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NOTES OF THE WEEK
Do not th The Tithe _Bill. X
While th ings happen conveniently for the baflkers.’
Were g ¢ WPOIe electorate and members of ?arleiment

5 Cevoumg the sensational evidence elicited in the
givin ourts last Thursday the House of Commons was
atg a second reading to the Tithes Bi!l.* We wonder
semat.pe"Centage of the public and their elected repre-

S sinlves paid any attention to this Bill, or have done

arliace° Even in normal times the cha@ctenstxc of
legig) Mentary absentmindedness is manifest in regard to
crafsahoﬂ in which the bankers and their expert :bureau-
in c.ar“ concerned; so how much more mus‘t this be so

t a::.:"mstanccs which create a dramatic .countcr-
iCu)aﬂmn' MOS} legislation is dry ..s'tuff‘at any time, par-

‘-'“'any ﬁnanc.m] legislation——whlch is why, as Lord
Ceedeq .CO"’Plil{ncd, the bureaucrats have so thcn suc-
‘-‘“nq.‘m slipping clauses into Bills and getting them
hy ,'.L( ‘_Vlﬂmul examination, with the result that our
L\l}'Rlslu(orx do not realise what these clauses imply

[

s S T B TN ICH
Re . P ™ R
. Readers interested in the Tithes agitation are referred

to

P \l‘:u:“ of Tur New Ack dated May 28, 1931 (" The
Way 18 of Anglicanism "), August 24, 033 (' The Tithe
f“‘,"n,,u_}' and May 3, 1934 (** The Tithe Bill "), The last
i Ms were written about a leading articlo ¢ ntitled ' The

Wha B o ¢
e Bill " jn The Times of April 24, 1934.1

until they see them successfully invoked and adroitly
construed by some departmental official in some court
of law before a protesting but impotent Judge, who
finds that matters which properly belong to his field of
jurisdiction have been transferred to a departmental
authority. (Cf. The Ministry of Health’s usurpation of
the power to establish and punish the ** crime " of “* ex-
cessive preseription.’’)
" * *

On the day we speak of nobody had a thought to
think or a word to say—and no newspaper had a head-
line to spare—except to deal with the dramatic appear-
ance of Mr. J. H. Thomas at the Inquiry and the
intriguing ‘ inside stories " with which his name had
been rightly or wrongly involved. Really, Parliament
onght to have been adjourned until the circus was over,
or at least been given some minor subject which could
bated perfunctorily without danger.

B B *

The Times of May 14 contains the report of the debate
and a leading article on it. The principle of the Tithe
Bill is that of substituting the State for the Titheowner
as the creditor of the Tithepayer. The result of this i
to shift the basis of the Tithepayer’s liability from his
Jand to his person. Tithe-rent becomes a fithe-tax, and

be de
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the tithe-taxpayer becomes part and parcel of the gen-
eral body of taxpayers whereof each person is con-
sidered the debtor to all, and therefore not entitled to
the privilege of limited liability in respect of his debt.

* ® *

Another result is that the proceeds of tithe-rent, now
to be tithe-tax, are no longer to be formally identified
with specific claims by the Church and/or other tithe-
owning bodies, nor are to be formally hypothecated to
specific purposes. Like motorists’ contributions to the
road fund, the proceeds will be swallowed up in the
national revenue, and thenceforth the titheowners who
used to collect them will lose their identity as such by
being enrolled in the general body of bond-holders,
drawing their statutory dividend from the State.

* ] *

Mr. Walter Elliot pointed out that the Bill would lift
from the Church the odium which she has hitherto in-
curred by having to move the machinery of law to re-
cover her dues from impecunious tithepayers. He
suggested that whateyer grievances were felt on either
side about the material changes to be brought about by
the Bill, they were more or less justly compensated.
The Times remarks that the Bill is as good as any other
that could be devised and operated, having regard to the
number and nature of the conflicting interests involved.
We can accept this as probably being true, and, if true,
as putting an end to all controversy—that is to say, all

* * *
But in entering this

i Proviso we are reminding our
nominal rulers that co;

niroversy cannot he contained
the Money Monopolists are seelk-
ing to impose on it, There is a numerous, influential,
and fast-increasing body of thought which challenges
the standing orders under which parties to debates on
concrete problems are driven to barren compromises,
As we pointed out in former articles on the Tithe
problem to which we refer in a footnote, it is as feasible
for tithepayers to fulfil their obligations to titheowners
without hardship in terms of money to-day as it was for
them to do so in terms of commodities long ago. What
makes it seem infeasible is the fact that statesmen
accept as natural laws the arbitrary conventions of the
Money Monopolists. These conventions amount to g
code of law, this law being correctly describable as the
Law of Financial Infeasibility overriding the Law of
Physical Feasibility. Mark the term; *“ over-riding *'—
not * reflecting ”’ o ¢ fulfilling.” That is to say the
two ““ Laws " are in conflict with each other, whereas it
that they should not be complementary
to each other—or, ag the physicist would say, functions
of each other, Tt should be a self-evident proposition

t any objective that

in the presence of money,
* # # :

What‘ do people want money for anyhow? Of what
service 1s a monetary system or notation?
money to buy some share or other of what
And the only essential yse of money is to measure the
relative size of the share. If all production consisted of
one commodity, say bread, the total number of loayes
could be counted, and tickéts marked ““ One Quartern
Loaf "’ could be issued to people in varying };umbers

People want
is produced.

: d to, “
according to the number of loaves each was entitle |

3 the
Each ticket would represent the same fraction <f>f all he
tickets issued as one loaf would represent 01 s 0
loaves available. But as production takes all s :

. ified 1
forms, and the products are variously quant;]ﬁeticke
measures of length, weight, volume, etc., €ac e

must bear some expression of the fractional share ¥
enables the holder to know how much of any one i
out of the multitude of things on offer he is ablf Al
for the ticket. The expression ‘* One Pound spent
this purpose because producers of anything at all ach—
pounds in making it, and can calculate how ™ eliver
or what fraction—of all that they make they can i
for one pound. If we did not use this universam:xld get
cable notation for measuring how much we €0 i
for our ticket we should have to use documents 2 e8!
long stating that each of them entitled the holder (ti‘:‘»' PR
““ one pound (weight) ** of this or ‘“ two yar i one
that or ““ half a gallon "’ of something else 07
hundredth " part of a bicycle—and so on. B};e able
money tokens we get over this difficulty and :he otal
to measure up our total production by counting what
tokens paid out; and each of us can Calculatecount‘
quantity of anything at all his share comes to by
ing the tokens he has available to spend.
* ® L] 5 stes

Nevertheless the principle on which the o3y ,ay ely

works—or rather, is capable of working, and 15 V

|
|
|
|

apph |

using

hyp?”
supposed to work—is just as simple as that of the yfof ‘

> : ervy
thetical one-loaf-ticket system just mentioned, wl‘l/ 5
instance, total production were to be 1,000 108 ne”

3 n |
total tickets were 1,000, Each ticket would represe the

thousandth of the production, also one'thol.lsan tor mo
community’s ‘‘ income.’’ The holder of a “_Cket (or reld”
than one) might not be aware of the fractional ould
tive measure of it, nor would he have to; bat ; is the
know the number of loaves he could get, whic
part of the system that practically interests him:
* * . ;
Our object in dishing up this elementary i
is to emphasise the following facts: mm
L. That money is not indispensable to a
but is a convenience, ot f&‘idf
2. That the value of o money system does nthc rul®
in the money, but in the system—i.e., 1 its P2
which a community makes for counting up to its
duction of wealth ang counting out shares
members, umable
3. That rules can be devised so that €O e P
wealth can be drawn upon as fast as it ca8
duced, and be don®”
4. That if under any rules this cannot obsta%y
whereas the community desires to do it, thecﬁug a5
lies in the rules, and can be removed by COI™®
rules, rob)
The community in Britain to-day is faCillg-mctg .vidf
indicated in the last of these facts. In tryfng'viduﬂl nf
out collective wealth for the benefit of the md:— aset?
the maximum rate, it is trying to do so s they Ly
financial rules which have the effect (fo 28 af Purpost:i
obeyed) of Preventing the achieveinent of ﬂf“‘ndaﬂ“'ﬂ it
The community is engaged in a game Of urksh" 4
Cross-purposes: in its fields, factories and wc:ﬂdﬂ‘ 0’:5
i§ constantly trying to enlarge the ﬂow'of housé it .
of industry into homes, but in its counting an indﬁd
trying to dam the flow and convert it 1nltt(; access'
trial pool. It is thus trying to make Wed

nfol'maﬁoﬂ

unity’
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and inaccessible to the individual at one and the same
time. The evidence of this dilemma is to be seen in
the conflicting doctrines of monetary saving or spend-
ing by the individual. Saving involves‘]eavmg weilth
inside the production system: spending mV(_lees tal-.}ng
it out. Hence the compromise-doctrine of wise spend'mg
(or saving) which, if it means anything at all, requires
the community to draw out of industry the .Ieast pro-
portion of wealth on which it can support 1tself.. I!;
brief, it requires the community to carry the practice of
abstinence up within a degree or so of the flashpoint o
8eneral civil disorder.
* * *

Adversity makes strange bedfellows. So does Per:
versity. And nothing exemplifies perversity so copvm::o
ingly as the spectacle of a community endeavoumtlgo L
follow two mutually destructive lines _of conduct at on
and the same time. Yet the perversity dqes not ]1et }111;
the community, because the community be!leve tha; i
rules of the counting house are correctly d.esxgr.led.tou:! =
the purposes of the factory. The perversuy. lies IIII1 '(:n :
in the community (but not of the commumty) W k(; ;w_
Pose the counting-house rules on the community kn o
ing them to involve the frustration of the commumtge_
Purpose. Those who do this—those fraudulent Ly
Ceivers_may be generally described as the banl:llng;hﬂe
Tunity: and the visible agency which conce s"th o
facilitating, their deception, can be identified wj'n-the-
% Treasury,” the ‘“ Revenue,”’ or, as ﬁls man-i
Street would look at it, the “ Government.

* * * 5

And who are the strange bedfellows? They ?°“s’ts‘o
of the curious assortment of people Who, ftolgrl tl$;01e
time have revealed by their acts the fact that . e i
communjty is in the flashpoint danger z'one.o tg: £
temperatyre (or temper, which expression 1551 s
nalogy). These acts have consisted, variously 7 g
chauenging the law, (b) breaking the law, (c) S e
loopholes in the law, (d) inciting gthexs to rwwa
Tequirements of the law in the foregoing and other ways.

s . *

As to the curious nature of the 355°rﬂ-ne? tol(l’fwtll;?csl:
People, it will be appropriate to thg subjec o
these “ Notes " are being written if we tr;encount!'y'
the tithepayers who, in various paat Of- ea ents of
lave resisted distraint by forcibly i edm'f‘heg would

€ law in the execution of their duties. . cateyg oty of
Probably resent being placed in the SamLH Lord
bet'lfellows, as M. Marang, Mr. Clarence ;Ex; room
~Ylsant, My, Leopold Harris, and more sotax_dodgers.
S founq for the numerous body o,f forger;' ore room
mash-and-grab raiders and the lfk.e’ - it :zrs such as
Ul for iqealistic rough-house political agi ‘and Fascism
3T t0 be found in the ranks of Commumsr‘;'n the wide
alike, Yet, all these people, notwn‘hsfﬂn ldg- te objec-
d.iversity between their motives, their lmm;l 1]:ess were
ves, and the heinousness of their unlawfu )

that,

Fesistmg the rules of the countir}g house. .Tt:::r::;t il
' doing what they did, they risked or inc N
: 4 hat the rules ©

Penalties, arises from the fact t t ¢
cnuntine;hg;l:z have been woven into the l? 4 :{ir:l:y
0. The fraudulent deceit of the private i
A.IO“OPOlv has been given legal sanction 1 l’clll) devices
V¢ Governments, and penalties attached to nt resolve
0 WHish citivang sre tempted to resort in order g i W
the Tesulting dilemma of cross-purpases of W “ii tries
Baye Spoken. A code of law which embodies an :

to enforce two mutually irreconcilable basic principles
of conduct is a denial of everything that we mean by
law—it is a code which can no more be tolerated by
human intelligence than it can be oPer'ated by human
ingenuity. The attempt to enforce it is an affront to
conscience and an incitement to violence. There can be
no greater injustice than to prescribe, under penalties,
the performance of an impossible task { And there can
be no greater aggravation of that injustice than to con-
ceal from the would-be performers of the task the fact
that it is impossible. This concealment has the conse-
quence that when the inevitable dilemmas confront the
people they suspect the cause to lfe in defects of human
nature: they fly apart into suspicious, r.esentful groufs.,
each charging the others with obstructing pmgr:lssbot
wards what they believe to be an attamable_: en 'l u
which in truth is unattainable ‘under the existing awé
and for the reason that the designers of the law do no
intend that end to be reached.
* * *

And thus it comes about that we have ﬁ?hepgyex:h iq-
dicting the Church with rapacity, and registering : eir
resentment by symbolic occupations of Rectory gaxl'l teﬂf
where they declaim agair;lst Rect;)hnalgmf;_-xflnggN :n-

i ou
ing the mmat&s_of the house, o
conformists outside the hedge Wi o
iaboli lex of stray curren
tithes. What a diabolical comp y cu e
ile visitations of retribution—c
resentment and of futile visi e
ich, if the contestants fm]y ew,
;::itscc‘)vul;:ic be, directed to the distant source of all the

trouble.

* - s

And what is the trouble? The Church (by thi;gn:;
mean titheowners generally% tl:as Zx:l:d :éo;x:iorio g
i ers than the latter
¥gm tl1":51‘“3‘)03 yquestion that the Church can prgve lrl:)r
L that she can show that all the money (and mo
it ut, without extravagance, to pux;;;(l)sfos
i blic would commend as usel
o ok e Pell other hand, there is also no ques-

iety t, on th
ii(:zegl;lt ]t?;ll:e ti?.hepayers can show that they, too, need

ally commendable,
ey, and for purposes equ : =
:ﬁzu?l?:fy a different order of usefulness todsocelet?f. &
this dilemma there is nothing else to b; tlc:n z,mjes W
hange is to be made at all, tha_n to get bot dp 2l
:e:ofnce something, and to bring in a third party
mitigate the renunciation.
L * Ll i
This is what is being done by the Tithe 3111@11;:::
Bill is really an arbitration a\:'.zrgdl—)—e;l;:dr:he ey
i i mmunity acti 3 vern
o | thflbt?:ak’ll’[;i:;ry. !tiyeaders will note ﬂl:e ng;xl:
ment:ffl a headline in The Times’s report o:l t :ovmons
c:;icng that the basic principle of the ﬁn{an;n pg) ot s
; b y must be §
ill is that ** the Treasury o
O‘f ;4 B]lzxrﬁs to saying that the rules of the counting
ke art:::st be respected. In view of how those' mtlhe:
h,O lrllsceit is not surprising to read._ as anyone call}kln i
% ot, that no interested group in the House 1i a‘ t
rc1}>]o o,r if it likes it, only insofar as, gnd becnulm.t,h 1t
% :'x]ises other groups! Nor is it surprising to rea(h‘ t;z
p: n House, in accepting the Bill in prnpc_;ple, was ¢ ‘xc tz
tc(t‘uatcd l;v the Government's imphcnll' clh.ghlzlnﬁ;ows
: ! B tive. (If ol’ Bi
‘s to suggest a better alterna . .
cnhc;:t)t:r %{ill in another 'ole let "im go x}nd fetch 1:'.)~
%fha House was also influenced by the '('ovemmtm:h:
np;cnl to it not to allow the two yeams’ work o

nee >
she gets is being p
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experts who had gone into the problem to be wasted.
Readers who know who these experts are and whose
directions they serve under will not be so impressed as
was the House. There is nothing that could be wasted
with so much profit to the public as the time and labour
spent by the Money Monopoly in consolidating and ex-
tending its control of the affairs of State.
s ) ®

That is what the Tithe Bill does. Under its financial
provisions the ““ Exchequer ** (which is the same thing
as the Treasury, the Bank of England, the Big Five,”’
the City, the Money Market, the Stock Exchange, and
the Insurance Combine—the directorates of which insti-
tutions are closely interlocked) is to buy up all tithe-
owners’ rights for the sum of £735,000,000 to be paid in
the form of 3 per cent. guaranteed Government stock
redeemable at par in sixty years’ time. For reasons to
appear later we identify the Church and her functions
with these rights, and exclude persons who own tithes
and use the revenues for secular purposes of a non-edu-
cational character. What does the Church gain? She
gains the security of a constant revenue, and escapes
the odium of being directly associated with its collec-
tion. It was pointed out in the debate that there was
a tendency, were the old system to continue, of the
sporadic resistances of tithepayers to coalesce and boil
up into a general strike of national dimensions. So, in
terms of dependability of income and of moral rehabilita-
tion the Church’s gains are real. But she has had to
pay for them financially. Her income has been scaled
down, and it ceases at the end of sixty years. She will
be obliged to economise on her expenditure forthwith,
Yet, so far she may be content with her bargain.

* * *

But now we come to something deeper than the
revenue problem. It is something which we first fore-
shadowed in our article, ‘“ The Passing of Anglican-
ism,” five years ago. In that article we pointed out that
the developments in wireless, newspaper, and cinema
educational publicity were making possible the super-
session of the Christian pulpit altogether—and of the
Anglican pulpit particularly. We showed, but in other
words, that for the purposes of the Money Monopoly
the only religion required in this country was one which
limited its teaching to the end of making men good
citizens of the State. Once the citizen was trained into
the habit of regarding the interests of the State as
supreme, and of identifying these interests with the rules
of the counting house, then, for the purposes of the
Money Monopoly, that citizen’s religious education was
complete, and any spiritual refinement or extension of it
superfluous, not to say potentially dangerous, because
of the insistence of Christianity on the humanistic doc-
trine of the primacy of the individual over the group—
or rather over autocratic institutions affecting to repre-
sent the group. The religious conscience that the
Money Monopoly wanted to cultivate was a conscience
purged of humanism, one which measured justice by
financial statistics. For this purpose the secular agencies
just mentioned were quite adequate, or could be made
$0 by the provision of new financial capital. We fore-
shadowed that the specific privileges of the Anglican
Church would be attacked by the City in the same way
as had been those of the Landed Aristocracy. ‘

» * *

Very well.  The Tithe Bill constitutes such an attack.
It imposes on the Anglican Church the assignment of

Anglican property to the Money Monopoly. Inoghs;g
the assignment could be revoked at the end not 1€
years provided that the guaranteed stock were i
deemed. But the Money Monopoly can a]ways vocable:
what it wants to; hence the assignment is irre hereas
What is the implication of this? This, that ﬂ‘:'; stock
Anglican property is looked upon as inalienable Jienable:
which is to be issued in purchase of it is not lm:il e
The profound import of this can be illustrate h were
lows: namely that if a particular Anglican chuig a (or
to be offered for sale for conversion into a cinemt
even for the use of a Nonconformist denommi‘lt“’gzi
would be an outcry immediately against such a givorce
attempt to surrender inalienable property and t_o block
its functions from their original purpose: b‘ft if af that
of guaranteed stock representing the security ]fet the
church were to be realised in the Stock Mark tl"l e
same surrender would be made, though not :lw rot
same immediate consequences, and nobody coul es‘
because nobody would know what had happen

* *® * i an-ow
We are, of course, not suggesting that L And
illustration does more than exhibit the di"’"ﬁncm)n.int out
that is sufficient for our purpose, which is to I’°s -
the dangerous possibilities attaching to the

3 pe
attachment of Anglican properties to stocks which &% S0

sold or pledged like any other gilt-edged securities: stacle
far as we have scrutinised the Bill there is 10 © ng the
to the property of the Church of England becomi®8 g
property of the Bank of England and its B’g.t
satellites. If there is we shall be glad to hear i*

* e * g et

Someone may ask: ‘“ What difference WOUl

make, since the Church’s administration of the 11) t:wneﬁ
could not be directly interfered with by the leg? aiff

or
of the securities? > The narrow answer is, 0 e
ence immediately. The danger is progressive: inco™®
first place the adequacy of the fixed collective ing

granted to the Church depends upon the PUI®) e
power of money. If there is a rise in price-€ ices %
Church will have either to retrench on her Ser“ftl er of
else to borrow on or sell her securities. In e(;lhe""’l J
the two latter alternatives she will have to retren incom®
tually, because she will suffer a diminution of to sPe’k
She cannot borrow without paying interest (not caPiﬂd
of repaying the loan), and she cannot live on her arkt
A further factor is that she cannot control thethef"f"ra
value of the stock she is to be paid with, and

has no guaranteed borrowing powers. /
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