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NOTES OF THE WEEK.

The Budget.

The revenue surplus last year was £42 millions. Of
this £3 millions was apprﬁpriated for payment to
America and £8 millions for Sinking Fund, leaving a net
Surplus of £31 millions. This net surplus was appro-
g;’&?ﬁd for the reduction of outstanding Government

* * *
di Note the past tense. The surplus had already been
rﬁposed of when Mr. Neville Chamberlain, last Tuesday,
2Se to recite the provisions of the new Budget. Omit-
thg the £3 millions for America, the position is that
ee citizens of this country paid during the last financial
ZO a: £39 millions more than was expended on services
wt? lemPlated in the estimates for that year; and the
Ole sum was appropriated as above described.
Ed * *
ne;rvhe Popular Press, during the few weeks preceding the
of Budget, spoke of this surplus as if it were a fund
Money out of which the Chancellor was to grant relief
C\as if he Were going to repay to taxpayers the over-
:Slgje which had been levied on them last year.
colly ng of the sort. The overcharge had already been
Ted by the holders of Government debt.
o * * *
Budget Week,”” as one newspaper acclaimed it, is

| Sellor op 1,

:;lly the ““ Bankers’ Flag Week,” with the one differ-
ee that you don’t have to buy the little flags, you get
st for nothing, And the reason is that they bear a
San which every citizen is expected to wear on his
mll:"“ much as he might a red, black, green or other-
thi .“"ed’ shirt or uniform. The slogan is something like
(i Be done with Bleak Bygones!—Forward with
soldj E."P(’-ctaﬁons! " And so everyone becomes a
shi rter 0 the political army of the Don’t-Look-Back-
Movement, and falls in on foot behind the Chan-
orseback, who leads a grand march past the
England where the Financial Monarch of the
M takes the salute.

Wh ® * *
Star O‘f“ are their “ Great Expectations ''?—to what
i the hh°Pe are they to hitch their empty purses? It
Ope that they will be able to pay enough money

ﬁ‘;:,“ of

to the Treasury in the current year to buy the relief
now to be given them during the current year, and if
possible to provide the Treasury with another surplus.
If they fail —if next April there is a Budget deficit—then
the present gift of relief will automatically and restrospec-
tively become a loaw of relief and will have to be
repaid in the ensuing financial year. A Budget deficit
is a taxpayers’.surplus; but, whereas a Budget surplus
does not go back to the overcharged taxpayers who pro-
vided it, a taxpayers’ surplus has to go back to the
Moneylenders who advanced it. It is only the under-
charging of taxpayers that must be rectified afterwards.
If overcharging, their duty is to ‘‘ remember not past
years,”” as Mr. Norman'’s favourite hymn puts it.
* * *

To the average dupe of the dope-Press this reflection
will sound superficial and nonsensical. This is to be
expected. In the first place, as Emerson remarked,
‘* nothing surprises like common-sense ’’; and in the
second, the miseducation disseminated by newspapers
and politicians makes the unfamiliarity of any idea and
doctrine the criterion of its worthlessness in the judgment
of the public. The unsophisticated Dubb Dynasty—
whether represented by Lord Dubb, Sir Henry Dubb,
Mr. Henry Dubb, or even the suspicious Comrade Dubb
—all hold a picture of communal debts and deficits as
representing out-of-pocket loans by private persons, and
the liquidation of such debts and deficits as reflecting
into-pocket repayments to those private persons. Com-
rade Dubb would quarrel with his more august name-
sakes as to whether the lenders should receive their
money back (““They can afford to lose it,” he might
say) but even he, like the rest of the dynasty, assumes
the existence of the aforesaid private persons and the
private pockets, and is in fact obliged to in order to
account for the phenomenon of debt. We concede that
this is an easy delusion into which people can be led
because all money does appear to come out of private
pockets. = i «

Most of our readers, particularl male readers, are
familiar with certain types of lightyovercnats, (t‘lz? ;dert
pockets of which are so designed that the wearer can
not only reach the overcoat pockets throngh the outer
apertures, but can also reach past them to his trousers
pockets through the same apertures.  The wearer o.f
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overcoat could therefore draw money out of
il‘ighaggrture without an observer being able to tell
whether it came out of his overcoat-pocket or his trou-
sers-pocket. If we suppose that the wearer kept his
own earned money in his trousers-pocket, and borrowed
money in his overcoat-pocket, then an observer who
saw him draw money through the aperture and le:nd
it to another person (or buy a Government bonq with
it) would not know whether the lent money was an
original loan out of earnings or a proxy-loan out of bor-
Towings. So far it would not matter much, because the
observer could say that if it.“{ere a proxy-loan it would
still be, or represent, an original loan out of the earn-
ings of some person somewhere, and that the money
repaying the loan would find its way back sooner or
later into the trousers-pocket whence it originally
came. In general terms, and picturing. the lending-
classes of the community as the man-in-the-overcoat
(proxy-loans therefore being eliminated) then all the
money coming out of the aperture would represent, to
a hypothetical onlooker, money from the trousers-
pocket where earnings were: kept.
& * *

Now this is what the Dubb dynasty would conclude
about the £39 millions Budget surplus which has gone
to the reduction of debt. They would say: ‘“ As the

the lenders’ overcoat-pocket-
apertures was taken from their trousers-pockets, then
the money that goes back through the same apertures
must be going back into their trousers-pockets.”” And
such would be the case if the lending and borrowing
transactions of a country were carried out with a definite

ney in the personal ownership
of the community.,

* * *

But directly the facts about bank-finance are realised
he case is entirely different, Readers of this journal
are only too familiar with the system on which the
War Loans were financed, and they will understand
what is meant when We say that the money raised by
the Government came out of the overcoat-pockets of

er having been in their
trousers-pockets.  The slickn

deceived the eye; for as read
the overcoats, it is possible fo

the external visible aperture. That
is how the bankers worked the trick, They said to the

| : ‘ man-in-the-overcoat: ‘¢ Here: we’ll
Just slip this wad of

. 90 NEW money into your overcoat-
pocket from the inside, Nobody can see what we are
doing. Now then, go along to where people are watch-
g, and let them see you take the money
the visible aperture, and lend it to the Chancellor of
the Exchequer. Everybody will believe it comes out of
your trousers-pocket,”’ at is what the lenders
did. Since then, Uup to to-day, whenever money has been
Tepaid to the man-in-the-overcoat, his friend the banker
has been on the spot with hanq again plunged insjde
the overcoat, this time to pick out of the pocket the
Tépaid money which has entered through the external
If the taxpayer who puts it there were to
i of simply dro in
nd himself shgging
of experience gives

it through the aperture, he would §

the hand of banker—if that sort
him a thri]),

In August, 1914,
]I[noney in_existence,
2,000 millions, > Substantially right to sa
that the difference of £3,100 millions was p};ke% througﬂ
the overcoat like Alice through t i

and that may be why we have since been enjoying the
marvellous experience of turning the corners of the

corners of Prosperadversity in the bankers’ economic
wonderland.

# &

.

£
The figure of £1,100 millions use
tration g

-

d in the above illus-
0¢s not, of course, measyre the actual amount

] e actual
of new money lent by proxy as descnbetril.t ‘513111 it
amount was the sum of the Gove{n{!les This figure
War Loans, namely about £6,000 million - 1) Tepay
registered new National Debt, which was (measur od the
able by the public. The £1,7100 mxulogsd e
balance (of the £6,000 millions) Whlclill ao-nmunity 5
paid to the banks. This means that the £C 19 oo millions
had and lost the handling of aboutb ‘til o the
which had all returned to the banks ¥1andling of only
war, and were left thereafter with the e
the odd {1,700 millions extra money ?ul & quote here
millions of extra debt. It will be use

en the
the figures of @/l money and all debé- 3 Vg:ﬁonal Debt
began the people of this country v}l?ch they had
of about £700 millions, against whi When the :l'ﬂaf
handling of £goo millions of money. 000

t ?
ended they had a National Deb§l thzggl‘; ng£7of £z,ogg
lions, against which they had the | debt-charge .
millions. At 5 per centl.d t}?:‘,/ :g’;:: about 4 pex.cent
the tax 1s in 1914 would h: ; same
ofethz\rslglzy theygw?ere handling, while the A good

cent. 4
In 1918 would have been apoutt) 1t7f01;egur R resent I;“‘a
deal might be said about this, bu o

int lic
pose it will be sufficient for us fo cpr‘::es to the P"’lb of
relatively infinitesimal ‘‘ relief acb the reducti© £39
by the saving of interest effected yriaﬁon of the ani-
debt carried out through the aPP%"’PI 933-34: Reg.;,cial
million surplus wrung out of the“l‘( lgwledge of th:h )
tion of this depends of course on :111 supposed: © " he
Credit analysis. If, as is commo t}(,e investors D oart
millions had gone back to priva that these ﬂffvou]d
handled again by them, then, seeing 598 whole before
of the cof.nmuni'ty, the commumtyt handle 3 “ihat
have the same amount of monei]h;) future. lzzng off
with a lower debt-charge to mee that the pat mmuch
is not 'so. It is roughly true to Sayblic with 2% 9 by
of the {39 millions has left the public Wi verifiel e,
less money to handle. The tfu"%v(;aﬁnow, or 1% xtra
reference to financial statistics. ¢ {300, ooo,oggc uriﬂé
that latterly thclaﬂ banksthhizegh ]:lL:eir buying of ad 138
money into circulation thr ing, etc:)s. 5
and g,dvancing of credits (for housmng £ their ha ver

; istical evidence © 9
would wipe out any statistical ¢ tion ¢ del
withdrawn £39,000,000 from cu'c.“l':l:,vercha.rge ent h:g
taxation. The appropriation of ﬂ;;sthe Goverr’’ mpﬂu i
reduction has the same effect as ¢ and had %55, ¢
raised a forced loan during that }i’fa 3 WQ“J estmel
every taxpayer to subscribe to margin for n exver
very well for people who had a ent!

they

. er e
and to whom it was immaterial ;hetgm anatsifap 2
dividends from the Governmfﬂ:to & vhom,ar; be
prise; but as for others, mos by day, it
for pennies to pay their way haty they S
ridiculous idea to suppose t ad to-day to % ey Wi ee?
benefit in paying down a poun afterwards: ¥ °pas | m B
a year hence and every year o good th“‘g.ng hi et
Is just as ridiculous to hold thab overct“arg‘next Vinis
done to the average taxpayer of%’ a shillPg
pound to-day and letting him two in the caust
A pound in the hand is worth clumsy, P
forced-loan parallel may S:liima Goverast 01
someone might say, sho But there 182 1,gito o
money to get out of debt? BUt LT ne ¥
ence between a debtor who can ent and Ze.
wait his convenience as to fePayThcy Chooﬁve
to pay up at any moment that. represeﬂta to T
ingly it would be a reief to any e,y

ment at any time to boITOWth :t the

bankers in spite of the fact the Goyern™ o, s
would remain unaltered. For f sudden aco%" 0
pursue its course without fear oha e its cO¥ accordl
financial resources, and could s uger than

to the desires of the people ra it 0%
those of ﬁnancxers.. 3 .t 2 this‘Agd ‘fq‘d
But the British Government cann®

i Of them'lic th’m 0‘
too much to the bankers to get ql‘t‘; 4 puw%y/bo
if not, it would have to rev nd

. m, &
that it wanted to get quit of the
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Wwhich disclosures would be (in the eyes of the b:%nkers)
breaches of the Official Secrets Act, or, shall we say,
breaches of Privilege. i
¥ . i t that
Our hypothetical objector could here point ou
the GoveryIl)lment is not in any danger of t;(ti‘mg h:fld t‘fl{;‘)
\nexpectedly by its creditors—that holders A
ational Debt cannot demand their principal back, S
have to wait until definite statutory dates to reg;aher
interest, Agreed; but the hold-up comes from a_nd =
duarter_from people who can demand their prin I;l »
back, that is, the banks and financial mstxtutxor(lis rwfor
Provide the Ways and Means A_dvances aqd t(;rlll 3 e
the Treasury Bills which constitute what is Ch eknow
. floating debt.” How few people there are “éh ) e
that the Government owes more money to tla fﬂ}llé
O short-term or no-term conditions than the tot; t;( i
udget estimates, and how few of those w}fwthac; i
ave thought of the political implications o e
ion, in which, as the Financial Times once shalle, o
men at the top are able to “ destrqy thl’i who 2o
o Government finance ”’ by stopping 'ddfvan'cnstance
Otherwise calling in the floating debt. It IS,d O)rrlnake e
fough this power that they can (as they do P
overnment hand over Budget surpluses to re e
hey could swallow (and probably‘have.donet) oficag
Millions that we have been discussing \v:thophl;_l gne
I, and without any of the public doing so t;:t g ey
Money has been ““'sunk without trace,”” as the
Used to say.

The Building of Debt.

o
The process of building up the War ch}) can E;:illllit)ur;s
trated in principle by supposing that the £.-'0%0 in, say
fised by the Government had been prowded ;t‘ even
ten equa) instalments of £600 thxon§'.an, 1d allow
Mteryals spread over the war-period. This “out before
of the Government’s expending one mstalmenv b
l'aising the next. If the first instalment was ney Airsghek
freated by the banks then when_the Goverﬂﬂoney in
rsed it ‘there would be £600 millions mor% <ig
Circulation, So, as an arithmetical proposi lovi'de the
Would be enpueh extra money about fo pro eded to
S€ond instalment when the Government nit could
Raise it. 1n theory, therefore, the Govem?']xfxes over.
ave handled the same £600 millions ten ti by £600
L .30, on each circuit the War Delgt would rlse]d)be no
Milljong, while, during each circuit t{:ﬁ:..snwogf at the
.°Te than the {600 millions in circuls = 0
nd of the tgnté circuit (the end of the war) tfh(:n g:gy
Millions wag repaid to the banks the amotxnt]? fore the
in Circulation would fall back to what it was ece from
oI Started, That would mean that the o to fin-
Which the Government had been raising moneﬁ would
1% new war-costs would now be dried uPl' er raise
mean that the Government could noh o\?vgar Debt.
fhoney to repay existing war-costs; that is, t - what you
If 5 well has run dry it makes no d,ﬁeren(.?:f : ou {)ro-
Want water for: the well remains dpgv z
8¢ 10 pour back the water you draw up!

The Bank-Cost of the War. faid Ak
Now, Wwithin the frame of reference hers (i;irst con-
Yhat woulq be the money-cost of the war? ey 4
Slder ' the position of the banks on the one han} Byl
Public o the other. The total amount Of'lln';lls issued
at ich they put out would be the £600 mi t])e the total
& the beginning of the war; and that would S atRa)-
205t of the war so far as the banks were C(z’lt the end
ool Which the return of the £6oo millions
Wwipe out. ‘
i ¥ v, t the end of
Al)plying this to the actual snuatmn-éft e fits
e War, one feature in which it departs 1o 1018 than
i¥ tha there was more money in circulation in then it
& 1y, Call the extra money £1,000 mlglo\?;:nmunt's
pould, theory, have come about by the Oil]ionq Bk
h&ving fized fom the publio, ot £000 2100 millions.
50 rillions of 5 time while disbursing 4

v uld have to borrow a
do that the Government wo !

gx:zsh 2{100 millions from the banks each time. ﬂ{n that
case the banks’ books would show loa'ns. to the 5111m
of £600 millions, plus nine U?E £100 S{lillé%l:séazizz? 316

5 illi inst which they wo 5
St In that case the cost of

millions at the end of the war. 1
Id be the balance, name; y
the war to the banks would b o Zecly

illi As an arithmetical propos
e the public would
recoverable cost, because public .
l‘:: lggngfinag extra money to the same sum. f’Ir‘ue atz;]te
standing money-costfoih the \:ra.r a(;1]50 ud;fitrllréctto ozg dhe
ostings o e war a i

;ficlfigﬁf 'fvouldg be £I'000\V’Eil}l;ons_athe ntc)laxtllll{:;t “C/g:ﬂg

ximum  sum / L
bf sti};j zla;\the Government to raise frorq the ;f:lxbhc,
: am'ell 3’5 being the maximum sum the public could pay
el case. The recorded addltanal debt of £5,oor€

m'lla'gr}l,s would be no concern of theirs, for it would (rllo
{)nel ;wing to them, it would be a l?'ebt of ttaxii%:fr:thg:
31 zing system o Y

to other taxpayers O;Italde t};e ban 12" ys ;
1 i iffer from the as-
ture in which the facts differ .

An?' tl:]esr if:athe illustration is that the banks did not
S$3p Lone initial Toan out to be handled ten t1fnesd oved:
lv.a‘tfle Government and the public; they r(;co;/’er; 1%20
xl')ey lent the money themselves. ul'I;hey ::vguiltd LIrtl b

il Government wo spe A 1
mxllxo?;.d i’fshivavo back to the banks through ﬁttaxgs,
th_eng : rofit dufies, and re-investments ofI pro smg
c‘\c%fc{)ors Not all of it, but a great dea _t“;fS(}éoo
e e e

illic lting in the outs! { 4
r}“”I(mlS’ atc}lmsd;secsruibedgas being in circulation at the :avt:l(;
lxon; atr(ilthy eriod. The net result, it will be s;;;:_n, i
& Cmee as 1pf the banks had lent only £Ioodrp| m’rll‘hus
thelséuncture and had left every loan outst:;n ing. el
e;}c L in come to the £1,000 millions as tkle max
;(:s;giln money-cost of the war to the banks.

Public Ownership of Credit.

i f
that apart from the question o
i 5110;1}112 rz%r:gfegqujvalen% to this money-cost 1(5i rg;
whether] there is the question of whether it ne_?here
e S' nd v\\'ho has the right to decide lt.th Al
recovere ,“a common agreement to-day th::lt ‘ema“
5 pr-nf"twa» f‘{xe property of the public. Fundame thi
i ;ch v credits by banks to the public (bll.'&: the
e net\) are loans to the public by the public; o
(J(?wm.menthat the costs built up on suchbloa?‘s‘a A
this xgua"tso the public by the public—a duht WSSlCLl i
i ueould extinguish by transfcmngdtferaemng .
Futl;i][lictvcto an eternal suspense account and 1orgl
iability

i ial * Costings.”
Bank ¢ Costs” and Industria

i asible as well as
T e ok r:ffd(irtﬁl bues fl'\e:;lders. consisted of
logical if [!w»-g:,l:)léf;nts?déred as borrowers. -hudll l]:n;;
the same 13?1’:- ).n‘on in the foregoing analysis; and ik
been _thc .?}Ebum([ion that we arrive at the cpnclns:or_ulr g
on this assump rar-cost cannot exceed the £1,000 mi 1onf
e ‘]‘ation But the public can only hl.',”C.()l'l‘
sl Amra;itv to. the extent that the £1,000 mi mns'
e ‘ulaiion and is potentially divisible ':_u_nm']g[
is out I _circu e not a unity as concerns the addllmgl.}‘
them. U}?‘_)rl;lcu. Whereas we can say that the pvuﬂlu.
£5,900 T lowih £1,000 millions as bankers \\:1br~<fn.;h>1.
are a unity o ﬁ\al they are a duality in respect of the
we have t(_J"?“Yg representing -industrial \v:xr-t:f)s‘nng.s.]
o c;?sltl{nction here made between costs :u;'(
Noto t!w ““ costs ’ measure the total amount D.f‘bafl'\;
ms“”gé: rnable by the public as a whole: ' fDStl}]gs..
money 1¢ lilﬁctivc accounting record of prices (of war
e rising out of’thc transfers of the bank-
material, etc.’) ﬂrcmnmblc by one section of the public
money, aud erecoqs "’ represent money being handled:
% another, do not. “ Costings "' represent, to use the
‘“ costings flation of ““ cost.” To put it another way,
Q) m) :'lccord% of disbursements with no recover-
e a‘rc in circu.lation to offset them, and 1n'lh;1_t re-
nblitl?:'gtgnnlogous to such a thing as money in cireu-
spec
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lation without goods being on offer against it. So we
can tabulate the new Debt created during the war as
follows:

Costs

£1,000 millions.
Costings

£5,000 millions.

Total £6,000 millions.
This gives a cost-inflation ratio of T : 6

¥ Costings-Debt the Inflation of Cost.

It can be assumed for the sake of argument that the

£1,000 millions is the banks’ own money which they are
entitled to receive back. Whether this is so or not is of
no consequence to the point which we now raise. It is
this. TIf (omitting the thousands of millions) the issue.
of £1 by the banks creates a debt of £6, why should not
the repayment of f1 to the banks extinguish the debt
of £62 What is there in the gearing mechanism between
bankers’ costs and industrial costings (as defined)
which explains why, when working backwards, it does
not undo at equal rate or in equal measure that which
it did when working forwards? If the {1 is paid back
there remains a debt of £5. If such a thing had taken
place at the end of the war the people of this country
would have been left with the £goo millions of money
which they had when the National Debt was {700 mil-
lions, but now having to support a National Debt of
(£7,000 millions less the £1,100 millions paid off,
namely) £5,900 millions—an addition of £5,200 mil-
lions to pre-war debt without any addition to pre-war
money—{5,200 millions of ‘‘ costings ”’ inscribed on
pieces of paper called bonds, and representing nothing
more than the legal right of the holders to receive some.
thing that neither they themselves nor the rest of the
public have got, namely, the money.

True Costs and Fraudulent Costings.

The general answer to the puzzle is simple. It is that
when £1 in new credit is lent by the banks and disbursed
by the borrower it creates a new cost on the one hand
and adds to the public’s stock of money on the other.
But when the {1 is repaid to the banks it does not destroy
the new cost, yet it diminishes the public’s stock of
mone’)‘l. Ir} other words, the new ‘‘ cost '’ remains as a
new “ costing.”’ The banks’ loan is a recoverable dis-
bursement, for it provides the money to be recovered
(per .'\1cKcrma and other authorities). But the bor-
tower's repayment is not a recoverable disbursement,
for it destroys the money which he expects to recover.
(Same authorities.) The honest cost is defrayed by the
gorrower, who thereby acquires the proprietorship of a
; audulent costing. These are extreme statements made
or the purpose of clarifying the meaning of the trans-
_achonsf. They need qualification to this extent, that
I So 1ar as repayments of bank-loans represent the
Kgcgzgsr&)cfﬁsgxllez fLo pxtivattra3 con}slumers they do represent

costs. But the fact that a i
g(f) gﬁﬁ%?:ya;?&?g to th% ba(;nks comes from It)]rq(:zps(;rltel%%
1S subordinate, in this context,
;)l;'f)cfezidtsm?:oa Proportion of the money does not, bf:;
within indusnl; ﬁg:&?ﬁ;tl%l;zdubfmeen ]organisations
M y a 8 ucts i i
Ings, etc.) which have not bheen solc(lnt!gcg:!‘;?rr'xe?smld.

Labour-Displacement and Cost-Inflation.

The measure of this second roportio

stated with exactitude: but an id%a gf its rcllinssr?;g;s 11?3
these days can be derived from observation of the rat

at Whlcl‘] machme:s are replacing men in a]] branches o(;
¢conomic enterprise. The shifting of the burden of
labour from men to machines involves a shifting of
wages from the purse of the man to the account of the
machine, and a diversion of money from the consump-
fion market to the machinery, etc., market (with tl’ln)e
nvestment market behind it). Hence a less and less
Proportion of the money flowing into the banks as loan-
repayments destroys costs, ang a greater and greater

Proportion converts, as we say, true costs into fraudulent
costings.

This process of man-displacement was nec:::ﬁg
speeded up during the war when the men wemee i
in the army, and nobody need seek further to s “Ho \j’d
at the end of the war, the total of war-Costngs > the
have raced so far ahead of the money-Tesources
public.

Investments in War Loan. o
We will next turn to inquire whether ;}t]lfl gg o
created by the existence of these war—coblem o
have been avoided. The size of the prOd f rovente
measured by the fact that out of the totalFBu xg s, 10
to be raised this year, namely, about £700 ed

15 ~third, is D€
less than f224 millions, or nearly one :ngs-sel-
for debt-sérviﬁe, or, as we may call it, for Cosngtsi-" Ho

e
vice. If this service did not need t(l)dbe prov
the Chancellor of the Exchequer cou
give such relief) abolish Income Tax
have five millions left.
* * # 1od 10
titled
We begin by pointing out that the peoplfe t‘}?:! public:

to
if he chose
a(ltogether aﬂd

interest on War Debt are a sectiont g’,ﬁg ((l)oesn’t_mat'z‘t
Who these people are at the presen roceive

for the moment. The original rights t0 T€0 % ye
were acquired by purchase with ne‘icﬁldﬁ i 0"’;
the banks. The banks bought War (t) d group of the
account, and they lent money to 2 seleihe ! ch
clients for the same purpose. SIace the
for the accommodation was less tha?1 aforesaif
rate of dividend, needless to say the ma
patronised the Loans good and strong: - :
income in return for the loan of their I What's lnfor
rade Dubb,” who is disposed to asl "ot SO
name? *’ might say that these peopie £9% '%
nothing. So they did from _thelrh.
but from the banks’ point of VieW t lthem
of the greatest value, for it enablec}h e
fact that they were financing the Wio

False Costings and Worthless #

Now, every Dick, Tom, O Hsrfy llrr:d his “axgblige
would have been only too please ‘1)(5 s t
these terms. But obviously the Za?)anks were tll?o“ght
them and preserve secrecy- 3 1ittle an

for stalkingl-)horses—people who talked llitct;l aiffictlty dy
less. There would have been 00 t€¢ Jetting V2 g
breach of sound banking methods lI:,e pment ¢ cotld
in, because the banks held the ?0 A dustm®® Ang
bought with the money they lent. el as 2 duk in, &2
have ‘“ covered ' his loan just as ;;een allowed en uf
now suppose that everybody had 00 millions F56 £ g
that the first War-Loan had been s, in the néleif 131
by the public, say 2o million citizens, X g
each. Leaving out of account O dage-T8

comes, it is clear that at a flat Polflm Gove!
holder would have to pa%,iotr? the

the same amount in taxatl ot
ceive ineinterest. Collectively t.}r'e\);{ra‘; Bonds:
settle for the war by burning thel ¢ Hou
Gavin Simonds pointed out lm S, 8
the final Appeal in the Water 0"‘[’1 favour
made out by a person in his OWT ould
worth ”’—and of what greater W he holder
Bond in circumstances in W ich . uld 10
the interest to himself2 ~He W o
for it, nor woulduhe lt)e ]?r?éewti?
This conclusion falls into_ me
about costings, be;)clau_se 1; nI'(I)ClilP?:S;ou wrc:uld
mately irrecoverable 11 : u o
ﬁ:d t)i,tles to recover them Ult“?;a;ﬁg{l titles ;-eof Iﬂonat'
principle. On the other hand, ! the exiSteane i os“"
“ costs *’ (by definition implying ¢ them to ol

to offset them) you would eXPc:_:S taxa@
able. Coming to practical mattel ties
adjusted to the different Capac:u, able it w
taxes that if the figures were aéebt do P2
that the people holding war- i 8
interest through the Exchequer

o
st

onds-
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Debt-Service and Debt-Sanctity.

But the bulk of holdings are not in the hands of
people, who might, collectively and hypothetically, dis-
cover that their taxes on account of War Debt were
Practically equal to their incomes from holding it: they
are in the hands of financial institutions who are not
Particularly concerned with what they make or lose in
that way, but are deeply concerned to magnlain the
Imposition of Debt-Service charges because this symbol-
ises the assumed reality and recoverability of the mass
of fraudulent costings now masquerading as War Debt.
This motivation peeps through their policy—expressed
through Government policy—of implacable hostility to
S}ates which repudiate debt, and of generous co-opera-
tion with those which acknowledge debt.  Whether
they, | pay or not is nothing; but whether
they say:™ ““ We won't pay,” or: ‘* We can't pay " is
everything. As an instance, when Mr. Lang, as Premier
of New South Wales, suspended payments on account
of State Debts to Britain, the bankers threw the Com-
monwealth into turmoil until the Federal Government
Testored the situation by accepting responsibility for
Mr. Lang’s obligations; and when that was done—when

r. Lang’s “T won’t pay’’ was drowned beneath
.- United Australia’s ** strident declaration to the world:

e will pay,” Mr. Thomas gets up in the House and

lets Australia off paying a lot more money than s}}e
had agreed to pay on account of Mr. Lang. Australia
made a profit on the double-deal. A statesman who
Publicly repudiates debt is assumed to be ready with a
moral reason for his attitude. It may consist in point-
Ing out the hardship on his countrymen, or qnfaxrness
about the size of the debt or the interest on it. Such
Teasoning leads nowhere in particular, and in itself does
ot embarrass the bankers. But the opening up of
debates on debts from a moral standpoint might lead to
WMwvestigations into the technical construction of debts, a
nger from the bankers’ point of view, because when
at is pursued it reveals that most ostensible owners of
debt are stalking-horses for bankers as described previ-
OUSIY; Any statesman would feel that default was ]ustl-f

1 in respect of an onerous debt the repayment o
Which would benefit no one.

The Committee of Privileges.
The reference of Mr. Winston Churchill’s allegations
against Sir Samuel Hoare and Lord Derby in the House
°n April 16 to the Committee of Privileges will probably
cause issues of particular interest to members of the Social
Tedit Movement. Those who wish to follow the matter
Up would be interested to read an ar.ticle by Ant}lpny
nn in the Evening Standard of April 19 (last edm&x;,
Page 7). 1In that article he runs over the history of this
Ommiftee and explains some of its functions. anx(i
€ges are enjoyed by (a) both Houses of Parliament an
individual members of those Houses. The indivi-
ual Ministers and members are protected in their ;;‘er-
Sons, independence, and dignity. ~ Specifically, they
tjoy freedom of speech, access to the Royal person.
and freedom from arrest during session. Mr. Wmtx_l‘
Mentions incidentally that the risk of arrest was praci
YV eliminated by the enactment abolishing 1mp_n:ﬁn’
ent for debt in 1869. He remarks, parenthetically,
t although the present generation of parhamgntalx’rlat
Mgy be *“ fools '’ they contain fewer ‘' potential ban
TUPts.” This obiter dictum may be worth following up
ORe of these days.
E * * *
zven from these few hints readers Wi :
the real politics of finance will have no difficulty in sec-
& who are the present beneficiaries of the mstm;uon
Onge get up to protect Parliament and its members from
SXternal autocratic interference. Like most other ull-
“tutions, it began by fulfilling what was an obviously
heal. y function, and now persists after the occasions
OF its’ exercise have disappeared, or, to be accurate, .;xge
PoPlllarly supposed to have disappeared. From hi
Point of view of the Social Credit analysis onc mig

who understand

Unost say that interferences with the prerogatives of

representative government, which once occurred only at
long intervals, are to-day in continuous operation. For
example, anybody w