anything else
in history. Under capitalism, when the rich get richer, the poor tend to get richer too.
Under socialism, when the rich get richer the poor get poorer. Countries that protect
economic freedom — especially alongside honest, Christian-shaped values —
consistently show far greater equity. That includes ours. (This is most easily researched by
finding and comparing the mean and median wealth of individuals in various nations.
The mean/average reveals total wealth. The difference between the mean and median
reflects the extent of their inequality. There are clear and expected religious trends in the
patterns revealed.)

Back to the question
So: which politicians and parties are actually pursuing lower taxes and lighter regulation
— this being the proven path to jobs, growth, and also higher government revenues?



7. Spend within your means: families, businesses, charities, and
governments alike

Which politicians actually talk about spending within our means, borrowing only for real
infrastructure, and cutting taxes to grow the economy long-term?

That's a question about discipline as much as economics — and it applies the same way
to a government as it does to a household.

Where the idea comes from

The Bible takes debt seriously. Proverbs 22:7 warns that "the borrower is slave to the
lender." Debts have to be repaid (Exodus 22:14), and Scripture even forbids charging
unsustainable intferest (Exodus 22:25). Israel had a system of debt cancellation, so people
wouldn't stay trapped forever — because crushing debt often led straight to servitude
(Deuteronomy 15:1-2). Borrowing itself wasn't the problem. Borrowing without limits was.

Why it still shapes us today

Governments, like households, shouldn't spend beyond what they can sustain. But many
Western governments have — pushing taxes higher and higher, even though tax levels
have real limits. New Zealand may already be close to that ceiling.

The UK recently increased taxes — while likely reducing incomes due to the exodus of the
ultra-wealthy and the well-off it has catalysed. There is only so far taxes can go. In the UK
the top 1% of earners already paid 30% of all tax revenue, while the top 10% paid 60%.
When high earners leave, one or two tax hikes can wipe out 10% or more of total
revenue. This forces a government to then tax the middle and lower classes to sustain
their high level of spending. This situation is called the "doom loop"; the point at which
when you raise taxes you decrease government revenue, so you raise taxes again —
driving both the wealthy and the innovators away, thereby decreasing the prosperity of
everyone.

When a government overspends there is a point beyond which it can't raise taxes
further. (I have heard it suggested 38% is the maximum the government will ever
successfully fake through taxes in the UK.) If a government ignores this line, its next
options are more debt, more immigration, or printing more money. Printing more money
dilutes the value of every dollar already in circulation — which causes inflation. Inflation
is when prices seem to go up. In redlity, the value of each product hasn't gone up. It is
our currency that is losing its value — because our government printed more of it,
creating (taking) money out of thin air to sustain their high spending.

Back to the question

So it's worth asking plainly: which politicians talk about spending within our means —
borrowing only for real infrastructure, not welfare and similar ongoing costs — and
cutting taxes to grow the economy for the long run, rather than weakening it for a short-
term fix2



8. Nationhood is good

Which politicians actually speak up for our national sovereignty, and are willing to fell the
story of our freedomes, prosperity, and charity — and help us know who we are, rather
than reshaping us into someone else's visiong

That question sits underneath a lot of political noise right now: is loyalty to your own
nation something to be proud of, or something to apologise for?

Where the idea comes from

Scripture affirms nations and borders — that God himself set them (Genesis 11; Acts
17:26). At Babel, when humanity became one unified power, God scattered them,
because unchecked, unified power leads to unchecked evil. That same warning about
concentrated power resurfaces later in scripture as "Babylon” — including in Revelation's
picture of a future global power structure causing great suffering.

Christians are also told to respect civic leaders and pray for those in authority (1 Timothy
2:1-2; Romans 13:7). Jesus recognised Caesar's authority — while making clear Caesar
still answers to God. Loving your own nation and submitting to a higher authority aren't in
conflict. They sit together.

Why it still shapes us today

A responsible household values its own home — it doesn't hand its resources or authority
to make decisions to strangers. The same logic applies to a nation. Protecting your
borders, your culture, your values and your decision-making power isn't unkind or morall
wrong. It's simply what any healthy household or nation does. Jesus taught us fo love
others as we love ourselves — which means healthy self-love comes first. There's a
difference between a nation choosing generosity out of strength, and a nation giving
itself away out of guilt or self-induced self-hate.

Globalism moves in the opposite direction to this — concentrating power in fewer and
fewer hands. Given that power corrupts, that concentration is exactly the danger
scripture warned about from Babel onward. It is why the principles of limited government
are so important.

Back to the question

So it's worth asking: which politicians and parties are actually defending our sovereignty
from outside forces that seek to control — being willing to tell and preserve the honest
story of our freedomes, prosperity, and generosity, instead of quietly tfrading them away
for someone else's utopian blueprinte



9. This land is here for us to steward — for our benefit

Which politicians and parties are actually advocating for expanding our own energy
production, in a way that could genuinely bring costs down for New Zealanderse

That question sounds practical. But underneath it sits a much older one: is the earth here
to serve people, or are people here to serve the earth?

Where the idea comes from

Genesis answers that early on. Humans were given "dominion" over the earth — told to
rule it, care for it, and be sustained by it (Genesis 1:28-30). The world was made for our
good — for provision and flourishing, not just to be preserved untouched. That doesn't
mean using resources however we like. It means responsible stewardship — using the
land well, not abusing it, and noft treating it as more important than the people living on
it either.

Why it still shapes us today

Energy is where this plays out most clearly in present fimes. When a country restricts ifs
own energy production, costs rise, industries move overseas, and everyone's wellbeing
suffers as a result.

The UK shows this well. Alongside growing self-criticism about its past — often forgetting
its historic role in ending slavery and much more — the UK pushed hard into "net zero"
policies and now has the highest energy costs in the world. Many people can't afford to
heat their homes, and major industries have relocated elsewhere. The impact on global
emissions is barely measurable, especially set against China bringing around 50 new
coal power stations online in a single year.

New Zealand has its own version of this. We have sold our clean and efficient
hydropower to foreign bidders, undermining our ability to have low-cost energy. We've
also largely stopped mining our own coal, which has forced us to now import dirfier coal
from overseas just to keep the lights on. We're quietly undermining our own prosperity —
and the economic impact shows up in more than just our power bills. Industry is being
undermined, and our standards of living with it. This is feeds info wider and growing sense
of hopelessness.

Back to the question

So it's worth asking: which politicians and parties are actually willing to responsibly (with
care) expand our own energy production — in a way that could genuinely lower costs
for New Zealanders, rather than just talking about ite



10. It is God who helps a government succeed

Which politicians hold real respect for the Christian God and our faith heritage —
whether or not they hold that faith themselvesg

This is a different kind of question than the others. It's less about policy, and more about
posture — whether a leader has room for humility at all.

Where the idea comes from

Scripture suggests natfions are judged, by how they treat the poor and vulnerable, and
also by their fairness and integrity in leadership. Bribery, injustice, and corrupted power
are consistently condemned. Pride is often called the root of all sin — and pride tends to
grow wherever power is held.

But scripture also offers hope: a struggling nation can turn to God, and be restored. The
real question is whether today's leaders have the humility to do that.

Why it still shapes us today

New Zealand's first Parliament opened with Christian prayer — a tradition that continued
unftil only recently. The prayer reflected our understanding that our nation was shaped
by Christian values, even while we concurrently understood that a Christian-shaped
natfion needed to protect religious freedom — which naturally infers a ‘secular’
government. We were, therefore, Christian and secular at the same time. This is how it
was understood. To explain, it would be wrong to demand a religious test for office —
because Christian faith can only be chosen, never coerced or forced. A nation shaped
by Christian values therefore naturally becomes a multi-faith one — and can sustain this
so long as it also remains ‘Christian’. Historian Tom Holland calls these Christianity's
unintended yet inevitable results.

This balance is what many have lost sight of — while it remains that our high levels of
freedom, prosperity, equality, charity, and systems of law, government, healthcare and
education, are all the products of our Christian heritage.

Back to the question

So it's worth asking: which politicians actually hold genuine regard for the Christian God
and our faith heritage as a nation — therefore having regard for prayer, for humility, and
for the idea that a nation in difficulty might turn beyond itself to God for help? Even if a
politician doesn’t hold to Christian belief personally, can they give an honest respect to
this heritage, and the importance of these values and ideas?

In conclusion
Please vote with a view to principles not politicians’ personalities, and a view toward
polices, not a political party’s promises.

Public media will cloud these matters through their showmanship, slander and scandals.
Pay no attention. Our politicians beliefs and values are the ink with which our future will
be written.

The words of 2 Chronicles 7:13-14 are maybe our best conclusion. They speak to the
hope that is possible when a nation turns to God in a fime of trouble.

“"When | shut up the heavens so that there is no rain, or command locusts to devour the
land or send a plague among my people, if my people, who are called by my

name, will humble themselves and pray and seek my face and turn from their wicked
ways, then | will hear from heaven, and | will forgive their sin and will heal their land.”



