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Mr. Macpherson’s Feud

Attacks on Social Credit are seldom deserving of more than
passing notice. These are commonplaces of a corrupt politics.
When, however, a carefully-timed offensive is unleashed after years
of careful preparation and backed by the prestige of a great uni-
versity and the millions of the Rockefeller Foundation, it requires
attention if only to keep the record straight.

About nine years ago the Canadian Social Science Research
Council accepted a generous grant from the Rockefeller Foundation
to undertake a study of the background and development of the
Social Credit Movement in Alberta. This investigation has been
carried out exclusively by a group of university professors, and their
findings are being published by the Universitly of Toronto Press.

Up to the present, four volumes have appeared in the series, and
others are to follow. The first three of these dealt respectively with
“The Progressive Party in Canada,” “The Winnipeg General
Strike,” and “ Next Year Country—A Study of Rural Social Organ-
isation in Alberta.” They were by way of preparing the ground for
the fourth, and probably the key work in the series, bearing the title
“ Democracy in Alberta,” chosen perhaps ironically. The author is
Mr. C. B. Macpherson, Associate Professor of Political Economy in
the University of Toronto and a graduate of the University of
London.

The first 92 pages of the 250 pages of text deal mainly with
the nature of Alberta’s economy, the social and political theory of
the United Farmers of Alberta, and how their concept of democracy
failed to work out in practice under the U.F.A. Government. All
this, of course, is presented as viewed by the author, and, making
allowances for the tortuous mental processes of economists and their
love for weaving patterns and developing theories, the treatment is
reasonably objective; sometimes even sympathetic. Nevertheless the
emphasis and interpretations are nicely designed to carry the reader
along with the development by Professor Macpherson of his theory,
linking the United Farmers of Alberta and the Social Credit move-
ment to explain why it had to be in Alberta that the latter found
acceptance.

With Chapter Four, the reader in introduced to “ English Social
Credit: The Social and Economic Theory.” Much thought and
venom and relish must have gone into its opening sentences. At
about the same time that Henry Wise Wood in Alberta was beginning
to develop what became the leading ideas of the U.F.A. an English
mechanical engineer, Major C. H. Douglas, kit on the notion which
became the doctrine of Social Credit.” (The italics are ours.) The
author proceeds. “ Compared with the indigenous agrarian thinking
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of the UF.A,, English Social Credit theory was from the beginning
urban and cosmopolitan. It was the product of a few men whose
talents were not accommodated by their society and who rebelled
against it. It had‘ no roots in any stable section of English Society
but appealed to shifting urban groups.” (Again the italics are ours.)

At this point it is necessary to digress in order to come back
to Professor Macpherson’s subsequent treatment of Social Credit.

IL

NoEw1thstand1qg a mental stature unusual in any society,
Dougl.ass outstanding characteristic was a profound humility—a
humility which was reflected in his writings and in his life. ‘This
is one quality Whl.Ch set him apart from his contemporaries and
ensured him a lasting place with the truly great men in the annals
of hu'ma,n endeavour. Where others viewed the world in terms of
mankmfls struggles and achievements, and society as the creature
of man’s bra}m angl behaviour, with the realism of the engineer and
the penetrating spirituality of a Medizval theologian, Douglas saw
the Universe as an integrated unity centred in its Creator and subject
to His Law,

. It was the basis of Douglas’s philosophy, of which Social Credit
is the policy, that there is running through the warp and woof of
the Uniyerse The Law of Righteousness——Divine Law—which he
termed “The Canon.” Just as the stars in their courses, the electron
in relation to the proton and the behaviour of light are obedient to
it, so all Life is governed by the Canon. Because of the higher
intelligence and free-will accorded to him, Man cannot rely on instinct
to guide him in his adherence to the Canon. He must seek it
actively, and to the extent that he finds it and conforms to it, he
will achieve harmony with the Universe and his Creator. Conversely,
to the degree that he ignores the operation of the Canon and flouts
it, he will bring disaster upon himself.

It was inherent in Douglas’s writings that he viewed society as
something partaking of the nature of an organism which could “ have
life and life more abundant” to the extent it was God-centred and
obedient to His Canon. Such a social organism would be the
corporate expression of the lives and relationships of its component
individuals. Within it, the sovereignty of “ God the Creator of all
things visible and invisible ” being absolute, there must be full recog-
nition of the sanctity of human personality, and therefore, of the
1nd1v1dua} person as free to live his life and, within the bod,y social,
to enter into or contract out of such associations with others as, with
responsibility to his Creator, he may choose. And no person may
deny to another this relationship to God and his fellow men without
committing sacrilege.

This concept, reflecting the ideal of Christendom as the integra-
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tion of Church and Society which was the inspiration of European
civilisation for centuries, involves adherence to 2 policy in every
sphere of social life, economic, political and cultural. This is the
policy which Douglas termed “ Social Credit.”

Looking out upon the world with a clarity of vision which was
unique in his time, Douglas saw a doomed civilisation committed
to the opposite policy, stemming from a conflicting philosophy, a
philosophy which deified Man and sought to subjugate the world
to him. Writing in January, 1924, over thirty years ago, he said:

“There is an ancient saying (which will bear consideration in
these days of change and unrest) that the devil is God upside down.
A consideration of many of the tyranmical practices which obtain
support in Great Britain and America under the cloak of such words
as Justice and Democracy, and the object lesson provided by Rugsia,
and possibly by Italy and Spain as the consequences of their extension,
may serve to emphasise the necessity for clear thinking in this matter.”

A few weeks earlier he had written: “ The outstanding fact in
regard to the existing situation in the world at the present time,
is that it is unstable. No person whose outlook upon life extends
even so far as the boundaries of his village, can fail to see that a
change is not merely coming but is in progress; and it requires
only a moderately comprehensive perception of the forces which
are active in every country of the world today to realise that the
change which is in progress must proceed to limits to which we can
set no bounds.

“That is to say, the break up of the present financial and
social system is certain. Nothing will stop it . . . the only point
at issue in this respect is the length of time which the break-up
will take; and the tribulations we have to undergo while the break-up
is in progress.”

The intervening thirty years, unfortunately, have vindicated
Douglas’s repeated warning. And it is indicative of the precision
with which he presented his case, that despite the highly technical
pature of certain aspects of it, he never found it necessary to alter or
modify any of his material. It remains as correct today as it did
at the time, and the passage of years has merely provided proof of
its accuracy.

The emphasis of Douglas’s earlier writings was on economic
policy. His critical analysis of the economic system was devastating.
He showed how it had been perverted by the manipulation of the
mechanism of finance into an instrument for the concentration of
power, instead of fufilling its function of “delivering goods and
services as, when and where required.”

And this brings us back to Professor Macpherson, for it is on
Douglas’s exposure of the fraudulent nature of the financial system
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tl}at he concentrates his main attack on Social Credit. In opening
his case Professor Macpherson naively remarks: “The whole of
Doug}as s analysis of money, credit and prices need not be examined
here. _ I_n a foomote the reader is referred to the familiar battery
of Socialist economists, Gaitskell, Cole, Hiskett, Franklin and Lewis
?hngsethelr criticisms, but no mention is made of the refutations of

The author continues: “But the much discussed A plus B
theorem which was the core of that analysis, does require some
attention.  For its characteristic quality—the false clarity which
made it impossible either to understand it or refute it in simple
terms—had much to do with the reception of social credit in Alberta
and with the nature of the political movement built on it there.”

For purposes of c0n§idering Professor Macpherson’s subsequent
efforts to .show its fallacies it is convenient to state the A plus B
Theorem in Douglas’s words:

. “A factory or other productive organisation has, besides
Its economic function as a producer of goods, a financial aspect
—it may be regarded on the one hand as a device for the
distribution of purchasing power to individuals, through the
media of wages, salaries and dividends; and on the other hand
as a manufactory of prices—financial values. From this stand-
pomt its payments may be divided into two groups:

Group A: All payments made to individuals (wages,
salaries and dividends).

Group B: All payments made to other organisations
(raw materials, bank charges, and other
external costs).

Now rate of flow of purchasing power to individuals is
represented by A, but since all payments go into prices the
rate of flow of prices cannot be less than A plus B. Since
A will not purchase A plus B, a proportion of the product at
least. equivaient to B must be distributed by a form of pur-
chzzlismg,iA power which is not comprised in the description grouped
under A.”

This, the A plus B Theorem, like all theorems, is a simple
statement of fact. Its wording was never varied in any of the
many occasions on which it was stated by Douglas. Its terms are
explicit and its implications have been explained by Douglas on
numerous occasions.  Yet the reader is told by Professor Mac-
pherson: “The fallacies of the theorem would have been readily
apparent had it not been presented with such lack of definition and
such variety of interpretation. Douglas was able to maintain it for
some years by a nimble imprecision; the terms used could mean
so many things that when the fallacy of the theorem on one inter-
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pretation of terms was demonstrated recourse could be had to
another interpretation equally impressive. But on no interpretation
could the theorem be sustained. The politically significant point
about the theorem is that it was always so loosely stated that it
needed extensive definition before it could be examined, understood,
or refuted.”

Tut! Tut! Perhaps it was the precision with which it was
stated without variation that has proved so annoying. But as it is
all too apparent from the amazing argument which follows, that
either Mr. Macpherson is genuinely bewildered himself (and who
would blame him if he has been relying on a diet of Hiskett, Cole
and Gaitskell to give him understanding) or he is determined that
his readers shall be thoroughly bewildered.

As the precise meaning of words appears to cause Professor
Macpherson some difficulty, a diagrammatic illustration of its im-
plications may assist him to the understanding which has eluded

him.

\_ Commercial Banks }
R
g
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W Stage 1 X Stage 2 Y Stage 3 Z Stage 4

£200 I £200 £200 = £800

A Payments £200

B Payments £100 £300 -+ £100 ‘,‘.600 + £100 |£900 + £100 | =£2,200

£900 £1,200 =£3,000

A plus B £300 £600

For purposes of this illustration it is assumed that:

(1) There are four plants each involved in a single stage of
the production of a product. W, X, and Y are inter-
mediate stages, and Z is the final stage from which the
finished product enters the consumer market.

(2) Each firm is operating on working capital in the form of
renewable bank loans (which by the nature of our credit
system, is a correct assumption to apply to industry as a
whole).

(3) All stages of production are proceeding concurrently. Each
stage takes one month, so that when the product from W
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moves on to X, the product of X moves on to Y and so
on down the line.

(4) At each stage the wages and salaries paid out amount to
£200, and the allocated costs in respect of plant depre-
ciation and other reserves is 50% of the direct labour costs.

(5) It is assumed further, for purposes of simplification, that
the rate of savings exactly balances the rate at which pur-
chasing power is distributed in respect of capital goods
production.

It should be noted that the process is continuous—that there
1s a steady flow of goods and prices from W to Z and thence to the
consumer market.

The rate of flow of purchasing power (A) is £800 during the
month.

) ghe rate of flow of prices (A plus B) is £3,000 during the same
period.

Ignoring savings, a portion of the product equivalent to B
(2,200) must be distributed—i.e. passed on to the purchaser, whether
of the intermediate or the final product,—by a form of purchasing
power not included under A. This is done in the foregoing illustra-
tion by means of short term producer bank loans, assuming that the
final product can be bought by the public with the purchasing power
distributed in its production. Demonstrably it cannot. Therefore,
unless it is to remain unsaleable it must be sold outside the credit
area (exported) or its purchase must be financed by consumer bank
loans (made available by extended credit terms to purchasers). The
present financial system provided no other alternatives. The former
course must lead to international friction. The latter merely delays
the inevitable breakdown of the distributive mechanism,

It should be noted in the above illustration that although, through
industry, the public has produced intermediate goods priced at £1,800
it can have access to those goods only by permission of the bank-
ing institutions possessing a monopoly of providing the financial
credit facilities for moving them from one producer to the next
in the production line.

The foregoing explanation would not be complete without refer-
ence to the manner in which the capital goods of industry (plant,
buildings, efc.) are financed. The orthodox theory is that all such
production is financed by the investment of financial savings. Al-
though the actual process is more complex than this, its implications
are the same and, therefore, can be considered on this basis.

In order to simplify the matter still further let us assume that a
company erected a factory costing one million pounds. Let us
assume, further, (which is far from being the case) that this one
million pounds was distributed in wages, salaries and profits and
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entered the purchasing power pool of the public. As banks only lend
for short-term projects, the company in question must now invite the
public to subscribe one million pounds to shares and debentures in
the undertaking. This the public can do only out of its purchasing-
power pool. It surrenders the money in exchange for the shares and
debentures. The bank loan is repaid, the money is cancelled and the
new factory cominences to operate. Into the price of its products
it must now charge—over a period of years—the cost of the factory
(apart from any question of profit or interest on its debentures).
That it should do so is right and proper, but the consuming public
does not possess the purchasing power, and has no means of acquiring
it, in order to liquidate these allocated costs.

When it is considered that the greater portion of the total capital
investments in the vast and rapidly expanding industrial machine
represents a charge against the consumers of its products—a charge
which can be recovered oniy through prices without the equivalent
purchasing-power being made available, something of the implication
of the simplified diagrammatic illustration given above can be gauged.

And now let us turn to Mr. Macpherson’s handling of the
Theorem : —

“The theorem begins by considering the product of one
factory or firm, and appears to say that, to enable the product
to be purchased, the wages, salaries, and dividends (A) paid
out by that firm should be, and never can be, equal to the
collective price (A plus B) of the firm’s product. Granting that
the collective price of the firm’s product is equal to the A
plus B payments of that firm, as Douglas assumes, it is plain
on his definitions that A cannot be equal to A plus B. But
since all firms must be considered together it is nonsensical to
say that for the whole product of this firm to be bought, this
A should be equal to this A plus B. Some other meaning,
then, must be attributed to the theorem. It can be thought to
mean that the wages, salaries, and dividends paid out by all
firms in a given period of time, say a year (the ‘rate of flow
of purchasing-power ’) must, for the whole product of all firms
to be bought, be equal to, but nmever can be equal to, the
collective price of the whole product during that year. Now
on one definition of collective price of the whole product
Douglas could show that the A payments could not be equal
to the collective price, and on a different definition of collective
price of the whole product he could show that the A payments
must, for the whole product to be bought, be equal to the
collective price. But on no single definition of collective price
could he demonstrate both these propositions.

“ Thus, if the collective price of the whole product is
defined as the sum of the prices of all goods (both consumers’
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goods, which are to be taken off the market by individual final
consumers and producers’ goods, e.g. plant, machinery, raw
materials, semi-manufactured goods) produced in the year, the
A payments will not be equal to but will be only a small
fraction of this collective price. For this collective price is got
by adding together all the payments made by all the firms to each
other and all the payments made by all the firms to individuals.
But the A payments need not equal the collective price for
equilibrium, because the final consumer does not need to pur-
chase all the producers’ goods; what is required for equilibrium,
is that the A payments of all firms should equal the sum of
the prices of the consumers’ goods, that is, thar the payments
to individuals who are assumed to be the final consumers,
should equal the sum of the prices of consumers’ goods.

“If on the other hand the collective price of the whole
product is defined as the sum of the prices of the consumers’
goods produced in that year, then equilibrium does indeed re-
quire that the payments made to individuals during the year
should equal the collective price, provided that we leave aside
the complications of changes in saving and investment. But
what is required is that A payments made to individuals this
year by ALL firms, that is, the wages, salaries, and dividends
paid t0 individuals by the firms making producers’ goods as
well as those making consumers’ goods, should equal the collect-
ive price of the years consumers’ goods only. Major Douglas
gave no reason why these sums could not be equal.

“Yet on his definitions and at his level of abstraction
(disregarding changes in savings and investments, and all other
factors affecting output) the two are automatically equal. For
on his definition the collective price of the consumers’ goods
coming on the market this year equals the A plus B payments
of the consumers’ goods firms this year. And, although he
would never admit it, on his definitions and assumptions the B
payments of consumers’ goods firms this year equal the A
payments of producers’ goods firms this year. He did admit
that the B payments of consumers’ goods firms in one period
equalled the A payments of producers’ goods firms in the
previous period, but he held that this was irrelevant because
those A payments would have been spent for consumers’ goods
in the earlier period, and would not have been available to
buy consumers’ goods in this period. In spite of his talk about
rates of flow, he did not see, or would not recognise, that
production of both kinds of goods is a continuous process, that
A payments were being made this year by producers’ goods
firms and that these were available to purchase this year’s
consumers’ goods.  If as Douglas assumed the economy is
neither expanding nor contracting for some other reasons, the

MR. MAcPHERSON’s FEUD 61

A payment of producers’ goods firms wi.ll. be the same amount
this year as last year. So on his definitions and assumptions
the A payments of producers’ goods firms thl_s year must egual
the A payments of these firms this year which were admitted
to equal the B payments of consumers’ goods firms this year.
Thus the A plus B payments of consumers’ goods firms thl%
year plus the A payments of producers’ goods ﬁrfns this year;
in other words, the collective price of this year’s consumers
goods equals the sum of this year’s A payments by all firms.

“This kind of demonstration of the fallacies of the theorem
is as unreal as the theorem itself; what it shows is not that the
economy is always in equilibrium but that Douglas’s assump-
tions were inadequate and his conclusions unproven. However
it is interpreted, the A plus B theorem does not demonstrate a
necessary chronic shortage of purchasing power. Hence the
main case for the continual injection of new money by way
of social credit dividends or subsidies to producers appears
to collapse.”

Not satisfied with this exhibition of unintentional humour, a few
lines further on Mr. Macpherson says: “It need not be suggested
that all those who found merit in the Douglas theory were incapable
of understanding a logical analysis ot it. But they were not apt to
be impressed by even the most able criticism,. for the critics were
suspect. The orthodox economists were not in a strong position,
for they had no very satisfactory explanations of the failure of the
economy, and they appeared at least to believe that prpducuon at,xlto—
matically provided just the right amount of purchasing power.

And then before leaving the subject, he has one last fling at
the theorem. “The flood of critical analysis” he tells us had,
however, considerable cumulative effect. Although Douglas never
repudiated the A plus B theorem, and continued to make occasional
reference to it, he pretty well let it go by default. . . .” He did
not “let it go by default” unless it is understood by the phrase,
which is unusual, that his opponents were the defauliers. He turned
to a wider problem—the political.

IIT.

So, from the A plus B theorem, Mr. Macpherson launches
into an attack on what he describes as “The Broader Case for
Social Credit.” The nature of his criticism can be judged by these
gems of distorted reasoning:

“The criticism, pressed by those who had discovered the
fallacy of the A plus B Theorem, that the issuance of Social
Credit [sic] would be wildly inflationary, could be outflanked
without using the technical analysis.  Douglas only had to
point out that the limiting points to the creation of new credit
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without inflation are either the unused capacity to produce or

Passing over the dishonesty of this statement, the complete

answer to it is, of course i in
] rovided in Douglas’ issi
Macmillan Committee: P g5 submission to the

« .. .
suﬂ‘icie;:rt?e fig:n_eglal principles required of any financial system
Suficten Yy 1iexible to meet the conditions which now exist and
o xf]ttlhnue' lﬁ) reflect tl}e economic facts as these facts change
: € Influénce of improved process and the increased use
power, are simple and may be summarised as follows :

(3) That the cash credits of the i
population of any count
shall a; any moment be collectively equal to all collec};ive cag
pnce; or consumable goods for sale in that country (irrespect-
geec(;ngglele?ﬂ %nces of Sl(liCh goods), and such cash credits shall
or depreciated onl t iati
of goncelied o y on the purchase or depreciation

(b) That the credits required to finan i
. . ce production shall
be supplied Dot from savings, but be new cre%its relating to
new production, and shall be recalled only in ratio of general
depreciation to general appreciation,

(¢) That the distribution of cash i indivi
E credits to individual
shall be progressively less dependent upon employment.1 H'Il‘llfai
13 to say, that the d1v1de1;ds shall progressively displace the
wage and salary, as productive capacity increases per man-hour,”

On page 117, Mr. Macpherson protests:

“ Again, it was never explained how the mai
the €xistng property rights of shareholders was cor?:lgetgm?:vis}f
the w1despreaq distribution of unearned income to the wage-
carners and with the widespread withdrawal of labour which
was mtended to follow. If people were to work less and less
ho‘fv was the rate of profit on invested capital to be maintained ?
It is doubtful if Douglas saw any problem here for he had only
a confused notion of the source of profits and of exchang
values. He saw, at times, that both value and profit were basgd
on scarcity and on human effort, but he did not see that 1o
dlmlmgh1 scarci'ty and diminish the expenditure of hurmnan effort,
:stdsgi?ﬁts(.:f’edlt was to do, would diminish exchange values
Of‘what use would any explanation be to i
that to increase production withpdecreased humaﬁ ?ff{g;t‘zgilg ell"lev?s
only in impoverishment? That is the sole meaning, if an e;ug
can be attached to diminished © exchange values anci proﬁtzj”w *

But curious as this process of reasoning appears, on the next

" page we are told:
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“The present value of land, labour, and capital is due
to the productivity conferred on them by the present utilisation
of the technological heritage., The right of ownership of land
and capital has its present value because their employment
yields the present rate of profit: and it would not yield that
profit if it did not include the right to the benefit of the tech-

nological heritage.

“ Moreover, the maintenance of a rate of profit sufficient
to keep capitalist enterprise functioning has required, and may
be assumed to require in the future, continual technological
improvement; hence if existing ownership rights in capital are
to maintain their value in the future they must include, as it
were, a mortgage on the social heritage which is still to be
realised. It is not simply that under the capitalist property
system the technological heritage is all privaiely owned already;
but that present ownership rights, to maintain their value, must
absorb the future technological increment at a rate at least as
great as at present.”

That should be read again, slowly, so that its full significance
sinks in. Having established the Credit Monopoly’s right to hold
the cultural heritage in pawn in perpetuity, we have no doubt that
on this score alone, Mr. Macpherson’s reputation will be assured
in the parlours of Pine and Wall Streets.

Iv.

The Chapter on “ English Social Credit: The Political Theory
and Practice to 1935 > opens on this promising note: “ The English
Social Credit Movement was conceived in disappointment.” After
what for Mr. Macpherson is not an unreasonably inaccurate, if
over-generalised, review of the early years of the Social Credit Move-
ment’s growth, he edges into the case he is building up against
“Social Credit Political Theory,” as he calls it. He tears the
following passage from its context in Chapter 1 of Credit Power and
Democracy:

‘““Real democracy is the expression of the policy of the
majority, and, so far as that policy is concerned with economics,
is the freedom of an increasing majority of individuals to make
use of the facilities provided for them, in the first place, by a
number of persons who will always be, as they have always
been, in the minority.”

Onto this he tacks another passage torn from its context in
Chapter IX of the same book:

“The essential nature of a satisfactory modern co-operative
State may be broadly expressed as consisting of a functionally
aristocratic hierarchy of producers accredited by, and serving,
a democracy of consumers. The business of the public, as
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consumers, is not only to give orders, but to see that they are
obeyed as to results, and to remove unsuitable or wilfully re-
calcitrant persons from the aristocracy of production to the
democracy of consumption.”

He then comments:

“The implications of this view of the desirable state were
scarcely considered. The existing relation between parliament,
the cabinet, and the permanent civil service was rejected but
nothing was yet put in its place. All that was asserted was
that the people should be consulted only about the broadest
objectives, and that all else, including foreign policy, fiscal
policy, efc. (which are not “ policy ” in Douglas’s sense, but
merely methods), being beyond the competence of the people,
should be left to the experts, subject only to the people’s right
10 remove the experts who failed to produce the results.

“ Nor was much attention given to the problem of how the
existing political system could be reformed to the desired
pattern.”

It is harsh to accuse a writer of stupidity or dishonesty. Yet
to anybody familiar with Credit Power ond Democracy it will be
evident that the foregoing passages read in their context plainly
refer to the principles of democracy applied to the economy—
economic democracy in fact. To which the author, no doubt, would
retort: “ Never heard of it.”

After some pages devoted to the Green Shirt Organisation;
the reader is told that, because of their success, Douglas decided
it was clearly time “to develop a political strategy of his own.”
After a garbled and generally inaccurate presentation of the Buxton
Speech, and of subsequent speeches by Douglas, Mr. Macpherson
really gets down to business—monkey business. He writes (and at
this point extensive quotation is necessary): -

“Tt is apparent that the Douglas theory of the role of the
expert and the representative, in spite of a superficial similiarity
to the theory and practice of British cabinet government, is
basically different. In both schemes the elected representative
and the cabinet minister are not meant to be experts but are
meant to shape general policies following the will of the elector-
ate and to require the experts in the civil service to carry them
out. But Douglas drew a line between policy and administra-
tion which left nothing within the scope of policy except the
general will for freedom, security, and plenty, and the power
of removing and appointing the experts.  Consequently his
scheme represents an utter transformation of all the relationships
in the prevailing system. Parliament, whose members had been
elected on no party plaform, and were commitied to no
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measures or principles or programmes, would be divested of its
present functions and responsibilities.  Almost all the ques-
tions which now occupy parliament and cabinet would be left to
the administrators. Parliament could not consider any economic
legislation even in principle. Since no such legislation could ke
submitted to it, practically all legislation would become dele-
gated legislation. The civil service would become virtually
autonomous: nothing that it did could be touched; there would
be no protection from it except by removal of its leading men.
The cabinet was to renounce responsibility for almost all sub-
stantive legislation and administrative measures. No longer
would the cabinet minister be responsible to parliament,
and indirectly to the electorate, for all that was done by his
departmental officials; the essence of Douglas’s scheme was that
the officials, not the minister, would be responsible. But in
this shift of responsibility something was left out. The minister
at present is respomsible for everything—principle and detail,
but the expert in Douglas’s scheme would be responsible only
for the broad results. No one would be responsible to the
electorate for the actual operations of any scheme; neither
minister nor parliament could approve or disapprove of
“ methods.” Thus Douglas’s proposal for destroying the irre-
sponsible power of the permanent official, by making him per-
sonally responmsible and no longer permanent is virtually
self-contradictory.

“The same may be said of his scheme viewed in its other
aspect, that is, as a way of making parliament an effective
instrument of the people’s will. Parliament was to be freed of
every function and responsibility except expressing the general
will of the electorate and keeping up adequate pressure on the
administrators. But since parliament would have no respon-
sibility for what was done or not done, either by way of legis-
lation or by way of administration, members of parliament could
not be tested by their record in the usual way. The only record
they could submit to the electorate would be their vociferousness
in pressing the demands of the popular will for results and their
show of activity in removing and appointing administrators.
These are qualities in which it is not difficult to appear pro-
ficent. Once the experts were made responsible and removable,
the representatives might well become irremovable as well as
irresponsible.

“We need not examine the hypothetical effect of the
Douglas systemn of democratic government any further. It can
be called democratic only in the sense that a plebiscitarian
dictatorship is democratic. No other outcome was possible for
a theory which began from the assumption that the people
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could never be competent t . .
: : o form intelligent
public affairs.” 8 opinions on

) The professional economist is, indeed, a curious species. His
mind appears to function quite differently from other men’s 1.ninds
and words seem to mean whatever he wants them to mean. Th«;
implication of the foregoing passages from the book are, of course
that all Social Crediters are imbeciles, and that Douglas was eithe;
a master spoofer or a simpleton. It would not occur to Mr. Mac-

pherson that he 1d . Mr. M
ment of himself. could hardly have written a more damning indict-

Yet, for purposes of the record, we must perforce answer 'his

preposterous interpretation of wha iti
o, t Douglas had to say about political

goverlzglueilis ?f:ea ) é)ut forward a new scheme o’f parliamentary

1d point out why “democratic” parliamentary
governments are not responsive to the will of the people, and he
did enunciate in very explicit terms, the principles by whiéh estab-
lished parliamentary institutions could be made instruments of
genuine political democracy, and not only “ genuine” in the classical

sense but sound and organic : ;
. . as well-—co N
societies. ntinuously - functioning

However, in order to deal with the tactics of the author under

consideration, it is necessary to di i i i
Is nec igress into a consideratio
nature of these institutions. m of the

o Democra(.:y,’ to have any definite meaning, is an arrangement
obta' c01§mumtys affairs so that the greatest number of individuals
ain the results they want from their association, and are satisfied.

_ Political democracy is the domain which is concerned with the
policies of such a community. This is the sphere of constitution
government and law. Policy is the specification of the results,
desired in their order of priority and of the principles to be ob-
served, which together indicate a general course of action.

Administration is the devising of techniques and putting them

into effect to attain the results i { i
0 t specified in accordan
principles laid down. ’ e with the

Representative or Parliamentary government is a system whereb
the people, as the sovereign body on policy, choose representatives tg
ensure that their—the electorate’s—policy is carried out. Representa-
uve government is not delegate government. The elected members to
parliament go, or should go, as representatives and not as delegates.

the ag;cils‘stthe_ British constitutic’m, the Sovereign is responsible for
e o mratmn ;)f the country’s affairs strictly in accordance with
permagent ents of the people’s representative. For this purpose 2
pe o organisation of public servants is maintained. They are

pposed to be chosen for their knowledge and experience to perform

MR. MACPHERSON’S FEUD 67

the duties allotted to them. The executives of this civil service are
expected to be experts in their own sphere of public administration,
and they are available to advise and serve the government in office.

The sovereign appoints a chief or Prime Minister, and on his
advice, other Ministers each with a functional responsibility, to assist
him in ensuring that administration of the nation’s affairs is carried
out in accordance with the requirements of the people as communi-
cated to Parliament by their representatives, and to be responsible
for ordering the conduct of Parliament and the public service to
that end.

It is axiomatic that the purpose—whatever the mechanism—
of a genuine democracy is the freedom of the individual. Therefore
“ that government is best which needs to govern least ?s that is to
say, which passes a minimum of laws, and under which the economic
and political life of the country is so arranged that, so far as possible,
it automatically yields the results that individuals want.

It is transparently plain that under our party system of Parlia-
mentary Government people are not getting the results they want, and
to an increasing degree are being subjected to centralised domina-
tion by the State with a consequent loss of freedom. Douglas pointed
out why this is happening; how the authority of the electorate over
policy has been filched from them by the power of the financial
monopoly which controls the economy; and how the policy of govern-
ments is dictated by this financal monopoly which dominates all parties
by its control of finance, and, therefore of party funds and the
instruments of publicity upon which parties depend for gaining
popular support.

He explained the principles and strategy of action by which the
electorate could regain their constitutional authority. This was simply
(1) to initiate policy by stating in specific terms the results they want,
(2) to elect only representatives who undertook to represent their
demands in Parliament and to insist on the government taking appro-
priate measures to obtain these, and (3) to keep the heat turned on
the representatives once they were elected to ensure they in turn
would keep the pressure on the cabinet ministers to the point of
forcing their resignations if necessary.

Douglas showed that by this means responsibility could be
brought to bear on the financial institutions for the disastrous con-
ditions which they are inflicting on the country. As they and they
alone are responsible for the institutions under their administration,
the government should insist that they reform their financial system
under threat of heavy penalties for failure or refusal to do so.

The mental processes by which Mr. Macpherson arrives at his
distorted interpretation of Douglas’s proposals for political reform,
would be inconceivable but for the fact that he was hell-bent on

“ making a case.”
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V.

3y Hav’l,ng, as he fondly imagines, for purposes of developing his

theory thproughly “discredited ” Douglas by the process of
thgroughly misrepresenting him, Mr. Macpherson proceeds to apply
this mispresentation of Social Credit to the Alberta scene, and, as
one might expect, with the same disregard for accuracy.

For example, in dealing with Aberhart’s handling of the 1935
election campaign, the reader is told on page 150: “Where the
Douglas economic theory was not distorted, it was narrowed into a
presentation of the cause and cure of the immediate problems.”

On page 154 he says, “In some matters, however, he [Mr.
Aberha’x;t] departed from the practice required by Douglas’s political
theory,” and continuing this theme on page 157 we read: “ These
are the most striking of the distortions of the Douglas economic
proposals which became prominent during Aberhart’s election cam-
paign. They are cited here not primarily as examples of Aberhart’s
mlsunderstandmg of Douglas’s basic economic ideas but as instances
of that emphasis on details and ° methods’ which appear as a de-

;;agtur; from the requirements of the Douglas political theory.” (Our
italics.

B All this leads up to this astonishing conclusion on page 159:

Apart from this curious interpretation of the experts and the people,
however, the social credit campaign may be said to have been con-
ducted as nearly as possible along the lines of the Douglas theory.”
(Again the italics are ours.)

After dealing with the first eighteen months in office of the
newly elected “ Social Credit” government, culminating in the so-
called “ insurgency ” within its ranks, the subsequent consolidation
of the Cabinet and Social Credit members under an agreement to
follow Douglas’s advice, and the disallowance by the Federal Govern-
ment of the enactments passed at the Special Session of the Legis-

lative Assembly in August, 1937, Mr. Macpherson returns to his
attack on Douglas.

His opening sentences are indicative of what follows: —

‘.‘ 'I:he extravagances of Douglas’s theory in this period merit
description as much for the light they throw on the fundamental
nature of social credit thinking as for their direct effect on the
Alberta movement. The political interpretations and proposals
of the 1940’, some grotesque and all bizarre, were perfectly
logical extensions of the original principles. ~ As such, they
reveal strikingly the quality, at once pathetic and vicious, dis-
cernible in social credit thinking from the beginning but made
obvious only when failure and despair brought it to the fore.”

After a jeering reference to the Local Obiecti i
he proserie: IS g ocal Objectives Campaign,
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“‘These atternpts to win public support on particular issues
followed the decline of interest in social credit as a universal
scheme of economic reform. Douglas admitted in 1937 that
social credit was “ on the down-grade, at any rate temporarily ”
and attributed this to the economic prosperity of the time. But
none of the campaigns stayed the disintegration of the English
movement.”

All this presumably is intended to warm up the reader for the
shocking revelation: “To unmask the world plotters thus became
Douglas’s over-ruling passion. He had no doubt who they were.
At the cenire were the leaders of World Jewry; the plot was a
relentless conspiracy against Christian civilisation.”

And after a Macphersonic summary of what he thinks his readers
should be told on this not quite nice subject (having no “ bees and
flowers ” parallel to draw upon) he states: —

“ The extravagance of Douglas’s conclusions should not be
allowed to obscure the logic of his position. It was, indeed,
logical in two senses. In the first place the existence of a world
plot was a logical and necessary deduction from his first
assumptions.

“In the second place, belief in and insistence on exposing
the plot was, by this time, the only logical course the English
social credit leadership could take. In view of the failure of all
its other efforts, a world plot was a necessary hypothesis for the
survival of the movement.

“To such straits was social credit thinking reduced. There
was no choice but to despair finally of the sanity of mankind
or to embrace a phantasy. And to such straits was the social
credit organisation reduced that nothing less than the sup-
position of a world plot would now justify its existence, excuse
its failure, and give it something further to do.”

However, Mr. Macpherson feels at this point that he has yet
to deliver his coup d’état. He proceeds towards this:—

“ Along with the world plot, complementary to it, and
following equally logically from Douglas’s first assumptions and
from the position to which the movement had been reduced,
went a remarkable extension of the Douglas theory of
democracy.

“ While there was still any hope that the people might be
awakened, by social credit propaganda, to a realisation that this
was their will, the principle that the majority had the right
to determine objectives was consistent with the more basic
Douglas concept of democracy as the realm of personal free-
dom. When this hope could scarcely be entertained any longer,
the right of the majority to determine policy had to be put
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aside, at least until some devices could be found to correct
the prevailing expression of majority will.”

“ The recasting of the Douglas theory of democracy began
as early as 1942. Emphasis was shifted from the validity of
the real will of the people back to the pre-eminence of individual
rights. Individual freedom and responsibility were declared to
be the essence of democracy to the exclusion of any other prin-
ciple. The individual was to be responsible for minding his
own business only.”

The italics have been inserted to emphasise that here is no
question of confusion, but deliberate and pre-meditated misrepresenta-
tion. Nowhere in Douglas’s writings could the author have found
justification for his spurious argument, least of all for the insertion
of the words in italics; their purpose is plain. But to the Marxian
there is no code of ethics in such matters. ‘The end justifies the
means.’

However, all this is leading up to an unleashing of fury against
the real object of the Macpherson spleen:

“ The culmination of this attack on the majority principle,”
he writes, “was the denunciation of the secret ballot, which
emerged plainly in English social credit literature in 1946, The
secret ballot made the expression of opinion anomymous and
irresponsible, and thereby contravened the first principle of
individual responsibility; it put * the rules of society . . . at the
mercy of an anonymous irresponsible and politically ignorant
vote.”

And he ends his attack with asking the reader to accept this
amazing conclusion: —

“ The campaign against the secret ballot, finally was a last
attempt to reverse the trend toward a collective welfare state
without denying democracy in name.”

As might be anticipated, the concluding section of the book is
devoted to blaming Douglas for the emergence of a Cabinet-dominated
Alberta Social Credit League as a political party organisation. We
are told: —

“The social credit government is indeed closer to the
orthodox pattern than to the U.F.A. ideal, both in its internal
party structure and in the cabinet domination of the legislature.
Yet the cabinet domination is not based on the usual exigencies
of the party system, for there is no effective alternative-party
system in operation. The cabinet’s dominance is, paradoxically,
based on the party’s belief that it is not a party but the bearer
of a new kind of democracy, and on its consequent submission

MR. MACPHERSON’S FEUD 71

to that station in life to which it pleased Douglas and Aberhart
to call it.”

Finally, having branded the people of Alberta, in the jargon
beloved of Marxists as petit-bourgeois and relegated them to the
status of a quasi-colonial society, (descriptions which are unlikely to
evoke long and enthusiastic applause from Alberta) Mr. Macpherson
unveils the Great Discovery into which his investigation has led him.
He tells us: — '

“But the Alberta government, except during the early
Territorial period, does not qualify as a fully non-party system.
Both the U.F.A. and Social Credit were parties, seeking the
support of a majority of voters on a party programme, even
though that programme included the aim of transcending party.
They stood for certain principles and for certain specific policies
in a way which makes their practice quite distinct from the
non-party muncipal government. The Alberta system cannot
therefore properly be described as a non-party system.”

And so he dubs it “a quasi-party system.”

We may confidently expect that despite the Marxian dialectic
which identifies it for what it is, this book about the emergence of
a quasi-party system in a quasi-colonial society by a quasi-political
economist will now become the standard text in the Canadian Univer-
sities for the study of “ Social Credit.”

L. D. BYRNE.

Although there is general understanding of the fact that the
war is the mechanism by which revolutionary changes are being
imposed upon society, it is probable that not many persons would
be able either to say what was the determinant of our pre-war civilisa-
tion, or, in consequence, what it is which distinguishes that with
which we are threatened from that with which we are familiar. With
every justification large numbers of the under-privileged associate
the miseries of the Armistice years with the fundamentals of the
system under which they suffered. That is the impression which the
Planners wish to convey, but it has no foundation in fact.  The
economic phenomena of the great depression were the result of con-
scious intention on the part of those concerned to wreck society,
and could have been avoided without any fundamental change.

—C. H, Douglas in The Brief for the Prosecution.
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