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NOTES OF THE WEEK.
The Tithe Bill.

ﬁtl(l)e ur last extended commentary on the subject of
first S Was in THE New AGE of August 24, 1933, in the
section of the *“ notes ” headed *“ The Tithe War."”

a :e comments now following, although not written as
irec(tl‘u €l to the earlier ones, will gain in weight and
are lilioil if read in the light of them; and readers who
are ree y to be participants in the controversy on tithes
commended to examine the two series together.
issués for- th.e benefit of those who have filed earlier
HE N We cite an editorial article which appeared in
EW AGE of May 28, 1931, under the title of * The

aSsing of Anglicanism,
& #* t ]

luzzaﬁdémte the general background set up by the
to proVeethamcle we may explain that it was written
el at the Church had become, in the eyes of
croachm,;;t a redundant institution in view of the en-
uthoritaty o ﬂ,le‘ Press and the B.B.C. on the field gf
Tedungap e rel’@}OUs education. We showed that this
of ﬁnanci?; Wa s, in the eyes of the banks, also a matter
YeQuired relipi extravagance '—that insofar as they
and wirele 'glous instruction given, newspaper:artxcles
T chea ss-talks were more efficient than pulpits, and
act waspgr.. We showed, too, how the logic of this
Dolitj €ing made manifest in the pattern of their
1tica] policy.,
£ * *

The T
tw, e :r“he War which we discussed last August, i.e.,
poucyy Ca,}sh SUl?Sequer‘ltly, was a new reaction to that
Cusg, xs iy ¢ Tithe Bill, which we now proceed to dis-
Poseq one bankers’_ proposed treaty of peace to be im-
0 reyi .the.\V&nmg tithe-owners and tithe-payers.
leagyy, “Wing its provisions we shall rely on the first
Tit, %Tt.’.c’e in The Times of April 24, entitled, ** The
that anf 11 _ We particularly advise readers to consult
l"“Stratlc e in full', as every sentence in it confirms or
Wsing €S the various arguments which we have been
the - the commentaries to which we have just given

Teferences,

Forecast and Sequel.
Last August we wrote (THE NEw AGE, August 24,

1033, page 196):
‘.. . the practical implication . . . is that the
farmers’ leaders should 7efuse to be party to any
settlement (original italics) however °fair’ as be-
tween themselves and the tithe-owners. ~We will
bet that among the notabilities who are offering
friendly mediation to the heads a&the Tithepayers’
Association is at least one gentleman in the proverbial
striped trousers of the banking profession, the object
of whose policy is to buy a perpetual mortgage on
every farmer (italics now inserted for a reason to
follow) at the price of granting him temporary relicf
from a burden which, in any case, the farmer cannot
bear, and which the powers of the law are unable to
make him bear. Look at the position. The farmer
owes the tithe-owners, say, £7. He can only pay,
say, £3. Along comes the banker and says:  Now
let us reason together. The tithe-owner ought to
come down a bit. If I get him to call the charge
£5 and buy him out on that basis, will you agree

to pay £5 to the Government? " "’
e farmers should

We said of such a proposition that th

not give their consent to it—that they should leave ?he
proposers with the whole responsibility for enforcing
it if they chose to do so. The present Bill embodls
the principles of such a proposition, and comes wtr:h'e
near to reproducing the methods we de'smjlblﬂl lu(,:re 5
above hypothetical interview. As 0 principle, &t

what The Times says: b Wl
“ The Bill is based on the assumptions that & .
must continue to be paid, and that it must co'!t]mll)?.l(’i
to be paid by the landowners who now pay 1,
with such modifications that payment will not cause
hardship.”’
Then as to provisions:

1. The tithe-payer ‘‘shall not pay unless
value of his land as assessed to income-
Schedule B largely exceeds the amoun
fithe: ... " "

2. ““ The tithe-owners . . . obtain permission to
collect tithe as a personal debt due to them, which
can be enforced against the titllc‘-ft,z'yor instead of,

as at present, only against the land.””  (Our italics.)

the annual
tax under
t of the
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Here are our words come true—‘‘ a perpetual mortgage
on every farmer.” Also the offer made in the imagin-
ary interview we described is closely copied in the pro-
visions of the Bill. Through them it is as if our
hypothetical banker made the following proposition to
the tithe-payers, regarded as one man:

““ Look here, your present tithe-dues are {7, and
your present assessment for income-tax is fro.
Your assessment exceeds the tithe-dues by £3. That
excess is not quite enough to allow you to live com-
fortably. I will therefore knock 5 per cent. off the
£7, making it £6 13s. Your excess will then be
£3 7s. instead of £3, and at that figure you ought to
get on all right. But one good turn deserves another.
It isn’t an onerous one to grant. It is that instead of
there being a tithe-charge of [7 'leviable on your
land, there shall be a tax of £6 13s. leviable upon
your person. This is merely a formality—just a
change in the basis of the charge from the land to
yourself. What do you say?

In short the banker is proposing, as we said, ‘‘ to buy
a perpetual mortgage on the fagner at the price of
granting him temporary relief. . . ® A critic may say:
g Y‘,es,,’ blf\t yolér fgrecast fails on the word 3
ary. Agreed: but it need not. There i -
antee that the farmer will long enjoy the belsefrilgia%ujsre
of the 7s., and, in fact, any competent writer on Social
Credit could construct a strong case for the Pproposition
that the ultimate consequences of this concession could
a}nd will tend to, deprive him of this gain. The Tt'me;
itself affords certain material for establishing such a
case. It recognises that the farmers are at the mercy
?}flepréces, and that the tithe-problem is linked up with
overnment’s succ ise i i
problem of agricultural e;—ic‘:eg. ftsi s g e

‘ tempor-

Another Inquiry?

The smallness of the remission in
he si € the above hypo-
?itlzlal ﬁmtemew, namely 5 per cent., is justified byyxt)]?e
bc ual figures. The Times says that the total relief to
e granted would be about £170,000 a year upon a total

g;gffnt payment of £3,000,000 a year, i.e., 5.66 per

Defending the
remarks:

e Someone must pay the equivalent ithe 1

institutions which the payn?ent of ti(t)lfxeh t:te gr:e}sue)rsl(;
Qs'x:ppgfrtihare not to cease.”

uite, if the assumption be granted
supporting such institutions gz;.t presertxlzartmtxhsf ;?)f;l: - ot
of a fixed collective sum of money in the pockets of (t)lu
people at present. But this assumption can be d'le
proved; and every person dissatisfied with the BE-
whether as payer of tithes or recipient of payme: ts
therefrom, must make it his first business to chilnl'l n"
it, or else he will default on the moral aspect ofe nl'fi(;
case. It does not matter that he cannot sustain th
argument to the finish: for others can; and what he
has to do is to insist with all his influence on o enine
that issue for debate by those who are competle}znt tg
conduct it against the banking classes who are backin0
the Bill. On this matter The Times has gotin a cha.l{’j
lenge first.  After saying that tithes and prices a
parts ‘o’} ;\)_ne problem, it continues: N

is is really the answer to those who are aski
;c;rs aneénqulrly.asdan alternative to the B(i)llfucl\?sk‘i?li
et explaine inquiry i

facts)are \\Pell knoxxr?'t on <, 1 0 B
‘Well, it all depends upon what
ence under which thep?n uiry ﬁgfeﬂ}:ilcsems'l‘%ferfefe?
that are well known are just those facts which atchS
bankers want to be known and subsidise all sorts %
educational agcncies to make known. But there a:')
other facts which they do not want known, facts whiche
if known and considered by a committee of inqui 1
would not only be seen to be more closely relevantr{;
the problem than the bankers’ facts, but would con-
stitute a complete rebuttal of the conclusions from them

principle of the Bill, The Times

which the bankers are hustling everybody into accepling
without reflection.

Tithe-Payers’ Criticisms. ‘

In The Times of April 26 there appeared letters from |
Sir Charles Hobhouse and others generally criticising |
The Times’s article; and in The Times of April 27 there
appeared a letter in reply to them from Mr. G. R. Y.
Radcliffe, The Bursary, New College, Oxford.  The
main point at issue between these correspondents turns
on whether the change of the basis of the tithe charge |
from the land to the person is a breach of tradition, a3
the critics say; or is not, as Mr. Radcliffe says.
Radcliffe cites Statute 32, H. VIIIL., c. 7, which proZ
vided that a person could be sentenced to imprisonmen
if he should “‘ obstinately and wilfully ** refuse to pay
his tithes. This he adduces to counter an assertion by |
Sir Charles Hobhouse that the new Bill overthrows
a principle which has maintained since the eighth cer”
tury.”” Speaking as laymen, we are disposed to & 5
whether the penalty under the old Act did not atta®
rather to the wilfulness and obstinacy than to the fact ©
non-payment. In so far as that was so, Sit Cha.r]ef
Hobhouse is right in saying that the indiscriminate 1125
position of personal liability on tithe-payers constitut
a breach of tradition. His opponents, we Pr,esume%
wo‘uld. urge that, in practice, under the proviSI‘?“sfﬁ]
relief in the Bill, where all those who cannot pay 2
are excused a portion of payment, only those pers?
will be proceeded against who fail to pay after
}::een formally adjudged capable of paying (under op

Schedule B " criterion of capacity). Hence.thosew
ponents could colourably argue that the failure
wilful or obstinate. We will wait and see if the 1aWY’
thrash this out; but in the meantime it appears u
that the oppenents of Sir Charles Hobhouse ta]wttxilt
much the same attitude as do people who tell 1S & ¢
imprisonment for debt has long been abolished; thet for
being that the penalty is still visited on debtors; bubf"r

contempt of court.”” It works in this way: the dgoul‘t
fails to pay; the creditor applies to the Court; e btor
orders him to pay; the debtor does not pay; the dfi or
8oes to prison. Does he go because he has not pav.
because he has ““ wilfully "’ or ‘* obstinately er’
gar‘}ed the order of the Court? What do the Ja¥
say?

|
|
|
i
\

P

nce
ot!
de”
what

1 The Means Test.

This phase of the controversy brings into Pr®
the principle of the Means Test. The Means Test
readers are aware, looks . innocent enough thl
fended as a method by which it can be discOVEr®S ey
people and how many of them have sufficient ~ " gis
to pay their way, but it provides new facilities © (s
covering what other people and how many © thesufﬁ'
far larger nurber) possess means of payment (2 5y
ciency or not of which is, of course, arbitrarily 2 2 >
the inspirers of financial legislation). In Practlcve‘yl
means that the Means Test administration forces gl
one who cannot pay in full (or to whom payment ]o
would be an intolerable burden) to undergo 2 nge
Inquisition precisely as do the povel"f}’‘St"i‘:kerl 2
who need fransitional payments. Apart fmm‘s A
m“n.‘llat10§1 involved in this sort of thing, there = e
consideration that inquisitions of this character mﬁ)o“se
affairs of one person enable agents of Somerset it
to gather up lots of useful particulars about the aof"y
gf other people. In verifying the absence O o

ere, they are able to verify the presence of mon¢
where. The Means Test is a system of espionagg'h %

Lord Bradbury remarked, in his debate wit e
Hon. R. H. Brand on monetary. policy, in Th¢ 1o
some months ago, it is cound financial common seray!
reduce the liability of the debtor to his capacity ' e
and this is obviously true in the case of the tithe-P as"’11
because if you make them pay more than a certal® o!
%/ou destroy their means of paying anything at all oY
evy charges on property which render it un“"orkalf ;
and therefore unmarketable, by the proprietor: i
farmer cannot pay, it is morally certain that the g;ﬁﬂ ‘

miné

owner could not raise the money by absorbing the
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Disarming Tithe-Payers.

We have referred to the Tithe Bill as the Tithe Peace
Treaty. Looked at from this point of view, readers of
TrE New Ace will follow our meaning when we say
that the Treaty is not designed to appease the belliger-
ents, but to make further warfare impossible. It im-
Poses disarmament on the tithe-payers in return for
monetary relief extracted from the tithe-owners.
Neither Ihe Times nor Mr. Radcliffe makes any secret
about this. The Times refers to the new recovery-pro-
(ciess as ““ less likely to cause disorder.” Mr. Radcliffe
w‘;lfflnds_ it ’because the tithe-owner has a legal remedy

ich is ““less hazarduous and costly ** than recovery
by distraint.

High Finance at Work.

n;W ithin the terms of reference imposed by the bankers
Siglther‘ﬂle tithe-owners nor the tithe-payers can pos-
o Y win their case outright, nor arrive at a satisfactory
anmll'romlse in collaboration, supposing that they were
bi leed to hammer out a settlement. The Arch-
isS 9p of Canterbury, who is party to the controversy,
0 quoted by The Times as saying that all other sources
arelnclome to‘}he'Church of England than tithe income
seenil tre?dy dried up "’—a statement which would
will ho imply that the proposed remissions under the Bill
and E;lve to come out of the stipends of incumbents
Viey other humble beneficiaries of tithes. But the whole
upov ls false. in a fundamental sense because it 15 basgd
¢ an the axiom put forward that all remissions of public
'arges in all quarters must necessarily come out of
prﬁ,“bhc funds ’—meaning, of course, ultimately from
fact atte Pockets. To those who are familiar with the

in at Major Douglas has disproved this axiom no-

en% more need be said. What needs to be done is for
quarrti) use their best efforts to induce the parties to the
invest? Wwho may wish to challenge the Tithe Bill to
icul 18ate the Social Credit Analysis, perhaps with par-

e N reference to Major Douglas’s recent proposals to
to theezlvi Zealand Parliamentary Committee with regard
ancia] j Sclosure of assets held by banks and other fin-
lies i ;Esnt“tlons. The pertinence of this suggestion

oun e fact that the institutions called Queen Anne’s
Virfuatlsll and the Ecclesiastical Commission are DOW
Suran Y departmental extensions of the banking-in-
2 refce-mVeStment combine which we are accustomed
Instit €T 10 as the Money Monopoly. As such, these
ing tions are, 5o to speak, accessories (though unwit-

8 50) to the secretion of large reserves of credit

Whj
2 ld}l‘could be mobilised and distributed for the purpose

Nee g up any gap made by tithe remissions.
hap oSS to say, when once it is proved that monetary

ardsh

Cost tlps on tithe-payers can be removed without

a Outo the tithe-owners there is nothing left. to argue
Plieq h € must emphasise that no imputation 1s 1m-
oupla e against any of the church authorities. The
Senge 1.o2out them is not a matter of guilt in a moral
e-‘:emi)lam of ignorance in a scientific sense. The great
Bourne T of this ignorance was the Archbishop of Mel-
Noypes, WO made himself ridiculous by virtually pro-

Ci) AL 1 )
Pansi():-g the excommunication of the Church on ex-
) oranlsts of credit for the sin of *“ inflation.”” He was

3 cot of the scientific fact that inflation is not a neces-
that W nsequen(;e of expansion; also of the political fact
Teason h&never inflation has followed expansion, the
10 han 98 been (at least since 19T) that it was allowed
diq ngtp N by bankers who could have prevented it, but
Of o Walt to. Tnflation is not a technical consequernce
o e_fans'?n'_but a political reprisal deliberately visited
anq sé) ahsionists. et us put a case. Someone comes
thyy f ]}{s to you: “ Look here; be careful not to offend
a tﬁ OW yonder, or he will go home and beat his wife,
the Che assault will be laid at your door by the Press,
 the urch and public opinion.”” That is what happened
te s Case of Mr. Lang: he annoyed the banking-in-
“Omme and they assaulted the markets—investment and
Were ercl."’ll,‘PFOducing disturbing phenomena which
agq SXhibited to frightened or exasperated investors

Yaders as the inevitable natural consequences of

Mr. Lang’s announced intention to adopt a credit-policy
of his own. Consequently the Archbishop of Mel-
bourne’s ecclesiastical excommunication of Mr. Lang was
followed and implemented by Sir Philip Game’s sentence
of political excommunication on Mr. Lang.

The Poor to Relieve the Poor.

The Times points out that the Tithe Bill * concentrates
relief . . . where relief is most needed.”” Directly after-
wards it says:

‘“ The poorest tithe-owners are likely to be found
in districts most affected by the depression, and
is they who will be most hardly hit by the new con-
cessions to tithepayers. . . .""

Evidently, then, the cost of the concessions is to be
spread ovér all the tithe-owners, rich and poor alike,
presumably at a flat percentage rate of the value. But
even were the rate to be graduated, the poorest tithe-
owners would still be the most hardly hit, for the
measure of hardship involved in a percentage unit on a
small value is a multiple of that involved by the same per-
centage unit on a high value. A sacrifice of one per
cent. of £100 is harder to support than one of five per
cent. out of £1,000.« This prompts the question: Why
should the poorest tithe-owners be hit at all—let alone
being most hardly hit? Why should not the remission
of £170,000 be borne by the richer tithe-owners? The
answer is that the banking interests inspiring this legis-
lation particularly wish hardship to be borne at the bot-
tom. In our ‘‘ Notes '’ on August 24, 1933, previously
referred to, we discussed the reason, pointing out that
nothing was better calculated to dissuade a well-inten-
tioned tithe-payer (and most are such) from resisting
payment as the idea of an impoverished clergyman 1n
his immediate neighbourhood, and probably known to
him, having to pinch himself as a consequence of his
(the tithe-payer’s) avoidance of payment. It is the
bankers’ old widow-and-orphan trick, by which they
so often succeed in ** bringing home to ** those who com-
plain of financial burdens that whoever escapes them
lives on the charity of the poor. And, of course, the
argument is irrefutable so long as the doctrine of the
inexpansibility of public funds is accepted as axiomatic.
In that case, if some pay less, others must pay more:
and if the “ some * are the better-off, the ““‘others
must be the worse-off, provided that the latter can re-
main alive and inert on less. But the doctrine 1s false:
and, as we have said earlier, the way to defeat the Bill
is to expose the falsity of the doctrine behind it. This

is the broad issue.
Tithes and Corporations.

On a narrower issue The Times’s challenge, already
quoted, about what there can be to inquire at_mut as an
alternative to accepting the Bill, another section of our
““ Notes *’ of August 24, 1933, contains matgnal for a
reply. In it we quoted A. A. B, of the Evening Stand-
ard, who had just previously written about the Tithe
War then proceeding, and who had referred to thu;
ownership of tithe-rents as having become concentrated
more and more in the hands of distant corporations
in recent times. It would be interesting to know who
are these corporations; and an inquiry to that end might

for by individual tithe-owners and tithe-

ell be pressed t
;ayers, Il))olh of whom have nothing to lose, and prob-

lot to gain, if it is pursued. Tl}&e.corp(.)ratxons
?\glglldabg tfoumgi to be large gnancial institutions (in some
cases holding companies thereof) a.fﬁlxatcd to the banking
system on the one hand and virtually supervisors o
Church finance on the other. They would be fo}md to
occupy the position of mortgagees of the Church's pro-
perty and endowments. The Arc’hb':‘shop of Canter-
bury’s statement that the Church’s ‘‘ other sources :
of income are dried up means that the earning-power 0
the Church’s assets, or their disposal value (if conscience
tolerated disposal), are fixed and inexpansible in terms
of money. In effect his Lordship was saying: We cant-
not raise prices; we cannot reduce costs; and we cncrcl‘n?o
raise loans. In short, the Church’s credit is pledg
the full with the Money Monopoly.
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Where Is the Church’s Missing Income ?

w if we were conducting an inquiry into the alter-
nagses to the Tithe Bill we should want to know who
had the power to restrict the financial credit of the
Church in relation to her assets in the above sense. We
should have two objects. The first wc_)uld be to find
out whether the finance of the Church is kept short of
what the value of her assets justifies in the com}’qemql
frame of reference. The second would be to elicit evi-
dence on which we could show that the anchoring of
Church finance even at the point of equivalence with
these assets is technically unnecessary.

The investigation would be much the same for both
objectives. It would consist in calling upon the Money
Monopoly (banks and other financial institutions) for a
declaration of all assets and values on the model of the
New Zealand Proposals, differentiating Church assets
(including tithes with other property) from general as-
sets. Now, as readers will understand, the value of
both blocks of assets combined, calculated at current
market valuations, would show a large excess over the
value admitted in the balance sheets involved. But
only the first valuation could be made of Church assets
alone. That would be because the Church js a ‘‘ non-
productive "’ organisation, not Tegarded as an object of
investment or speculation. The Church is not quoted
on the market. Therefore the official figures would not
so far support the submission (implied under the first
objective) that Church assets were worth more than
what they were pledged for and financed. On the other
hand the figures would show a large excess in regard
to general assets. This excess let us designate as re-
serves—meaning undivided national wealth which can
be distributed as incomes or claims to incomes. The
question arises: What contribution has the Church, as a
moral agency, made in the past towards rendering the
accumulation of these reserves possible?  What has
been the effect of her insistence on all those human vir-
tues conducive to the patient and orderly development of
industry? (These questions apply to other religious
denominations as well; but this consideration is not im-
mediately relevant.) We do not forget that we have
said that the Church is considered by the bankers, and
is becoming, a redundant institution as a moral agency;
but even if she were superseded to-morrow this would
not wipe out her services during the century before the
Press Combine and the Wireless Corporation usurped
her authority and function. So she is entitled to claim

(as a commercial proposition) arrears of dividend out of
the national reserve she has helped to create. If she
Were a commercial concern, the recognition of that claim
to-day would raise the value of her assets and the
*“ price ”’ of her ‘“ shares." Conversely, and actually,
the non-recognition of her claim has raised the undis-
closed value of general assets as well as (probably) their

does not bar-
TS of past gen-
esent-day suc-
t upon a just
their devoted
differentiated

: . The general distribution of
the reserve as National Dividends to private citizens will

enable those who love the Church toraise her to a higher

pinnacle of opportunity for the deepening of culture
than ever before,

Mosley on International Finance.”
International finance seeking profits *
(Mosley). This is not the international finance spoken of

by Douglas. . The broad distinction is as follows: (a)
the ““ international finance *’ which exercises open poli-
tical pressure to get monetary profits (the policy of
goods-manufacturing internationalism), and (b) the
““ international finance "’ which €XErcises secret monetary
pressure to get political power (the policy of credit-manu-
facturing internationalism), Coneeption “a” is Mosle i)
and is a resurrection of the one that Walton Newbold
used to canvass a generation ago. The Macmillan In-

gain on a commercial basis, but the labou
erations of churchpeople give their pr
cessors and workers the right to insis
monetary valuation and Tecognition of
service. Fortunately there is no need for
payment for that service,

": danger of:

uiry proved to be Newbold’s Damascus, changing his
I?arlxllz fpr)om Saul to Paul. Conception ‘‘ b”” is Douglas’s.
Note that an attack on ““ a > (Mosley’s) doses not ne;:eS;
sarily imply an attack on “ b’ (Douglas’s). In 6}{5
goods-manufacturing-selling manoeuvres may ealsil y
hinder: money-manufacturing—lendmg pohlc’y. POI'EY
*“ b " automatically necessitates policy ““ a ; but policy
““a " automatically provokes resistances leading to ,Wfi_’;
an event which automatically frustrzg.tes policy Ab~ o
attack policy ““a’’ because of its provocations 2; 5
without pointing out that it is the automatic consequeters
of policy ““ b,” is to assist the purposes of the prpm‘;/i 1z
of policy “b.”” Mosley is unwittingly doing this ( e
his citation of the India White Paper and his refererlckers
the ““ danger to Lancashire trade,” etc.). The bal;r i
can be pictured as sharpening knives of world pow Jost
a grindstone in the dead of night, and as feannagway'
sparks should be thrown off and give the game ding
If so, then the Blackshirts can be pictured as Sta&nwi
round with buckets and keeping the stone drenche! i
water. And if you imagine the operation to be %ying
on in an enclosure where all sorts of ex_plosxves g-ll‘e ifer
about, you will have a pretty faithful picture of ; lfi ng in
national situation to-day. Clearly, there 1s no spark-
common between the Blackshirt’s in_termedlat?. ”o;in Jing
flying policy, and Douglas’s basic -’-w—kmfg—tie it
policy. And the mutual irreconcxlaplhty of ibility is
policies will be further emphasised if the possib ht be
admitted that the Blackshirt bucket-bngadehni’:gspark_
presented with knives partly as a reward for th eewi
drenching services, and partly as weapons wher
protect the knife-grinder from interference. the Black:

We are ready to believe that no member of £ to su
shirt Movement would consciously lend hlmsfee agains
a purpose; but good intentions are no guaran
the trickery of the Money Monopoly.

Administrative and Financial 'I‘yraﬂt'gg'
Apropos of this, we have just received a C‘ﬁle follow-
The Press (Canada) of April 12, in which sidd
ing declarations by Major Douglas are repo: the world
** Whether it is by accident or by design, oy, W ich
is steadily moving over from a financial tyran ﬁ' 25
has both the elements of breakdown and of ad”
been found out, to another tyranny, a tyram?e'ﬁcall)’ ’
ministration, which, as a matter of fact, theo_or B
at any rate, can be made to work,’”’ said Ma]of social
Douglas, exponent of the Douglas theory, an—ival
credit, Wednesday evening, following his
here to address the Canadian club, to-day-

; nt 0%
" The present system,”” Major Douglas :‘:’ebe rt"‘f
“ will at no very distant date either have 10 0

placed, or will itself break up from the o;lt as b
another great war, I myself have no dou that
what is happem'ng at the present time, anto Chaﬂge
that the upholders of the system are trying nge over
it, and the endeavour is being made to Chgminis i
from a tyranny of finance to a tyranny of a
tion. : sag?”
** That is being pursued \vith.exﬁaordmargagioﬂs’
city,” he continued. ** It is coming in manyder ouf
as you may see at this moment almost ull ;
very eyes. Hioh! 124
~ In Great Britain, the phase under W or P
change is taking place is called rationahsaﬂontate. lr:
ning. In Italy it is the Fascisti or corporate st wh
Russia it is the dictatorship of the proletaria ety th‘t’
you are seeing in the United States is exf_it in. !
same thing that it being pursued in Great Bri _2 ind
has been successfully attained in Italy, and i
aimed at in Germany by the Nazis. s try jntd
“ You are seeing the amalgamation of indus 2 ike
huge cartels or trusts or guilds, or any name y h th"sg
to s)ut to them.  The conditions under.whlc hack®
guilds are being operated is administratively t onl
by the supreme power of the State, so that not tim®
the worker, as might be the case at the presen s e
is the slave to the system, but the employer
slave to the system also.
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*“ You will have to decide whether you will lose all
those things you have been accustomed to ca]l.hbergyi,:
and probably lose them not for one generation, bu
for a whole period, probably hundreds of years or
more, or whether you will take such steps as are pos-
sible to obtain a solution.”’ 1 il

To readers of THE NEw AGE this analysis of ﬁqancxts
policy needs no elucidation. The one problem it :ﬁ
for them is that of thinking out the best ways to put e ‘;
truth across to the various types of intelligence wxlt ‘
which we all have to deal in our propaganda among lf ‘5
public. Put shortly, the picture that has beenbe\ ok‘er 1
Y past propaganda has been one in Whlc,}} the 'da{la ncrlf
Were presented as proceeding on: the  Divi de' o
Conquer ” policy. ~Their policy has been to W',-q:
and then to conquer by absorbing the divided 11’“"-1;
But a more subtle policy has supervened UPOHI:. tu??gto
not yet superseded, the old one. Their new poblcyble:i't
unite the divided parts, and then to conquer yf u'clé:
absorbed in the unified whole. The apotpeosmnod sthe
unification would be reached in what is ca et Toe
** Nationalisation of Banking,”” or *“ Public Contro o
Credit.”” On the way to it, and preparing the wayver=
It, could be such manifestations of ** action”’ as were
orecast and idealised in Sir Oswald Mosley’s speetc o
the Albert Hall. For instance, you are to vote b}

: 2 ; and
’JeConomic functions (not as citizens) at the bottom;

! il

€ veto on what you vote for is to be vested in a counci
of experts at the }tlop (superseding the House of LO:?:I)H'
You will thus become a cog in some wheel of E]L Sy n
of pure production-policy, instead of a persona ]tyvern-
System of production-consumption representative gof o
ment.  You are to be absorbed at the bOttomho t
System, and the banker is to be absor] bed gt tie aOIF'

US the whole system will be administered mt(e:m rtsy
—2nd its laws will blot out the jurisdiction of the (t)su (ir;

e liberty of the subject, which the Law protec o
an idea] sense) is at root the liberty of the consum as
30 it is inevitable that if the status of the Consumeli". W
such, is not to be recognised, his recourse to the La
™3y as well be abolished, as it would be.

Social-Credit Politics.

The Sydney * Sun’s ” Questionnaire. \
(e following questions were put before Ma]olr
pouglas by a representative of the Sydney Sfiln pls
© Morning of January 25, at the Blaxland Ga erut:),
Tt the request that they should be answered h)t,
3.Dm on the same day. (Anybody mlgh
chogine  that the Commonwealth Cabinet plus the
St of the Commonwealth Bank were sitting in tmi
Ardroom of the Sun ready to proclaim the Soila
adit State at 3.15 if the four points raised were
l.eas‘onably answered.) Major Douglas did not supply
fe answers until a month later—transmiiting them
from New Zealand to the Sydney D.S.C. Association
* communication to the Swir. They are given below.
estions and Answers. 4
You Suggest in%g:'“;'c,fw:]!:c for Scotland that i.;;oc.) %e:
-anm'"" could be given away by the (;()\'ornmenf (or (‘r(D1
You oty to every family as a beginning for the Scheml;'. )0
79U consider this is practicable for .-\ustrnhn'? y Is this in
ddd'l;i"" tl:) the ordinary cnrning? of the ftz;lelS";}xcme
* subjec odifying clauses in the S ;
St Solesulgtgi‘stth?n"txg: gung Scheme that every p\ll)rchl?isncr
°£(§00d5 for his own use should h.zn'ct adc}(-d”:(o lc]:;f;t a lh§
Dode L 8 25 per cent. o > o
046 Do Son sek ahy aiftelity in PSR bl o
nat R, P stimate O i o2
Sreditg t}?;: \“%quff‘f,rc l';':t:fxlgdﬂ:r:nr(:uully in Australia by this
%‘:mS? ability to deliver
23 p’: /ea"l‘ibilf’)' of this nu;r_clly !;x;g;z:‘lhc ility
cent. mo s, which is obuious. I !
Offj e YOU Sti;;(l;cflfiggllt;1ng the working hours in Government

S . e set

of &8 should be reduced to four per day with a duplicate se
;}fﬁ('inls?

es,

Id be
ingeorL Stated yesterday that the Douglas SY;""";rc::Pensc
thy-Mled to-morrow with no more upset, "°d“ f"ht saving.

N would be involved in the adoption of daylig

2 s 1 ilation in
Vi is include such of your proposals as instailat i
'\J}loil;ligir:];;;ex;]g;]aeunifornl system of costing, open to ms'p’e,:)c'
tion (;'15 proposed in your book “hhcongqx}?elgsg?;aq?es )i
T the Tecaghiton ot Dol bl oty T pus
:‘OSIC);“:); 20:1':1[)01"15:13011 ; the prohibition of the rights of p;xtvgite
é)x:)dividuals to sell real estate, except to the Géyernmeaii;m
i A uniform costing system is substantially in ope‘r noré
Gz;nerallx; there is no rigid *“ Douglas Scheme,” any ”I'he
than Ilze'r'e is one bridge suila,ble jor ail i::):tﬁ’;::;'lx:nd e
5 f final scheme is as
jgl':':z’z;:tc ‘fli"r?i‘:r;,xz;; };r one bridge, and betrays complete
unfamiliarity with the problem. Sela
Land-Taxers and Social Credit,
t is left of the Henry-
Cmm’m‘”wf”l{ ther?:?\i:?nifmtwngunched under sich
George single-tax y 1 S
i ices once upon a time, IS engag
P o D The unmasking consists of
** unmasking ** Douglas. The unm g e
two allegatigns (with Sl.}pppm;\}gw ez\/égleilcj )ﬂ(l)i eovne .
Douglas’s part while in New > =
?cnrrardszl chalrl’enge to debate issued by ththeotltings
taxers’ association inftltlﬁt ]Igoml‘xgg;};m?(i’axl?amentary
e request o e New and ham 4
rCegslrxsstttez th:gt Douglas would lay berqrebllt 1:(1)5 ‘\]‘?;)v
posals for a Social-Credit scheme applicable 2
Z d' 3 & S =
le%l:l?ing the debate first, ;he_Lalrfxa-;a‘\eieéze Jsgugn 22;
challenge to Douglas was, in itsell, allp e
scious impudence. They were virtually pi rcce{zling
exploit for their own purposes the publxcxtyo rfl)tdbuting
ang attending Douglas’s arrival, thhou% tcwards e
ing in the way of effort or money to t
Myt ici The Douglasites having
achievement of that gubllcxttgé . effrgites pL e
id for the advertising, : g
gﬁ;?ver the elicited iquénnes-]j)nr;s;(])ebb glcl;lllar:_t:,in o
sert their bids for orders along e ok il
same envelope. Talk about raCkf;e?:mn'syme irend,
stuff against this rack-ramp. o o of Conlfls
not Short, let the cost of saying so co
ot Short’s. ' IR
pogf)(i&in‘é to th:} Parliamentary C;x::gltgeegv ein Mbjor
weal quotes some of the corresponw: have been unable
Douglas and the Committee, butae ¢ Major Douglas's
to trace in that paper the paStSh? etary of the Com:
Lotter GF Pobubey Sl Se i that in view of the Com-
mittee in which he pointed outt o undamental analy-
miftee's previoll 4 L th% sub judice he thought
is of the economic problem was I Ee assumption
ist roper not to make Propost ba(S‘e‘ee Tae New AGE of
. he issue had been decided. (€ Maor Douglas's
that'It 5 age 280, paragraph I, in 1ti.lgn of whether
i/:glgr aIbZ(;vg c%ted.) Since the whole %111-exsmt turns on the
Major Douglas was guilty of g\?ii?; the conclusions to
oonfenis, ot Gib SR, 'Of . ders to come have no
‘hich Commonweal invites its reade o L dhen chare
e ehind them. It is usual, proge 2
fiable support b > fasten first
e ith dodging issues, t0 1astel "2 ot
ing a person with do gi r?order to show if possible
reasons he puts forwar

they are merely excuses.

The Gold Standard. ;
i an article in The Times
War, and the proof
fter the War. If
off during the
The first sea-

The gold standard, says l_ho \\'rxt«'iuo o
of .&pril 27, worked all right u'[: 53 g
is that we all fried to get anh .owe 7
you should think of asking :v, y’ Wy
War, he has forestalled yo;x “,l;tn],;:n(;f ;"c« Wosbonth/
. -.Iv is: (1} n S & ‘: 4 '0
;’f‘,:iilcenotivh:ieﬂz;d standard was a mech;m:;m :,'(::Lh:fnd.
P;‘ompl in observers. the idca.of its w:;;.l: ‘;oin‘g i
When it was wound up the ideg ?f vl- oil:.g sl
fiered from the spectacle of wheels not g B stioull
2l fault for looking at the blamed lhmg.. g
all ou': au way when these delicate dcyxccs a;u;c b
always tur"B:: .‘,"(,rls and think of the designers <m~:onm-
e :it;lc a i)ov threw a flint in front vz'fr :ht- s
Once “T;—f‘\\-cll w:v forget what happened; but ‘|‘ Wi 3
;;.)(l::;:::the steam.roller you may be sure that it was

someone was watching.
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The Christchurch Oration

Delivered by Major Douglas at Christchurch, N.Z., on Feb. 13th.

I

Your Worship, Ladies, and Gentlemen: I should like
to begin the explanation am.i the addres; that I am pri-
vileged to make to you to-night by stating what I have
no doubt, to many of you, is a truism, and that is, that
we are familiar with two kinds of laws. There is the
natural law of the nature of the conditions which com-
pel a stone to fall when it is dropped from a height,
and which, if it falls, let us say, in a vacuum, always
falls at the same rate under the compulsion of gravity.
That is a natural law, and, so far as we know, those
laws are compelling laws. We cannot change the laws
of that description, and all we can do is adjust ourselves
to those laws.

But there is also a second type of law, a law which is
what we may call a conventional law. Of course, our
legal laws—the laws of our Government—are conven-
tional laws. On a smaller scale, of course, we have the
same sort of thing in connection with playing a game.
. We agree that, in a game we call cricket, if the ball
Is struck by the batsman and is caught by a fielder before
it touches the ground the batsman is out. We are not
obliged to have those sort of conventions. We could
change them if we found that we could improve cricket
by some other convention,

'I"hosg two laws have to be very carefully separated in
one’s mind in considering such matters as we are discus-
sing to-night.

It has been very frequently stated during the past fif-
teen years or so that there is no escape from inexorable
economic laws. As a matter of fact, there are no inexor-
able economic laws with which I am familiar; they are
practically all conventions.

What we call an economic law is what happens if
you agree to pursue certain ends in industrial, economic,
and social organisations governed by certain conven-
tions. That is about all that so-called economic laws
amount to.

Now, the first requisite in any understanding of this
position on the basis of what I have just been saying is to
recognise that what we refer to as conventional laws are
matters of policy. You do not make a conventional
law without having some sort of an idea in your mind as
to what it is you are trying to do—what end you are
encll?avounngk to slcrve.

you make a law that all motor car: iv

the left-hand side of the road, you havz ?221])}0?111-‘“1&32

that in that way you will avoid collisions, and you have

a policy in Jyour mind in making such a law that you

want to avoid collision of motor cars.

We have at the present time a thing that we call an
economic system, and I do not believe that we are at all
clear, in many cases, as to what it is we are trying to
achieve by means of that economic system and by mgans
of the conventions with which we surround it.  For
instance, we say at the present time that one of the
troubles which assails the present economic system is
what we call the problem of unemployment,

T

When we say that the ;x'bblem of unemployment i
one of the major features of the crisis at the gr(glcr;:tu:ntrr:z
we are, at any rate unconsciously, if not consciousl
suggesting that one of the objectives of a policy, of g’r;
economic system, is to provide employment.  Now that
is not an axiom: that is not a thing that you can take
as being true without examining it. Tt may possibly be
true—I do not myself think there is a grain of truth in
it whatever—but it is conceivable that you might want
to run an economic system for the purpose of providing
employment.

If yon wanted to run an economic system for the pur-

pose of providing employment, quite obviously the first

thing that you would have to do to rectify the present
position—tne only sensible thing to do—would be, adS
far as possible, to put the clock back about two hundre
or three hundred years. You would destroy as far as
possible all your labour-saving machines: you woul
cease to use the power which you have developed frofl?
water and otherwise, and you would revert to handicratt,
and in doing the handicraft you would avoid , as far ai
possible, the use of any tools which would facilitate thi‘
handicraft. You would do everything as labonous}_,
as possible, and you would undoubtedly solve the ‘(’ﬁl
employment problem. Every one would }mdoubte Y
haye to work very hard indeed to get a living. frst
That simple idea, as a matter of fact, was the r;
idea that struck the Russians when there was the i
volution of 1917.  The first thing they did _\msan
Temove, or in some cases imprison, their scientists et
their organisers. They said they did not want thfhe)}
they said they wanted the population to work and
got them to work quite easily. the
You see it is quite possible to demand from nces
economic system a lot of different things. For inst em-
in regard to this question of employment and l;,nur
ployment; there has been, I think, an almost & Ssay,
confusion on the part of such people as, let ustters:
the well-known and very able delver into these Mat’
Karl Marx, who complained that the present desc
provided a parasitic class who battened on the proct
of I1:he wealth of the world.
nterjector: Very true. €
And at the saméytime, of course, complained t-hatc‘ohr-
economic system was breaking down, and, qU 18 ster?
rectly from his point of view, that the capitalistic 85
was ‘breaking down because it could not provide
ployment. . which
Now, either unemployment is a privilege—2 ‘;/nany
case quite obviously you want to try and get as quir
unemployed as possible—or else it is something rgb'eCt
Ing pity, in which case any parasitic class is a0 * 00
of pity and not of contempt or of criticism. Yous mind
have it both ways. You must make up YOUr omiC
whether you want to provide leisure by an ecoﬂucing
system accompanied by goods and services PTO
what we call a high standard of living with an ma it
g amount of leisure, or, conversely, you must at, 2
that what you want to do is to provide employ™®
which case your policy is exactly opposite. vhich
The policy which is attached, and the matters ¥ ot
can be attached to a policy to relieve the unemp < e of
problem permanently, must in the very Dnat® pro
things be a policy which will decrease the it iy
duction of wealth by the individual, and 2@ POl
w]nqh 15 intended to produce and deliver 809 2 Vi
services with the minimum amount of trouble t(-)t 10”
one must, quite mathematically, increase the UBX fag,
duction of wealth, and so create what yoU 70D
if you like, call an increasing unemployment ==
lem. Those are the only two alternative® for¢
regard to that, and you must first of all, u?oﬂ
being in a position to form any opinion at all TCoys
Proposals in regard to the present crisis, make up 3
mind as to what it is you want, § th¥
. Now, the second necessity of an understanding @ fich
Situation is a sound analysis of the difficulties Y agt
stand in the way of getting to where we decide W€ L g
to go. That is to say, if we decide—and I am 3515 ai¢
ng that having put the matter to you in the way .,gl"
you will practically all have decided that we do not ¥ ’ﬂd
to produce, but that we do want to deliver goods 1ol
services—that what we want from the economic S);d o
;3q goods and services to provide a high standa
iving— R
Interjector: T wanta job!
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And then you will be able if you like
to provide jobs for yourselves, you will I

think—unless T grossly underrate the intelligence of the
gentleman who made that remark—agree that if he was
provided with what he would refer to as an income of
£500 a year, he would be able to find some use for his

‘leisure.  (Applause.)

II1.

Now, if you do agree with me, for the sake of hypo-
thesis we will say, that the only object of an economic
system is to deliver goods and services to the population
concerned, with the minimum amount of trouble and
friction to anybody, then the next thing to do is to
analyse whether that is possible; to what extent it 1s
possible, and what, if anything, interferes with carrying
out your plans. i

Now, at this point you have to make—not a menta
effort—but an effort of self-demesmerisation. I want
you to demesmerise yourselves from the idea that money
is the same thing as wealth and goods and services. Yo'u
say that you cannot get goods and services without hav-
Ing money. That does not mean to say that those two

Ings are the same; they are not. I want you1 to
Separate them in your minds and to look with a ¢ :ﬁr
and unbiassed eye at the purely physical side of the
Production system to-day. g y

Can you imagine yourself, if you had sufficient money,
going to any shop for any article that you can
conceive of and not getting it? Is there an;;
Tequirement of common use in the world 'to-day.:l)1
Which you could tell me that there is a definite physic
shortage? If you can, I shall be interested. :

I can tell you, conversely, of a long string of articles
Which are actually greatly surplus to the actual require-
inents of the world at the present time. For mstaqce\ﬁo

ake a very simple instance, more coffee was wilf ulg
destroyed in Brazil during the past year than wo :
have provided the whole coffee-drinking population o
the world with all the coffee they wanted. The sa_mﬁ
thing is true of practically every staple article of whicl
You can think, There is too much rubber: there 1S
mOTrﬁ rubber than we can at the moment .ustel.] 4
ey are making elaborate preparations in the tnit
States to pay quitge a large bIc))nus for NOT growing
Wheat. The same thing is happening in the Southern
S.tates of America in regard to cotton. _In almost every
direction in which you can turn you will find evidence
Ot overflowing—either actual or potential—and easily
Tealisable physical wealth to such an extent that it is
quite impossible for anybody who knows qnythmg
ab"uﬁ the subject at all to avoid the conclusion thqt
Physica] plenty and complete freedom from economic
}.m“ e associated with bed, board, and clothes, is
lterally Waiting at the door of every one of us if we
Tealiseq it (Applause.)

That is the physical fact. So that it is not to the
Physical side of the production process that we have to
tﬁm When we want to find out why it is and what are
1€ difficulties which prevent us from realising the ob-
Jective that T suggested we wanted to realise, and that
S sufficient goods and services for everybody with a

hmlmum of trouble to everybody. It is not on the
Physica] side that we shall find the difficulty. .
NOow, before going on to look at another side
€ problem, [ want to examine very briefly
at we find in the present state of affairs which
S not correspond with that objective that E
uggested is the correct objective. Where do we differ?
Where do we - go off the rails? > as we might say, in
?ndeav‘)‘lﬁng to reach this objective? ~What is happen-
18 which is not in line with this objective that we have
deCIded we want to reach? Well, first of all T will just
fal with a few points which I think you will recognise
by, CXisting at the present time. We have surplus—
Y which T mean unpurchasable, not necessarily un-
?}fce%SaW-But unpurchasable production. We know
wat 1S 50, and fhat it is being destroyed in many Cases.
¢ have consequent unemployment as the phrase goes

ecause no further production is for the moment neces-
ls)a.ry; but that consgquent unemployment can be trans-
lated into the words  surplus productive capacity.
If we have a large number of unemployed produce‘r's,
then, quite obviously, we have a surplus productive
capacity which is not being drawn upon, S0 tha;:l, in
addition to the actual surplus production, we have
evidence all over the world of surplus productive

capacity - i)
Interjector: Not in Russia’ ke AN
i 1a. hat is quite right. Russia 1s

No, not in Russia. Tha q gl A

e only poor country in the world. Now, the
g}lrmpto}rlnpwhich werI}l’ave at the present time, 1s consg-
quent poverty, consequent on unemploymentdaccor ;
ing to this phrase. Remember that T translated unem
ployment in this connection as surplus productive capz};
city, and we have the curious but quite undeniable resu
of surplus productive capacity, that we have pover;y.

It is an extraordinary thing that it is possible to ave
poverty as the result of surplus productive capacity;
but that is exactly what we have got. (Applause.)

IV. '

will translate poverty again into something
wl?iI:l:vygu will agree is thlze correct translation. P:oge{)ty
is lack of sufficient purchasing power accqnil(p?hmi e};
economic need. I think that if you will thin t:'ar(:‘{a-
you will find it quite impossible to deny that hsin-
tion. The next thing that we have is regiunda:]ltfm?c 2
ery and plant; that is to say, we have mills an aac onulci
and farms and fields, all of which are there and co e
be made to produce a great deal more than they do Il)ant
duce. That so-called redundant machinery alnd ptive
can also again be translated into surplus productive
capacity. Now, what is the result of surplus ;fm;t bu)c iy
capacity in plant and in agriculture and so 10 S
is another phase of exactly what we found in regt s
surplus labour capacity. It results in consequen ; o
throat competition to prices 1:nera-
are unremunerative—and when I say unremhasing
tive I mean that they do not provide any purc e
power to the people who are producing. Tl'txgt lsm oo
that means; nothing else. When we say that te xgean 35
tion of an article is unremunerative we do Ino Sk
say that nobody wants t}txg amlcxlfée‘:ews}ll?ég )ivren ot

cording to the conventions V e
ztllti::';(tn;ilrlticgle, the person who produces it does noitgeith 3:2

urchasing power as a result. Now the rllle‘t e
gxhich is of course the same extension ?f] tl fatilat S
disappearance of industrial profits as a result 0

throat competition. )
i - Terrible! Terrible! }

g}tecrt])iig tlTerC is a very strong tex}dte;lncy g:d ;l:ie::
matters to assume that only one section O = Zr péo e fliee
is hit. It is part of my point of view In reg d 5 Sah
matters that first of all that is not ﬁgé; o of these
secondly, the practical means of_reg df e aitict o
matters will probably require a umtevi t 267 nd that
tain things which are interfenngh :_eﬁc al point of view
nothing from the practical or the ttet(;t e a dlass m
can be so unwise as to assume t}f}acts g5
Tt is not: it is a matter which adea pIausé. ol
and child in this theatre. (Lot Is)s bly the most imme-

Now, the next and final, and po: Y competition for
diately 'terrible result of this Slman?nbﬁiciem  tome maT-
foreign markets, because of a lack ot S A ets is the pri
kets, and that compcti‘t&ion}f?ll;ef%fe’g“ L
3 y Applause.) s
mzirz,v;zltls}‘jo(;f ::)zltr}llnlf o}:'r:’r those things ﬂ;azoln::::c\rr? }ac-
been saying and realise that they have f;mm e to time
tor. Although every one of them has fro e stged
been regarded as the disease itself, just adsisease a5
ing unemployment was regarded as a B that 1 am
from my point of view and the point of V e, thall 8

utting to you to-night, none of them 1is st 1
g mptom. They are all symptoms of onfe e Wb
eZse and that common disease is lack o :t:m o e
call i)urchasing power. That single thing B o ok
in every single one of tho
speaking to you about.

sell at

se symptoms that
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V.

Now then, let us assume—and I believe it is quite im-
possible to deny—that it is not physical poverty which is
afflicting us: it is lack of purchasing power which is
preventing us from getting the physical riches which are
waiting to our hands. What is this thing that I am
talking about as purchasing power? Well, of course,
in one sense any ot you could answer that. What you
want for purchasing power is money in your pocket, and
that, of course, does not get us very far—an answer like
that.

What is the nature of purchasing power, and what is
the nature of this thing_—money? There is a very good
definition of money which I will give you first of all.
Quite an orthodox definition which will not be denied
by anybody who knows anything about the subject,
and that is that “ money is anything, no matter of what
it is made, nor why people want it, which no one will
refuse in exchange for his goods if he is a willing seller.”’

You will see that that definition immediately rules
out anything specific of which money has to be made.
Money is not, for instance, gold or silver, or any of those
things. Those things may be money, but money is in
no sense confined to any particular metal.

Now, thinking that over, it ought at once to occur
to anybody that if, under certain circumstances, any-
thing will do for money that there ought to be no short-
age of money.

If money had to be made of gold, and if there was
only so much gold in the
—I believe there is only a block of gold about forty
feet square which is all the existing gold in the world
to-day and that has been mined during the past two
thousand years—and we cannot do without purchasing

power, we should be in a difficult position, obviously.
But when we say that money is anything, no matter of
what it is made nor why people want it, which no one
will refuse for his goods, then we are getting into quite a
different region.

_ Money is something that acts as what we call ¢ effec-
tive demand.” Something which people will exchange,
will take in exchange, for the goods that they want to
dispose of. Now let me draw your attention to what
you might call the simplest form of effective demand
with which you are probably acquainted, and that is
a railway ticket. A railway ticket is effective demand
for a journey: for the journey which is described on the
ticket. That is exactly what a railway ticket is.

How does a railway ticket differ from a one-pound
note? A railway ticket is effective demand for one parti-
cular thing, and that is a railway journey. A £1 note is
a ticket which is effective demang for anything which has
the figure of £1 marked on it in the form of price. They
are both tickets. There is no difference in nature what-

3 _ucket which is good for transportation
and a ticket which is good for anything else, except that

a universal purchasin wer and th
other only has a limited purclgasing po»%ell').o i

When yon buy a ticket, when you go to the booking
office of a railway, you exchange one type of ticket
for a more limited type of ticket, and that is all you do
in effect, Now, supposing that you imagined that the
whole of this productive system which we have been
examimng and finding to be so rich, supposing that you
imagined it to be all of one kind, and that kind nothing
put transportation: that all the wealtl® of the world,
instead of being so diverse in the form of motor-cars,

sing it were to coalesce

plenty of people to operate the rail-
ways; plenty of fuel and o forth; but for some reason a
different organisation from the railway had obtained con-
trol of the issue of all the tickets which were required to
travel on the railway, and if you were quite sure that
there was a great deal of disfress in the world and if
everything appeared to be going wrong,

world as presumably there is |

and you were !

quite clear that it was for lack of transportation facilities
and yet you knew that there were plenty of'transPorta'
tion facilities, you would naturally say, without very
much lack of time: e

*“ What has happened to the ticket system? I-an is 1
that we cannot get the tickets on the railway? Now

exactly that thing has happened to the present economic|

system. The whole of the productive system has become
completely separated from the ticket system that we ¢
the financial or money system.

VI.

I am going to go very rapidly over just exactly l:::)w
that separation has taken place, because it is 2 § 2
way of fixing it in your minds, and it is very 1mtpO in
ant. ~Originally, just as you would expec Kets:
regard to a railway which issues its own tic -

t man}
the wealth producers of the world—a great Kets.
thousands of years back—also issued their own txcv o
Wealth in those days was chiefly cattle, and the ov do
of cattle punched leather discs representing a hea for
cattle, and they could exchange those leather discs e
corn, and when the corn-man wanted to collect t}n]a Caan
he came up with the leather disc, collected the Cattti’ e
handed over the disc. My point is that the wealf ;
real wealth, and the money—the token or thkeIh 0! 4
wealth—originated at the same point. Now lfen as
stage in the proceeding was in the Middle Ages wer o
no doubt many of you know, the goldsmiths \‘i]a d the
custodians of wealth in a portable form. They s well
best strong-rooms. They took care of valuables zf‘or
as actual money though, and they gave receipts gold-
valuables that they took care of. Now, thosed y
smiths’ receipts were signed by the goldsmith anone a
came into use in exactly the same way that y,oureceipts’
five-pound notes are in use. The goldsmith’s T of 0
signed by the goldsmith, are the lineal _anc%wrfﬂu d
modern bankers’, and the signature which you, almost
on the bottom right-hand corner of a banknote mstom of
any country is simply a continuation of the Cl;n right
the goldsmith to sign that receipt on the botto wealth:
hand corner. Those receipts were receipts for eod the
and they were not issued by the people who OW"’vealfh'
wealth : they were issued by the custodians of the
which was quite a different matter. jssue of

You got at that point a separation of the Ath-PIO°
these things that we call money from the w; did 0ot
ducing centre; you got a separate centre which und€r
produce wealth at all it simply took care of 1
those conditions, , shott

Now that condition was continuous up to 2 ver()’r the
time ago, practically up to the beginning sther &
European War, and the convention was that esilﬂ 1y
banknote or a cheque on a deposit—which wasme 4
an order to a goldsmith to pay so much to sg Jays—
else, which is exactly what was done in the ol hequ®
when both of those things, the banknote or tbel cwealih
were supposedly cashable at any time in tangible
at the bank. 0 oD

The idea was that the bank was a C}IStOdlau]d b
certain amount of tangible wealth, which €O ch W&
drawn out by means either of a banknote, Whi 0 al
payable on demand or by a cheque, and the as HE
tangible wealth could be taken away. That W
convention. ough

There is an idea put forward by people, ‘Vhoking 2
to know better, at the present time, that bankif®
that sort of thing now. Tt is nothing like that, as otl =
Pose to show you, Well, now, there used to be, of ¢ nost
a lot of bank failures, even in Great Britain, an 3
banks failed because people suddenly decided, ordes
once, to draw out the things for which they had J
on the bank in the form of banknotes or Cheques’nd it
When they all tried to draw out at once they fo‘i_
Was not there. That is what happened. (LauEhtet Jeast

It never was there ; it never has been there for a"n ¢
a hundred years, Banking has never consisted, 1 d
last hundred years, of merely handing out at one an¥
of the counter what was put in at the other. NO

the |
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ever paid a dividend in the last hundred years on the
process of merely lending that what it took in. There
15 no possible doubt at all about this thing. I some-
times wonder why it is that certain protagonists—certain
defenders of the present banking system—go on a};‘gu;
ing about this matter. There is no possible doubt abou
it.

There are any number of authorities wh‘c‘) are Iall
agreed about it, and one of them is the Er}clyc 0-
Pzdia Britannica.”” If you will turn up the article Oﬁ
~‘Banking”” in the ‘“ Encyclopzdia Britannica ** you \nf
find this written: ‘ Banks pay by creating the meansb Ot
Payment.”” Not by lending the means of payment, bu
by creating the demands of payment. (Applalllse.) /

The matter has been explained by a dozen quite ug{m;
beachable authorities, including Mr. Hawtrey, the : ux?s
SeCI‘etary of the Treasury, in London, who ex%) i s
txactly how it is done in his book. I have ex;;1 aine
1t myself, but I do not set myself up as an aut Ontﬁ:
and anybody who likes to go into the matter can ;o 4
vince himself that now the banking system is a rdnef ':ﬂa
Sm for actually creating purchasing power, and i Illich
Separate organisation from the purchasing systertnh V;' o
1S controlled by the ticket system, and it is there adyfor
have to look for the lack of purchasing power an
the means to put right this lack of purchasing power.

VIL e

Now, what is it that we have to do to put rlghttthai
lack of purchasing power, assuming for the mo[{-l;nt is a
We have the power to do it? (Laughter.) fa lthe
Separate story. (Applause.) But, assuming Ol-want
Moment that we have the power, what is it that we v Tt
0 do? There are two sides to this quéstion fof al'tle ea
Tepresenting something that we can call, if we li E,'ch
Yalue. There is the ticket itself—the money"w_alnd-
forms the thing we call * effective dte mtf,ng

€re is something we call a price opposite .

f we have a {% note as a gertain value depende!;:l on
the price against which it is offered, we can generalise
that by saying this: that the purchasing power of m(;geﬁ
'S universally proportional to the price level, by w hct
Ve mean, of course, that if the average of all things tha
You want to buy goes down, then the purchasing povger

money goes up. That is what we mean a.lly
Saying that the purchasing power of money is universally
Proportional to the price level. ¢
oW, if you have a lack of purchasing power there ari
two things that you can do in regard to it. The firs
and most obyious thing, but, as so very often happens,
£t the right thing to do, in regard to it is to issue more
tickets to make up the lack between the purchasing
POWer available and the prices of the goods for same.

t if you do that you come up against a difficulty
Which 5 we]] known, and that is that you get a rise
' the prices of articles against which the money 15
Off.ered, because there is nothing to prevent the prices
)gmg raised when the sellers find there is more money
4bout,

But you can produce exactly the same result by, let
Us say, halving ?he price of everything. That is to s%y,
pStead of doubling the amount of money on one side,
 you halye the price of everything for sale on the other
pde.you will produce exactly the same result as if 311101:
hf‘d doubled the money without raising the prices. Tha
' exactly the same thing. (Applause.) ! ;

OW there is a very obvious disadvantage m.m(;{le y
halving prices arbitrarily: one with which in Tew
ZEaland_ I have no doubt, you are very fami uir.
(Laughter.) And that is that the ur}fortunate man “:: o
produces the goods either has to dispose of tl;ler;l_a ba
-: S or keep them under present conditions. That is by

© neans necessary.
Upposing that {tou decide that yon want t(:) ‘igllxlgll}e,
s Purchasing power: you can as I say quite 0 o
double the amount of tickets; but supposmgr Y(l))ecau'sé

ell, T will not give those tickets to the public o
that wiy raise prices, I will apply the same nmprt:‘ gy
purch“iﬂg power to the reduction of prices.

ill gi i to the
, that I will give the purchasing power f
;c:a:a ilvho ;roduces in the first place to enable him to
sell at half price so that the public will then hav; gw;ge
the purchasing power, and the price will be halv L
That will reduce the gap between purchasing power an
rices, and will not produce a loss to the producer.”’
F Now, it is constantly being stated that that is inflation
—of course, these words are bandied al‘;;)utd begz?svev atl!;nter:
. % . O
are certain verﬁynpowerful influences who it
in the financial system—do not want 1 4
;?: 1:'ggrllc?pol; has ever existed in the world such a§m§h§
monopoly of credit: the monopoly of those tickets whic
are producing your effective demand. .
No monopoly has ever existed of sllcllclll) farl;ls't‘alalt% 13)%
as this monopoly, and it would be a -
g_g‘:g rssay that those who are in poszests};on ;)()ft;h;(t) tin?r?:y
ill not fight to 1etain it, and there 1
g)g:)}::c?that all gossible misrepresent?ttxon agilcl tfgntfhufclz?ﬂ
i i wi
which can be thrown into this mz:l erI,le e b
into it, and is thrown into it, and o A ey
devices is to suggest that anything :
f:?]‘:r))‘;:edtowards producing more p1’1’rchasmg power 1S
something that is called ‘* inflation.

VIII. hosast
Well now, let me define the thing. Tgerl;an fn ;ua.ft ;
e inﬂati_oni'zthe_x;e ;‘1,1?15 elﬁgavlv%%?em I:ﬁation is an
ussi : 2
Fher‘gfa' iin?h;nnumber of tickets a’ccompamed,S mt%;li
ll’:)Cue by a corresponding increase in palillces. iseg g
%ot}; price and effective demand are equ }; Sl;dd i
the purchasing power in that case ]f d(:grea o e
is true inflation, and simply amoun sh Aol i
those people who already have purc 3518 ;g_l i
cause their purchasing power, OWing t(\),vil il
which is produced by true inflation, e T
They are simply taxed to the'eXttCII: Ay e
and that is exactly the thing which t':a (I)< S S B
mists and the bankers are asking tg b e
resent time when they say that w ?h Bilielaie (-
gse g sLoud applzt!}:l:f .i)nﬂggon is to be avoided.
with those peoD 0 Ei e alll e i gle VIO

i utting f
attacked the views which Ihan‘lﬁ h%od tg suggest that
igh inflation, to have the arld 100 fation, T really
what is eally wanted i oo _wor tl they are saying.
what is r derstand; but that is wha ey oanicd by a
dONnOt ‘;" rise in purchasing P aincreased purchas-

i prices is not inflafion—t® B8 b, Fand if you
fall in price vhich is quite a differen ing, oo which
ing pov;'er, :edit as we call it—the so;uction of prices
ggrcal?fsi}r,xgc power is drawn—to 2 T®

inflation. Garsian
yosvcalrll:‘o ; g;%dgiliiixg the past ten or twelve ¥ e 1o

g i the

te demonstration of
ZE;OIfltl)rean article fgomntgvt;n%oalggf Nob cz;iy f“-'guid
1 ucl iod of infla-
price, and not p]rot oI ears was a peri ot e
suggest that the las o Y ven 1o Mew and.
tion, either in Great L O o articles have :

2 i number o the public
During that time any T e don PY i
sold below cost, and I e at which they W

A ice of those article g
pal)émgnéhfhgnrgducer, out of his owln gm;id it 04
o i’na the digerence and making .al ofsr om iy B
ggx};'nogstration of paying for an article

isi rices. d PR
angolistifr 2;1213 gczg'l pay for an article frfort!it‘ :“i’gdividu ol
one of which is the private reseryels %'om g
ou can certainly pay for an article om V0 without
X/hen the public credit is there to seco
raising prices. (Applause.)
IX. y 3
But, as a matter of fact, while that cons:rtlgtctsh : bgg 05;
ue'n‘the lack of purchasing power A ed it does
bet)"g re demonstrably there to be pqrc] ir;lportnnt
iy aet what is one of the increasingly ey There
i ntle f the present situation, qnd that ‘:;f‘ i ative.
ailx):ti ito the present time an entirely new p
N
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system which has been growing up inevitably in the

t seventy-five years. ]
pa%?Ve arety accus};omcd to look on the produc-
tive and economic system as if it was the same
thing that Adam Smith talked about one hundred years
ago when individuals or small productive concerns—
very small productive concerns, chiefly individuals
produced practically all the wealth of the world and
exchanged it with each other, and it was probably fairly
true to say that at that time that * money was a medium
of exchange.” X { IR

Now from the economic point of view in the modern
world, an increasing number of people have got nothing
to exchange. :

That ingreasing number of people are the people that
we call the ““ unemployed.”” Their labour is not wanted
by the present economic system. It has changed from
being an individualistic producing system to being what
you might call a ‘“ pooled co-operative producing
system.”’

The fact that we have not got what we call a ¢ CO-oper-
ative state "’ in the technical sense does not in the least
mean that we have not got a co-operative State. We have
got it now—we are all co-operating in making that thing
which we call the standard of living. One man makes
one thing; another man makes another thing, and those
things are no use to these men unless they
are pooled and drawn upon by something that we
call “ effective demand.” So that the modern economic
system has completely changed from the system of ex-
change between individuals to a single wealth producing
system on which we all require to draw from the centre
to the circumference, as you might say. ‘

The creation of wealth at the present time is inevit-
ably a co-operative matter. One man, by means of a
most ingenious machine, makes a nut and a bolt.
nut and bolt is no good to him by itself—he does not
live on nuts and bolts. Some other man has to make
some other little bit of machinery, and together with a
hundred or two of them, makes up what we call a

While a motor car is useful, you
cannot live on motor cars, Somebody else has
to make a lot of things through more ingenious machin-

bread, “machine-baked
bread, plumbing and so on, all of which form the single
Pool of wealth from which we all draw.

Now tliis single pool of wealth is produced primarily

by power and by ingenious kinds of machines. 1

view from which T am looking at the
industrial system will he one w
all. (Loud applause.)

thing, the perfect
hich requires no labour at

: 3 ime of their lives, in the
€conomic and productive system at all.

That is one of
the facts that you have to face along the lines on which
We are going_—and the proper lines, too.

Now, then, we have to arrange that tho,
get goods without being employed.
not to employ those people but to dise
yet give them the goods.
easily by something that
system.

If you have a dividend at the present time__if you are
the owner of some of those very few shares existing in
the world paying a dividend—you are in fact get-
ting a piece of paper which entitles you to a fraction
of the production—not of the particular thing ;
you have shares_but of the total] production of the
world. We have this pool of wealth, and if we extend
this dividend system so that all of us who are not
employed can have our dividend warrants, and those
who are employed can be paid in addition to being

Se people can
Our objective is
mploy them and
Now you can do that quite
we know as the dividend
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employed, then we would have a state of affairs which

exactly parallels the physical facts of the case, and noth-
ing else. (Prolonged applause.)

I can well realise that there is need of great mental |

i We
adjustment to agree to proceed along those lines.
ha{'e developedgf)n the physical and productive ?;g‘li:
to a stage which we can quite properly call mi e
twentieth century. We have not developed in fourd
economic thinking processes, which are middle e
teenth century——(applause)—_a.nd we have got toe' o
up a great deal of lost time in a very short spac f any
the only way to do that is to clear your minds 0 e
doubt whatever as to what it is you are trying to or;u'c

If you will persist in assuming that the econ e
system is going to be some sort of governmental SXSC e
—that all sorts of moral questions as to whether qead)
tain man is worthy to have what you call a d“gave K
or whether it would be demoralising to him to ly in-
dividend or something of that sort—you are 51!?5;: all
troducing into what is an arithmetical prOPOS:i; with
sorts of propositions which have nothing to
arithmetic at all. 0~

Make up your minds what it is you want yolg‘g ant
ductive and your financial system to do. Do Y“’v ant 0
them to be a governmental system? Do you an get
make certain conditions which will govern a n:}ampen
ting these things, because if you do you want to t down
down your producing system; you want to cgrs from
your producing system, ‘and stop your prOdug,n fresh
producing wealth, and your chemists from findi f];e an
methods of producing wealth. Stop these PeOI;’e quite
say, * We do not want any more wealth; there é" worthy
a number of people in the world who are nq}’,ave it
of having wealth, and we do not want them fo W, buti

I think it is very wrong from my point of Vi€ T
you are going to do that sort of thing, be Con‘ih arith
what you are doing, and do not mix it up Wi
metic—that is the important point.

XT. e the
Now, before closing, let me put to you: what ar duc”

difficulties? The difficulties are not at all on e psrioe
tive side—the problem is not on the productnvenothing
all, nor is it on the administrative side. It ha}e merits
whatever to do, for instance, with the rfispegtl Y factory
of administering, let us say, a large productive "% o5
as a nationalised factory or as a private factory
are questions of administration. 2 ond a8y

at we do know at the present time, beyo traﬁ"e
possibility of doubt, is that whether the aamméf,dy all
system is perfect or not it is producing, not }rln pres :
that we can use by our financial system at the nothi?
time, but large surpluses, and in my opinion it ’;mittedly
less than suicidal to start reorganising an 'couch?d
effective producing system before you have B "in

15,
upon  where the real trouble lies, and thﬁ:chaSI“.g
the effective  demanq system, the P it o
power, so that you have to realise that 1 e

4 Dl
neither in the actyal processes of production “oral i
methods called administration of production solely i
trouble lies. (Applause.) It lies simply and wordit
this ticket system which is summed up in thif er
“ the monopoly of credit,”” and the monopoly as the
is to all effects ang purposes the same thing
banking system, have sué
ow I do not want to suggest and I never 1255

gested at any time, that bankers are anything of the?
ordinary persons of society, so far as g5 per cent. or cenb
are concerned. T make a reservation of 5 P
(Laughter.) ent. ar®

And T wish to say that none of those 5 per € il
in New Zealand, so that no one can say thaecogﬂ‘sc
criticising New Zealand. But you have to I iy the
this fact: that this monopoly of credit is, as I Saa evel
most terrific weapon for controlling the bodies anse e
the souls of the Population of this earth, becau re
controlled very often by publicity, and as thetem‘bl’
various ways of disseminating publicity, it has



