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PREFACE

THE tendency to argue from the particular to the gdnera special case of the sequence
from materialism to collectivism. If the universereduced to molecules, ultimately we can
dispense with a catalogue and a dictionary; afighiare the same thing, and all words are
just sounds—molecules in motion. That is the ultenameaning of “Equality"—having no
quality.

There is a close connection between this mentali@dét and the curious failure to notice
the outstanding feature of our time. We know that society is very sick; some, at least, of
the causes of the disease have been isolated; servebthe great difficulty which is
experienced in obtaining effective action in ang @ountry in regard to these social poisons;
but we rarely devote any attention, to the quesivbich transcends in importance any other
with which we have to deal on this earth. Why ibecomingmoredifficult to bring peace
upon earth, and to make effective, goodwill betweem? What is the dynamism which will
encourage the conquest of the earth, the sea amairthout will only permit the substitution
of poverty by slavery? Why does the mouthing of phease “the Common Good” merely
ensue in individual evil?

More particularly at this time, there is a tendetmyexalt War into a cause instead of a
symptom. The more closely the structure and psypgybf war is studied, however, the
more clearly it appears that war is neither a caasea symptom, but a method. In the words
of Clausewitz, “War is the pursuit of policy by ethmeans.” Once this fundamental idea is
grasped, the fact that wars occur in the face @fettpressed desire of all but a small fraction
of the world’s population to remain at peace, takes new aspect. What is it which is strong
enough to plunge the world into a cataclysm of rdesibn at decreasing intervals, against
“the common will"?

We shall find the answer to this question, if &tialthe period of uneasy truce between
1918 and 1939.

C. H.DouGLAS.
Perthshire, 1945.
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INTRODUCTION

Although less than 100 pages in length, this work of MajaH.CDouglas is
unguestionably one of the most important bookshef tentury. As its title indicate3he
Brief for the Prosecutions an indictment of those persons, groups and nisghons
responsible for the systematic sabotage of WeSlasthisation as a prelude to fastening upon
a bewildered and deliberately demoralised humaaityall-powerful World Government—a
tyranny of unspeakable horror.

Written in 1943, the exposé in the following pagesoncentrated mainly on the period
between the twdNorld Wars, as they are called—from the Bolshewkoiution to the
emergence of Communist Russia as chief benefioanorld War 1l. As a result of that
conflict the Soviet Union today controls a vaseiae empire, possesses the most powerful
military machine, thanks to the technology and mailteaid provided by the Western
democracies, and an organisation for subversiorclwpenetrates into the heart of every
nation. As intended by its architects, it is bdik pattern for the New World Order and an
instrument for its achievement.

It was during that period between the two World $Wéwat the foundations were laid for
the rise of the totalitarian Socialist super stat€ommunist Russia, Fascist Italy and Nazi
Germany—and the stage was set for the devastatiBnrope by war; for the dismantling of
the mighty British Empire; for the submergence oic® Great Britain in the socialist-
dominated conglomerate of the European Common Niaakel for the now-emerging New
World Economic Order under an all-powerful interaaal oligarchy.

The Brief for the Prosecutioexposes the ‘who’ and the ‘how’ of this vast caregprial
onslaught, mainly directed against the British pespand the Christian Church—the
conspiracy for World dominion is essentially anhf{Stian in both its means and in the
Satanic ends to which it is directed.

LESLIE DENISBYRNE.
December, 1982
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PART 1
CHAPTER 1

IN the main, the indigenous British do not take knth explanations. Whether by
education, heredity, climate, diet, or the accidengeographical situation, and all of these
have been adduced in extenuation, we distrust,Iggefer action or experiment, and view
life as a process of dealing with situations asythase. It has to be conceded that the
technique has produced remarkable results, andutdiabe a poor service to its exponents to
suggest that the qualities it requires are nothyoof honour and cultivation.

But it has inadequacies, and one of them has beeh m evidence during the armistice
years. It requires a policy outside itself—if yoefer the word, a religion—a binding back to
reality. Faced with policies of a deductive chagacbased, not so much on experience as on
ideals, (using the word in its popular, rather thaie sense), the “practical” man has a strong
tendency to allow himself to be deprived of thelgoaf his own method. He isn’t interested
in theories; and when the steady prosecution ofsesubased on a theory results in a global
war, he is discovered to be not merely without raemhoral, and material equipment, but
committed to obtain them on ruinous terms.

Nevertheless in 1940, when the native had shakesdii loose from some of the fetters
forged for him by the idealist, he once again destrated his active power of survival. It was
not the planners who saved at Dunkirk the Britisimj which they had insisted should be
centralised under the senile incompetent Gamelinxag the Baconian little ships. But the
operative word in this observation is “when.” ltase thing to say that inductiveethods,
given time and direction, are sound. It is quitethrr to say that time will always be given.
And most of the time available in which to coundemenacing situation is lost in deciding
what is the nature of the situation, more partidyld you don’t know what it is you are
trying to do.

Dr. Arnold Toynbee, the Secretary of the Royalitast of International Affairs, informs
the harassed Briton through the medium of its Jaluimat “we” are working feverishly but
with all “our” might, to undermine the sovereigrd/“our” respective nations (which implies
undermining the property rights which have beemdiarred from individuals to the
“nation”) and thus conferring it on some still monmeighty, but studiously unspecified
recipient. Almost before Dr. Toynbee has finishgeaking, Herr Hitler undermines the
sovereignty of most of the nations of Europe, and Ghurchill, amidst approving applause
from as far away as North America, announces that Will fight him on the beaches and in
the streets, and “we” will never give in. At thengatime, Dr. Toynbee and his staff are
provided with comfortable occupations in the pledsaty of Oxford, presumably to go on
undermining national sovereignty at the expensthefBritish taxpayer. It must be admitted
that all this renders the deductive or idealistietmod very complex and difficult to
understand.

The difficulties do not end with the contradictidnstween what he is told and taught to
think, and what he is ordered and forced by cirdamses to do. He feels that, while the
idealist knows where he is going, but not for pcdgiion, he himself can’t quite see where he
is bound, yet is on his way. Mr. Eden assures hia although the New Order must be built
through war, it will be built notwithstanding. Hetitler says he has built it. So far as can be
seen, the New Order has a common characteristierets sponsored by Mr. Eden, or as
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constructed by Herr Hitler. Millions of uncivil s&nts appear as though by the wave of the
Wicked Fairy’s wand, and “order,” with, on the whptlisappointing results. General Dittmar
somewhat surprisingly suggests that even in Germ&hg selfishness of governmental
departments which do not look beyond their own sphand disregard the interest of the
nation as a whole” (German Radio, January 25, 18445t be curbed. Idealists everywhere
view with alarm, the language used to describebttekbone of the Classless State, “Returns
in triplicate, accompanied by the appropriate vausli Unregenerate yeomen have been
heard to say that if half the inspectors who ariel gamfortable salaries, with travelling
expenses, rendered on the prescribed Form, to thfadaers from carrying out repairs to
buildings, could be taught the elements of brickigy they would go far to remedy the
shortage of building labour besides permitting thlaich is available to do a little work.

And then, there is Russia. Since the Dreyfus Gagk,which Russia has, perhaps, more
in common than would appear at first sight, no scabjhas provided so widespread an
opportunity, not merely for dogmatic and mutualkclesive statements on matters of fact,
but for arguments which seem to close for a conalile time the enquiry as to whether
mankind really is a reasoning animal.

Even taking the highest figures put forward by thosncerned to support the idea that
National Socialist Germany is anti-Jewish, thegdhtk atrocities against continental Jewry do
not come within millions of those committed by tBeviet Government in one operation
alone—the “collectivisation” of agriculture. Butethworld rings with the woes of the Chosen,
while Russia is idolised by multitudes. Eugene Lgjcen Communist by conviction, a trained
observer, one-time United Press correspondent ischle, and subsequently on the staff of
Tass, the official Russian Press Agency, in hikbagsignment in Utopieaobserves:—

“A population as large as Denmark’s or Switzerland/as stripped clean of all their
belongings—not alone their land and homes andecatttl tools, but often their last clothes,
and food, and household utensils—and driven ouheif villages. They were herded with
bayonets at the railway stations, packed indiscrataly into cattle-cars and freight-cars, and
dumped weeks later in the lumber regions of theeimoNorth, the deserts of Central Asia,
wherever labour was needed, there to live or dieneésof this human wreckage was merely
flung beyond the limits of their former villages,tiout shelter or food in these winter
months, to start life anew, if they could, on land barren to be cultivated in the past. . . .
Tens of thousands died of exposure and epidemeasés while being transported and no
one dared guess at the death rate in the wilderngssaw (my emphasis) batches of the
victims at provincial railroad points, under G.P(Qgpu) guards, like bewildered animals
staring vacantly into space. Those meek, bedraggledk-worn creatures were hardly the
kulaks of the propaganda poster.”

Try reading that extract at a “Workers” meetingmy industrial town.

Mr. Max Eastman, the friend of Lenin, who spentrgem Russia during its most
formative period, remarks “instead of being bet@&tialinism is worse than Fascism, more
ruthless, barbarous, unjust, immoral, anti-demagrahredeemed by any hope or scruple . . .
‘it is Socialism, in the sense of being an inevitableugio unforeseen political
accompaniment of the nationalisation and colleséition which he had relied upon as part of
his plan for erecting a classless socie§tafin’s Russial940, p. 82).

While Mr. F. A. Voight obligingly completes the pice by remarking in regard to

Downloaded from www.socialcredit.com.au



Germany, “Marxism has led to Fascism and Natiomnaid@ism because, in all essentialssit
Fascism and National SocialismJrfto Caesar,1939, p. 95).

That is to say, Socialism and Fascism stem frons#me root. It is part of the purpose
of this book to show that practically all forms etonomic, industrial, and political
totalitarianism can be traced to the same root.

The idea uppermost in the minds of the workingsla®later of the Soviet system is
that the rich have been abolished. In 1939, only@ars after the Bolshevik accession to
power, Trotsky (Bronstein) who ought to have knostated “the upper 11 or 12 per cent of
the Soviet population now receives approximately ggd cent of the national income”
(quoted inThe Managerial Revolutiod. Burnham, 1942, p. 43).

This differentiation is sharper than in the Unit8thtes, where the upper 10 per cent
receive 35 per cent of the national income.

The situation of the 88 per cent in Russia is insuezbly worse than the similar residue
in England or the United States.

Until recently, it was a commonplace of “Labourbpaganda that war is a device of the
“Capitalist.” If you are careful to define your tes, and associate the word “capitalist” with
the favourite Socialist ideal, “internationalisnttiere is probably a good deal of truth in the
statement. But Russia, the idol of the proletarmtconsidered to have demonstrated the
success of Socialism by first provoking, througham-aggression pact with Germany, and
then waging, war on an unprecedented scale. Evdhisn a population of two hundred
millions, embodying traditionally brave soldiers,omd in all probability have been
decisively and irrevocably defeated by a countrgrm@any, of eighty millions, unless
assisted by Great Britain, a country of forty-fieellions which had withstood Germany
single-handed for a year.

My object in traversing a somewhat familiar terremot so much to attack or condemn
any particular body of opinion, as to bring intdige something which forms a peculiar
handicap to our native talent for “dealing withusiions as they arise.” “Situations” present
themselves to our judgment in words spoken or enitlt is evident, that, to a considerable
extent, words have come to mean, not merely whawarg them to mean, but what we want
them to mean in regard to a particular subject.

This is confusing, and an effort to resolve thefasion in respect of a few of the
commoner words of political controversy seems toolderdue. That this confusion is not
accidental, but deliberate, is unfortunately trirerhaps as good a key as any to the
fundamental policy is provided by the remark of d étaldane, who, it will be remembered,
claimed that his spiritual home was in Germany.w#s asked why he persuaded (!) Sir
Ernest Cassel, one of the richest men in the wtwldettle large sums on the London School
of Economics. He replied “Our object is to makes timstitution a place to raise and train the
bureaucracy of the future Socialist Staf@uarterly ReviewJanuary, 1929).

It will be noticed that a special education, diffeyr from that of the existing Schools was
necessary. And an inspection of the teaching staftates that this was to be inculcated
primarily by German—or Russian-speaking Jews. lu@crous to suppose that Sir Ernest
Cassel, a German-speaking Jew, provided large suimgsorance of their objective.
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In this connection, the growing revolt against mkeacience is significant. It has been
observed in many quarters, and notably by Dr. Tudoes, F.R.S.E., that modern science is
becoming a mass of superstitions. The tendency oflemn and even not-so-modern
Universities to produce communists has been trézdde insistence of their teaching staffs
on the unlimited validity of such theories as tb&Darwin, largely discredited in informed
quarters, but presented to immature minds as ésitgiblished.

CHAPTERIII

FRANCIS BACON, Earl of Verulam, may not have been the first marapprehend our
danger. But his emphasis upon the necessity ofdiieg or cultivating a just and legitimate
familiarity between the mind, and things” strikespare note of consciousness which
establishes it as an authentic scripture. Confcbmtéh some of the words around which so
much of our modern politics revolve, such as “that& or “the Nation” he would have
instantly demanded to be led to him. A Queen heetstdod; but to be told that her condition
(state, from Lstatus)could be, and should be separated from the pensooccupation of it,
would have appeared to him to be a gross supersiitto which the barons at Runnymede
were careful not to fall. To him, and to most of htontemporaries, everyone had a
“condition.” Their consequence was precisely meaguby what they did with it. He
understood the Doctrine of the Incarnation.

If Bacon had been told that the country’s minevedse “nationalised” and he could have
grasped some idea of the strange new word, he wwolthbly have asked what the Queen
could do with them. The statement that theightto be nationalised he might have ridiculed
as “being vertiginous, or in the way of perpetudhtion.” But if told that the minerals were
to be put at the disposal of a monopoly, he woalkhunderstood.

To put into contemporary terms the way his mind Micwave worked, we might say he
would have asked “Do | get cheaper coal? More cBelter coal? If | don't, is there some
new, rapid, effective way by which | make my dissfattion felt upon those responsible?
No? Then who is benefiting?”

He would have gone to the heart of the problemwdeld have grasped at once that
here was the Divine Right of Kings in operationsirag up this man, and putting down that.
Two things would have concerned him. Where is tmgK Is he doing a good job?

To leave the wise and witty Francis at this pointhich he has led us, we can see that
the transfer of powers and privileges from an irdii@al to an organisation simply means the
transfer of those powers and privileges to thegeyontrolling it. The organisation is an
accommodation address. The police always suspewt.tfo call that organisation the State
or the Nation, is quite legitimate if you are quitear that you have put the Divine Right of
Kings into commission. If you imagine that there asywhere in the world either a
democracy or any other system, which confers onJdinn Citizen an effective control or a
beneficial share in those powers which he has Ipeesuaded or jockeyed into transferring
from a tangible to an intangible executive, them yave labouring under what may quite
possibly prove to be a fatal delusion.

At the time of writing these lines (January 194#)si already evident that “monetary
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reform” is coming out of the wilderness into theshoespectable circles. That is good. But
the idea that John Citizen must automatically benkéreby, is premature. Various well-
meaning if somewhat naive organisations have statedhough it were both axiomatic and
desirable, that only “the State” has the “right”issue purchasing power. That is the Divine
Right of Kings complex once again. Mr. Montagu Narm Governor of the Bank of
“England” may be heard to murmur “Nationalisatioie welcome it.” A much abler if less
theatrical banker, Sir Edward Holden Chairman @& ttondon City and Midland Bank,
(Midland Bank) during the 1914-1918 war, when ttildt his policy was leading directly to
nationalisation of banking, replied “Well, | dorcare. | should still manage it.”

To put the matter quite shortly, transfer of povaémost certainly means transfer of
policy. We have seen the transfer of power. Wh#taspolicy? Whose is the policy?

The policy is MONOPOLY.

We shall see in the course of the following padpas its source can be identified within
fairly narrow limits. It is preferable to establists realistic implications, as well as the
devices employed to bring it into actuality befarencerning ourselves overmuch with
personalities. They can wait.

Perhaps the most useful phrase in the lexiconeofmbrld plotter or planner is “common
ownership.” To the simple man “common ownership”ame ownership divided amongst
common men, of whom he counts himself. But any Ewwould tell him that common
ownership means transfer of control to an admiisty who in theory distributes the
usufruct (not the thing “commonly owned,” which rhog no account be touched by any one
of the common owners). You, reader, are a commoneowf the Post Office, which is
nationalised. Go into the nearest branch, and dentmat you will take your share in office
pens, collect all the pens in sight, and move far tloor. You will receive a lesson in
common ownership.

You may now observe that as you are a common owiteer you ought to be served by
the Post Office free of charge, or, alternativelytain your share of the usufruct in the form
of a handsome dividend. The shareholders of thé Be#ephone Companies of America,
which are not nationalised, do obtain such a diwderhe service is better, cheaper, and
more flexible. There is an underground attack anBlell Telephone system exactly similar
to the attack on dividends in this country. If segsful, which is unlikely, the American
public will pay more for its telephones, receive digidends, and get a worse service. But
they will be “common owners.” The distinction beewmejoint shareholders and “common
owners” should be noted.

You will be told, not merely by large “capitalistut by their ostensible antagonists, the
Labour- Socialists, that monopolies are inevitaloempetition is wasteful, and “industry
demands large units on the score of efficiency.t Yoll be perhaps puzzled to find that the
conflict in the economic world is not so much betwesartels, monopolies and nationalised
industry and property, as between all three andllsmsinesses and privately-owned

property.

Let us not jump to conclusions. It is not difficulas we shall see, to identify
monopolisation in its varying forms of cartel, “picbcorporation” on the model of the “B.”
B.C. - the London Transport Board - or the Tennessalley Authority - or outright State
ownership of the Russian type - as being a pohoy;an automatic and inevitable process as
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we are asked to believe. That by itself does nodemn it, although it does put it on the
defensive. We are concerned to know whether the Qeder is better, for the majority, than
the Old. Let us begin by examining its claim tofi@éncy.”

In the days when London Clubs enjoyed a certaistige, it used to be said of one of
them that it was highly thought of by those whordidelong to it. The word “efficiency”
appears to have the same fascination to those ous\@eople who don’'t know its meaning,
and believe it to be an adjective, rather thankestract noun.

Efficiency, contrary to this widespread idea, isnsthing capable of exact definition
under certain circumstances, and completely mebesagn the absence of them. Generalised
in a form suitable for application to political ewmy, it means the measure of success in
exchanging something which you are prepared tafgagrfor something which you prefer.

It is clear that to have a meaning in political m@my you must have a unit common to
“sacrifice” and “preference.”

For example, fifty years ago, the British Railwaysre the finest in the world. It would
be almost impossible to decide how efficient thegrey but if your “preference” was rapid,
frequent and comfortable travel, and your “saceifievas monetary, you obtained a high
degree of “preference” for a small amount of “si@ei” To say that all their conditions of
employment were ideal would be absurd. Yet emplayrog them was highly coveted.

Nowadays, the British Railways are “rationalised.g., approaching an absolute
monopoly, and there is scarcely a graduate or psofeof the London School of Economics
who would not explain to you how much more effitcilmey are (we are considering, for the
moment, pre-war conditions). The fares and rata® wearly double and the railways were
agitating for more, the speeds were in the maireflothan at the beginning of the century,
and the service was less frequent, more congeateti,was definitely deteriorating. The
restaurant services were expensive and inferiogoimtrast to the high standard and low
charges of the old companies.

It is not difficult to see that the flat contradart between the opinion of the man in the
street, or the morning train, and that of the Lan&chool of Economics is due to a failure to
agree on the object for which railways exist, amdre subtly, whether that object can be
pursued without incommensurate loss. From the pdintew of the traveller, the consumer,
policy has been consciously and continuously degedlower efficiency. From the point of
view of the London School of Economics, since manpjs the objective, the efficiency has
gone up in proportion to the centralisation of cohtand the expropriation of the
shareholders. The average railway employee is nove moncerned with politics than with
railways.

Notice that this call for “efficiency” is pursued the face of many contradictions and
without definition of objectives.

Superficially, the contradictions appear almostvealt is not twelve years ago since the
whole world was ringing with the cry of “over-praction,” and sabotage and destruction of
almost every description was in progress. But iobudth be remembered thatll the
efficiencies sponsored by the London School of &ooes and its Fabian-Planning
associates aim at restriction of production frone thoint of view of the consumen
precisely the same manner that the grouped railinay® restricted production (services)
under the stress of propaganda for efficiency.
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It may be convenient at this point to clarify anpwntant factor which is often
overlooked. The modern world in which we live desvits material character from
technological advance in the industrial arts. s its social and political character, to an
increasing extent from Socialist-Communist propagann the State schools and the
Universities deriving their funds through endownsefrom shadowy “benefactors” whose
policy is the complement of the Marxian Socialidbthing could be further from the truth
than to imagine that such advance as has been imadelised life has any connection with
social and political progress. On the contraryghene objective of Socialism and Cartelism
is to batten on the technological advance to whittas contributed nothing, and to prevent
this advance from achieving, as unrestricted itldidiave achieved, the emancipation of the
human race from bondage. The more completely desgtdain political organisation such
countries as Germany and Russia have become, the abeiously technological advance
has, firstly failed to benefit the general pubhext, shown clear signs of itself coming under
the law of diminishing returns, and finally, likepmwerful drug misused, has plunged the
world into convulsions of war and revolution.

CHAPTER 11

A few years ago a reference to “inexorable economnes’| was certain to be well
received in the best circles. It had a scientibarsd, combined with a slight suggestion of
Puritanism and of the essentially inhospitablecttme of the universe. In the higher realms
of finance and commerce, it became to some extisptated by the slightly occult word,
“trends,” which was felt to be even more scientifis being a cautious understatement.

Neither of these expressions escapes the riskaldry, nowadays.

But the idea was clear enough. The world is an ediptable place. Terrible things
happen, but no one is essentially to blame for tt@mthe whole the mathematics of chance
and probability rule us, and, if we appear to g on black, our only course is to put our
money on red.

On this theory, wars, revolutions, depressionsjn@ss amalgamations, rationalisation
and nationalisation, taxes and bureaucrats, atgalgthenomena as inevitable as the flowers
that bloom in the spring. An attitude of revereghasticism combined with disciplined
acceptance is all we can adopt pending a codificadi the “trends,” which clearly require
data compiled and card indexed over a long peridone.

It seems inseparable from the acceptation of theory, however, that we school
ourselves to agreement with the remdi®redo, quia impossible.”"We must be able to
believe that the Decline and Fall of the Roman Eenpiad no connection with monetary
inflation; that Domesday Book did not interest \léith the Norman's Jewish advisers, or that
the expulsion of the Jews and the suppressionedKtiights Templars who became primarily
bankers, had no bearing on the prosperity of Emglarthe fourteenth, fifteenth and sixteenth
centuries. We must be able to believe that the dation of the Bank of England had no
influence on the National Debt, and that the apjpoémt of Mr. Montagu Norman as Life
Governor was an accident to which his American egtians, and the visit of Lord Reading
to Washington in 1917, made no contribution.

Clearly, it is much easier to hold this negativewiof history if we are prevented from
Downloaded from www.socialcredit.com.au
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noticing that similar events frequently have simiauses. If we are told that the fall of
Rome was due to immorality or malaria, and thatlei the Conqueror thought of

Domesday Book all by himself, that the Jews whooagganied him were “refugees from

Christian intolerance” and that the Bank of Englaad an “American” Adviser from 1927 to

1931, if not before and after, because it wishetb&on the latest methods of banking, our
attention will not be so likely to be attractedtbe@ idea that both the economic and political
fortunes of mankind may be not so much at the mefcinexorable natural law, as the
outcome of manipulation by small groups of men Whow exactly what they are doing.

This distinction is vital. Consider the events loé¢ tyears between the European phase of
the present war, beginning with the Armistice ofviimber, 1918, and the resumption of
hostilities in 1939.

The first point to be observed is the crystallsatiof policy along lines clearly
recognisable as imposed by a determination to adioethe conventional subservience of a
debtor to a creditor, and, with it, “employment”the backbone of Government. While it is
probably not true to say that the United Stateshéordinary acceptation of the term, was
determined to use the highly artificial positiorated by the insistence on the assumption of
all financial liability of the “victorious” belligeents by Great Britain, it is certain that
German-Jewish bankers in America were fully awheg it was much more important to win
the peace than to lose the war, and that this hasveapon with which victory could be
achieved.

The War Debt due from Great Britain to the Uniftdtes was $4,368,000,000. Since it
was stipulated that it wapayable in goldit was equivalent to £897,534,246. Without
traversing the endless arguments as to whetheaghasual, disproportionate losses in men
and material, in a common war, on the part of GBratin (America’s losses in killed and
wounded were 322,000; ours nearly three milliomgoatpanied by fantastic taxation, were
not a just ground for claiming that no debt wassoeably due, it is essential to understand
that the benefit of the orders placed in America wamense to the Americans. Not one
dollar, of course, went to pay for war materialguroed in Great Britain.

In 1922, Stanley Baldwin, an almost unknown pabin; became Chancellor of the
Exchequer. Montagu Collet Norman, from being a mends the firm of Brown, Shipley &
Company, the London Branch of a powerful Americamaricial group, was appointed
Governor of the Bank of England, apparently foe.liPreviously, it had been customary for
the Governor to be elected yearly from the moreartgnt merchant bankers of the City. Dr.
Walter Stewart for a short while, and subsequebtlyO. M. W. Sprague, both American
banking economists, were installed from Washingttm, “advise” him. Their advice
coincided, in time, with the greatest depressiohigtory.

The first concern of Mr. Baldwin and Mr. Norman ws visit Washington for the
purpose of establishing by agreement the termshwhiere to govern the service of the
colossal debt. This visit was made in January, 1828 in the party was Sir Otto Ernst
Niemeyer. The terms agreed were onerous in thermgtfe.g. eight times as heavy as those
imposed on Italy), but in fairness to the Americamaust be stated that they were apparently
surprised that they were accepted. The debts olyngther belligerent nations were settled
on much easier terms.

Mr. Balfour had previously stated officially thatréat Britain would only ask from her
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allies such financial payments as would meet theahels of her own creditorgge., the
United States. The result of this was to make timitdd States the only and very large
financial beneficiary of the 1914-1918 phase of wer (seeHansard December 15, 1930)
and to leave all the other “victorious” combatanésvy losers. The question of the military
loser, Germany, requires separate consideration.

It was stated in many quarters that the large paysn&hich for a time were made to the
U.S. Treasury in connection with the arrangemerggotiated by Messrs. Baldwin and
Norman were of little consequence. This rather gsinfy statement—confusing, that is, to
the ordinary individual whose financial means, andsequent personal comfort, are subject
to the more ordinary arithmetic of daily life, enagéed from the Central Bankers who no
doubt based their statements on the knowledgethiegt could adjust taxation so that the
payments were concealed. In any case, the absihgef the payments was far from being
the main issue, which was the control over Bripshcy. This is not in doubt.

The control was exercised in two ways. In the folsice, and for the first time in history,
the New York discount rate became, and remainedifog years, one-half per cent lower
than the Bank of England discount rate—the “BanteRa

The effect of this was to secure for New York dié tforeign financing which had
previously been done in the City of London. Thd taat the American public was sold large
guantities of worthless bonds may have been pg@esiice, yet did not conduce to good
international relationships.

It is certain, moreover, that a direct politicaht| of a coercive character was applied
to British legislation. For the purposes of thielpninary survey it is only necessary to
mention two instances, one in the realm of majoeifm policy, and the second in domestic
legislation.

At the moment, objective consideration of the Jagans difficult. It would be absurd,
however, to deny that the Anglo-Japanese Allianas avmajor benefit to Great Britain in the
1914-1918 phase of the War. While Japan took Igde in Europe (she did send destroyers
to the Mediterranean, by request) she observedetter of the Treaty scrupulously. The
abrogation of it, and the Washington Naval Agreenliemting Japan to a position of naval
inferiority, did two profound injuries to the Bisth Empire. It was an unprovoked and rather
ungracious blow to Japanese “face’—the most vubileraspect of Asiatic diplomacy. And it
demonstrated to the whole of Asia, including Indieat the important capital to placate was
no longer London, but Washington. Nothing couldéhnenade a new war more certain.

In the domestic sphere, the most easily appreheimdéghce of the general policy is the
horsepower tax on motor vehicles.

Here again, it is not so much the monetary aspbathwis important, although it is quite
possible that the restriction of high-powered ¢arthe very rich had a profoundly disruptive
social effect, playing into the hands of the agitaioncerned to suggest that the poor are poor
because others are not so poor. Its main effedt,jtarobject, was to throw open the British
Empire to the high-powered American car and traeid to deprive the British manufacturer
of the experience which only a home market usitgpa of vehicle suitable elsewhere could
provide. The midget car imposed on the British ullas only suitable for perfect roads,
short distances and careful usage, and its smalkenaupported a high price and large
fortunes for selected producers. There is littleildothat it was also intended to kill the
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development of the British aeroplane engine, aedagiroplane itself, but in those objectives
only partial success was achieved.

In May, 1920, a policy of what can only be desdaililas ruthless restriction of credit was
inaugurated, both in Great Britain and the Unit¢ates. No attempt of any description had
been made to deal with the uncontrolled rise afg®; particularly of consumer’s goods, and
everywhere public discontent at genuine inflatiom, a temporary increase in money units in
the hands of the public, accompanied by an equgteater rise mainly permanent in prices,
reached such proportions as to constitute a “buysrike.” That this rise of prices was
intentional and a form of hidden taxation is certai

Heavy taxation, calling in of banker’s overdraftelaestriction of trade credits by large
industrialists to their smaller trade clients, proed immediate results. Workers were
discharged, unemployment rose steeply, reachingethmillions in Great Britain, and ten
millions in the United States, where the same pphath, however, much lower taxation,
was instituted. In Great Britain, the policy wagsued for a much longer period. Suicides
doubled in Scotland and rose 67 per cent overdsteaf the Kingdom during the deflationary
period of about nine years. Bankruptcies incredsed00per cent. (Sedhe Monopoly of
Credit, graph p. 137.)

In the United States, however, the policy was cetaby reversed in six months and that
country entered upon the greatest wave of indlsigavity and material prosperity ever
known in history, a wave which continued until Caxto 1929.

One effect of this was to cause a drain of the ésgiskilled manpower from this country
to America. As an instance, one of the greatefitdifies in the Four Years War was a lack
of “toolmakers,” a technical term applied to thegnskilful mechanics (almost the last to
whom the term craftsmen can be applied). It is gaElyeconsidered that a highly skilful
toolmaker requires seven years’ training. A larggpprtion of the toolmakers of this country
emigrated during the restriction years, and moshem remained abroad.

It is certain that no nation in recorded historg haceded so rapidly from a position of
commanding influence in world affairs to one of abh complete impotence as did Great
Britain in the fifteen years which followed the Aistice. Many factors contributed to this
result, but financial policy is easily pre-eminent.

In 1925, after six years of steadily decreasingpeoity, disillusionment and economic
and political frustration, Mr. Winston Churchillwfio had become a Conservative on the
practical disappearance of the Liberal Party), Chlor of the Exchequer, restored the Gold
Basis of the Sterling Financial system, with magdifions to ensure that the ordinary
individual could not buy gold in less than the fstard bar,” worth about £1,700. (S€ee
Monopoly of CreditChap. 6.) In effect, he could not buy gold excapthe will of the Bank
“of England.”

In 1926 Sir Alfred Mond, of whom much more hereafedso forsook the Liberal for the
Conservative Party.

Mr. Churchill is probably the finest War Minister history, and it is quite possible that,
if we are to proceed from the assumption that was was inevitable, the whole course of
history has been changed for the better by hisréeatioffice. But it is evident that there is
just as much historic continuity in the Whig lovie'Dutch” Finance, and all those associated
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with it, in Mr. Churchill's peacetime activitiessan the brilliant military mind which might
be expected in a descendant of Marlborough.

More than any other one factor, this influence tiasinated British policy in the vital
Armistice years. Mr. Lloyd George, the protégé wofernational Jewry, with his avowed
intention to do anything to enable the pound stgrlito look the dollar in the facej’e., to
have a gold exchange value of £3. 18s. 3d. perMz.Churchill's close association with
financial Jews in England and America, and hisorasion of the gold exchange standard in
1925 (for which he has since publicly apologisédy; Baldwin’s ecstatic remark that the
Bank Notes and Currency Act of 1928 had for evesvented currency reformers from
interfering with finance, are evidences, of whibkre are many more, that the tragedy of the
wasted twenty years was not due to inability tosparany policy, which is the common
accusation brought against politicians of that eitawas a fixed instruction to pursue a
policy, irrespective of consequences, which canseen to have built up Germany and
enfeebled the British Empire.

In these days of coalition Governments, control “Byanners,” and other modern
improvements, it is difficult to realise that Caeat and Roundheads, Whigs and Tories,
were exponents of two philosophies. The Whigs vmeeechants, abstractionists, the dealers
in intangibles.

It is not a coincidence that the Whigs, Quakerd, manconformists, became bankers and
collaborators with the Jews, both resident andinental. They were fundamentalists. The
“Old Testament” was a record of the sayings andhgiof an omnipotent if somewhat
irrational Ruler, who spoke Elizabethan English bad a private staircase to Mount Sinai.

Consistency was not to be expected of Him. Whashauld now call masochism, the
glorification of pain, was explained by the ideattldiscomfort in this life automatically
ensured bliss in a future existence. Carried tdoggcal conclusion, as many of Cromwell's
semi-animal barbarians were prepared to carrjhé,nhost certain way to prepare a general
Heaven was to create a Hell upon earth.

This philosophy, as we shall see when we constiercase of Germany, runs through
Lutherism, Calvinism and other Puritan movementaigtt into civil war and revolution.
Always, it is the attack of the black-coated thsbadn the pragmatist, the farmer, the sailor,
the pioneer. At the root of it is a denial of perasbinitiative and judgment, and the
substitution of a set of transcendental valuespabbe of, and indeed almost resenting, any
attempt at proof.

Once this conception is grasped, it is easy tdhseeindispensable it is to the supremacy
of the financial system and those who control ihalVappear to be failures of policy are
really the greatest successes. As Mr. Montagu Norreenarked when mild expostulations
on the obvious results of his government were dnowg his attention, “I do not think it is
good for people to be prosperous.” About this dite, Norman’s salary was increased by
several thousand pounds.

Under the influence of Whig mentality, words becameersed.

A man who kills another is a murderer, and if hesld without passion, he is a cold-
blooded murderer. But mass murder in cold blooglasious and is war. Stealing is a crime,
but unnecessary taxation is statesmanship.

Downloaded from www.socialcredit.com.au

15



Many attempts have been made, in a society in wimeimce is dominant, to show that
the Puritan strain in British history is a sour¢esivength. It would be more true to say that it
is an important factor in British development sirthe seventeenth century. How much of
that development is tinsel, and how far it has degarom the natural genius of the English,
Scottish and Welsh peoples may perhaps be eassssass when we see the measure of its
permanence.
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CHAPTER IV

IT will be realised that the re-establishment of @&d (Exchange) Standard was the
culmination of a considered policy of restricti@arried out by the visible Government with,
for the most part Mr. Stanley Baldwin as Prime Miar, but obviously inseparable from the
covert control of the Bank “of England.” An intrinsfeature of it, if not its primary
objective, was a reduction in wages and salaries perhaps so much in rates as in total
earnings. With this, in the nature of things, waniveakening of the bargaining power of
organised labour.

It is easy to comment that this attack upon “Labouas scandalous and indefensible,
and if a sufficiently comprehensive view of the Wwheocial and economic system be taken,
this is true. But it must be remembered that thkolua Movement was not so much, as it
once had been, a wage negotiating body; it had rbeconder international influence a
revolutionary political organisation openly claimgithe right and the intention to substitute
Marxian Socialism for what, without understandihg term, it designated as “Capitalism.”
The ordinary employer, by which is meant the smaalli medium sized industrialist of the
older type rather than the directors of “public” ioternational companies or cartels, was
forced, in many cases against his desire, into sitipn of antagonism to his employees
because it became obvious that industry was beimgsformed into a battleground of
politics, in which he was being attacked withoutupte, not only by the Trades Unions, but
by the financial cartels, both aiming at monopoly.

Neither the individual workman, nor his employeadithe time or opportunity to realise
that they were equally catspaws of a common enemg, that their legitimate grievances
were being used to stampede them into a common ruin

It is necessary to appreciate this situation befloeebackground of the next phase and its
bearing on the underlying policy can be seen todherent. The General Strike of May 3-12,
1926, ostensibly developed from a failure to adfbstsituation arising from the termination
of the subsidy, which amounted to about £24,00Q,p@@ to the coal industry—a subsidy
which had been granted under perhaps the most lragyliing (as it appeared) in the records
of Government. After having stated that under n@unstances would it be paid, the
Government suddenly reversed its decision, agneader the most nebulous stipulations, to
pay a subsidy, and simultaneously proceeded widn ggeparation against a general strike,
which could be provoked at any moment by withdratime subsidy.

In 1920 a Royal Commission under the ChairmanshMroJustice Sankey, a Socialist,
had investigated the conditions obtaining in thealCadustry, and certain witnesses had
recommended the nationalisation of coal. It wasroomly stated that the pressure towards
this object, together with that for the nationdliis@a of railways, proceeded from international
loan mongers who wished to have tangible assdt®rrghan mere taxing power, behind the
large amounts of British Debt which they held. Atatt time, the proposal was not
implemented, partly, no doubt, by reason of theesmely discordant nature of the several
minority reports which accompanied its findings.

On March 10, 1926, the Coal Commission under thair@tanship of Sir Herbert
Samuel, issued its report recommendimgr alia that the State should buy the coal from the
mineral owners compulsorily, on very advantageeuass$, paying for it in paper money, and
that the miners should accept a reduction in wagks.Chairmanship of this Commission,
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and its recommendations (particularly its emphasgisthe principle of property in coal)
should be borne in mind in connection with the Mdnaner negotiations to which reference
will later be made, the amalgamation of Brunner,ndl@and other chemical concerns into
Imperial Chemical Industries, the Chairmanshiph&f Fuel Research Board (Governmental)
by the Chief Chemist of Imperial Chemical Industriehe acquisition of the coal from the
mineral owners under the Coal Act of 1938 whichktptace in July 1942, and the general
drift towards the adoption of a Cartel-Trades Unf@emocracy,” in which the ordinary
individual, and even his House of Commons, becomeuaimportant factor awaiting
absorption or elimination. The Miners’ Federati@pected all that part of the Report which
affected them, but supported, without understandhng “nationalisation” of coal.

The details of the negotiations for a settlementhef coal dispute, which were without
effective result, are outside the scope of thisvesur They are available in th&nnual
Register1926,The General Strikéy Sir John (now Viscount) Simon, the pagesNature
for 1926, and elsewhere. It is almost certain thdact neither side wished for agreement—
the Miners’ Federation, which was infested by aleftuences, was deluded into believing
that a general strike would bring the country tokihees; the shadowy influence behind the
Mining Association (the Colliery owners, perhapssagid a body of men as industry could
show) knew quite well that a general strike wasagerto fail unless it developed into armed
civil war, and that the way would be opened toHertcentralisation. In spite of the fact that
both sides made a great display of legality, thy ¢act which was ever in dispute was the
extent to which, in the last resort, the armedderof the Crown could be employed to defeat
the strikers.

A Royal Proclamation declaring a State of Emergeagxgontemplated in the Emergency
Powers Act of 1920 was issued on May 1, and on Blthe General Strike came into effect.
Official negotiations between the Government ared @eneral Council of the Trades Union
Congress, who were directing the strike, were cetepl abortive.

Sir Herbert Samuel was apparently in Italy durihg hegotiations which preceded the
Strike, but on its declaration at once returneingland and began “unofficial” negotiations
for a settlement—on the face of it, with no speqiadlifications for intervention.

On May 11, Sir Herbert Samuel laid before the TCduncil the draft of a Memorandum
the adoption of which would, he thought, promotesedtlement of the coal dispute. It
contained nothing which was not expressed or irdphethe Coal Commission Report, other
than minor adjustments in timing. The Council |8 Memorandum before the Miners’
Executive the same day, with a statement that eir tpinion it contained “the best terms
which could be obtained to settle the presentsisthe coal industry.”

The Miners’ Executive quite naturally rejected fireposals, as representing no advance
on a situation they had previously refused to acdépvertheless, the T.U. Council wrote Sir
Herbert Samuel that in their opinion, the Memorandffered a basis on which negotiations
might be renewed, and in consequence, they wenegtdke necessary measures to end the
General Strike. A deputation called on the Primaibter to inform him to that effect, and on
May 12, the Strike was called off. The miners werecourse, furious and continued their
own strike, with a good deal of support from thiébaray unions.

The General Strike was broken. Sporadic and sext&inkes continued for some time,
but the sectional Trades Unions emerged impovetisimel humiliated, and nervous of their
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ability to maintain their privileges. Two facts staout clearly in retrospect. The General
Council of the Trades Union Congress seized, oeviranded, the initiative and control of
the whole of the militant trades union movementd aentralised it. And the Coal
Commission Report was embedded in the settlemeaspige the fact that no party to the
dispute accepted it) in such a manner that it migghttontended that the Government was
committed to the implementation of it. The groundswprepared for the next steps—the
founding of Imperial Chemical Industries, whose onapw material is coal, and the Mond-
Turner negotiations between Sir Alfred Moritz Momtho had become a Conservative in
1926, afterwards the first Lord Melchett, and Bemja Turner, afterwards Sir Ben Turner,
C.B.E.

Benjamin Turner was by trade a weaver; he was @iaairof the Labour Party in 1911, a
critical year, Chairman of the Trades Union Congrd928, Chairman of the Trades Union
Congress General Council (the body which had natgatiwith Sir Herbert, now Viscount
Samuel, in 1926) and a Labour M.P. He was give@&hE. in 1930, and created a knight in
1931. Since his conference with Mond, the T.U.G. i@ver authorised a strike.

In order to trace the thread of long-term policytle events we are discussing, it is
necessary to give to the career of Alfred Moritz fdosomewhat more extended
consideration.

In passing, it may be observed that steady andrmeemis propaganda in Labour circles
had been devoted to an attack on the private owipers coal. Most individual miners,
besides being convinced that “the coal belonghégtople,” were under the impression that
the owners’ royalty decreased the miners’ waged,greatly increased the cost of coal to the
consumer. There is no justification for any on¢hefse ideas.

There is in existence a Scottish charter, dated 1202, in which the superior grants the
lease of certain collieries in Newbattle, and tigatrof the landowner to dispose freely of his
coal has never since been questioned, and wasutdtyoSir John Pettus in hisodinae
Regalespublished in 1670. It should be particularly netichat property in coal has not
been abrogated by the Coal Act ©938. It has been acquired intact by force majeure
accompanied by a derisory compensation, and cdrabsferred to another owner either by
lease or outright sale. Private owners of coal vikeravily taxed. Coal now pays no taxes.

The actual royalty receivatktt by the private royalty owner rarely exceeded 3at.tpn,
and was often less, as owing to the political weakrof the owners, forms of taxation which
would never have been tolerated otherwise were seqbon the gross royalty. Since the
acquisition by the State, the price of coal hasrrisgy more than twelve times the old royalty.

CHAPTER YV

WHEN the Masonically-propagated wave of revolutionargtalibance which swept
Europe in 1848 reached the little German town ofs€h a young German-speaking Jew,
Ludwig, a son of Moritz Mond and Henrietta Levinagolput on a red tie and harangued the
Jewish children of Cassel on the genius of Karl MdpPrussia had a short way with
revolutions, but young Ludwig abandoned street @opolitics without apparently incurring
any noticeable penalty, and studied chemistry umtlersen at Heidelberg, marrying the
daughter, Frieda, of Loewenthal, the Jewish chewinst is credited with being the pioneer of
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the German electroplating and electrochemical ittgugt this period, England was greatly
under the influence of the Prince Consort and thistenious Freemason, Baron Stockmar.

Young Ludwig Mond and his wife decided to becomelish-speaking Jews. They
arrived in this country in 1862, three years afidrarles Darwin’s MSS. ofhe Origin of
Specieshad been accepted by a London publisher. Marx phdalished hisCritique of
Political Economyand Wagner had writtefristan and Isoldelt is generally recognised that
these three works, the first on the plane of rehgithe second in the sphere of industrial
politics, and the third as a moulder of psycholagioutlook, have been systematically
exploited in the interests of the dialectical maiesm which forms the philosophy of the
modern State. (SeeAdQUES BARzuUN: Darwin, Marx, Wagner.)Ludwig Mond was a
passionate devotee of Wagner.

In 1864 Ivan Levinstein, a Russian-speaking Jewgbished an aniline dye works in
Manchester and as Philip Goldschmidt, Mayor of Master, was a relation, Mond decided
to settle there in view of the demand for cheméstd the influence of Jewry. He worked as
an employee for some years, spending his spareitimrganising Socialist propaganda.

In 1873 he established, with T. E. Brunner, an antant, the firm of Brunner, Mond, at
Winnington, Cheshire, in those days a pastoral gowh much beauty. For many years
Brunner appeared to be the representative paiboerthe Brunner interest was eventually
eliminated.

The primary objective was the manufacture of sogdhe Semet-Solvey process, for
which Mond obtained a licence on peculiarly advgatais terms. The neighbourhood of
Winnington was transformed into a stinking eyesoaed the local population, and
particularly the local gentry, expressed their amnof him in no uncertain terms. The
lifelong antagonism, which was inherited by his #dined Moritz Mond, against the country
gentry, is quite probably a factor to be taken iatwount in considering the subsequent
policy of the dynasty.

Mond at once showed complete familiarity with theogess now known as
“rationalisation.” Owing to the unexplained natusé the licence terms under which he
operated, he was able to undercutrbgre than 100 per cent, his competitors in the soda
market, whom he bought up and shut down, and ionaparatively short time had almost a
complete monopoly. Mond retained close connectimitis Germany, was a member of the
German Chemical Society, and corresponding Membethe PrussianAcademie flr
WissenschaftenPractically every development in British chemistrgached Germany
through these channels.

Messrs. Brunner, Mond’s activities rapidly extend@dbeyond the manufacture of soda,
and beyond the limits to which it is necessarydor present purpose to follow them. But a
consistent policy can be seen from the inceptioth@fundertaking to its disappearance in the
larger body to which it gave birth—Imperial Chentitadustries.

That policy is the monopoly of key industries (Natkfor instance, is an indispensable
component of armour plate and machine tools, anddvimntrol Nickel) together with the
transference of information and control to so-chileternational bodies, the focus of which
was in Germany in the first place.

Since it is proposed to show that the internatiah@&mical cartel is a major factor in the
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almost incredible long-term policy to which the WbWar is directly due, it is important to
grasp exactly what is involved. Perhaps the fipgiraach to this end is to be clear that it was
largely a “one-way street.” The “patent” aspectha policy forms a good illustration.

The cartel covering the interworking of Mond intggewith thel.G. Farbenand others,
provides for an interchange of patent informatiBut, to quote Sir William Pope, reporting
on the matter in 1917:

“Some German patents are drawn up for the purpbsiksoouraging investigation by
more practical methods; thus anyone who attemptedpeat the method for manufacturing a
dye-stuff protected by German patent No. 12096 dda pretty certain to blow himself up
in the operation.”

In this connection, it is perhaps not without sigaince that the (Washington, U.S.A.)
Brookings Institution, which is generally regardesia sounding-board for “Big Business,” is
(1944) circulating a book by its Principal, Mr. et G. Moulton, and Dr. Luis Marlio,
advocating a “soft” peace for Germany, and in palér, no control for “German” cartels.

Ludwig Mond had two sons, of whom only Alfred cont® us. Being, of course, an
English-speaking Jew, Alfred went to Cambridge whieis chief recorded triumphs appear
to have been in the field of poker, which he popséxl. His general character is well
illustrated by the remark he made during a touPalestine:

“It is madness and profanation to think that thexests anywhere in the whole world,
anybody who could prevent us from carrying outideal. . . . My hands are not weak, and |
will allow no Jew in the world to have weak hand&iography p. 362, HHCTORBOLITHO.)

“All through his life, the philosophy of Wagner deand guided him” . . . “just as he
loved Cromwell's courage, and sometimes plannediflisipon it, so he applied Wagner's
philosophy to the problems of politics and econaniifibid, p. 60.)

It is one of those inexplicable contradictions lué Uewish temperament that this love of
Wagner was in the face of the violent anti-Judas$m/agner himself.

Alfred Mond married Violet Goetze, and the daugtdkthis marriage married in 1914
Gerald Rufus Isaacs, son of Rufus Isaacs, the goton undisclosed terms, of the
agreement in Washington which arrested the obstritactics of the American-German-
speaking Jews, in particular the firm of Kuhn, Lpahbd caused them to change from the
support of Germany to the support of the AlliesfuRusaacs, the brother of Godfrey Isaacs,
of the Marconi case, became Marquis of Reading\dodroy of India. His son, the second
and present Marquis, was Chairman of the Centralatisn Committee under the Coal Act,
1938, which governed the acquisition of minerahtsg and is Chairman of the Council for
German Jewry.

Coal, besides being the main mineral asset of @egttin, is the primary raw material
of industrial chemistry and war material. Absolwentrol of the coal resources of this
country would decide in six months or less ourigbib resist even a minor invasion.

Such absolute control was an impossibility when ¢bal was in private hands: it is,
legally, a fact since the acquisition of the coatliee “Nation” in July, 1942.
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It is necessary, in order to understand the workihguper-national politics, to realise
that control of a few chemical products means abrdaf war. For instance, it was recently
stated by Mr. R. E. McConnell, a mining expert anear-time Assistant to the Secretary of
the U.S. Treasury, that control of two material$ypnil and nitrogen, would give power to
defeat any country, however large, which couldattin them. Coal and oil are nearly inter-
changeable: nitrogen is “fixed” from the air by pavirom coal.

While, to the onlooker unfamiliar with internatidniatrigue, a chemical combine such as
Imperial Chemical Industries might appear to be@arse of strength, the entire situation is
altered when itis realised that it is certainlggible, and highly probable that certain controls
are both extra-territorial and extra-national. Amden, as in the case of Alfred Moritz Mond,
the channel of communication had high politicaliejpns both personal and racial, which
did not necessarily correspond with the intere$thi® more or less temporary hosts, the
danger is one which no country should tolerate.

Mond was primarily a Zionist Jew. His immediate leajues were Herbert Samuel,
Rufus Isaacs, Godfrey Isaacs; Mr. David Lloyd Geongas solicitor to the Zionist
Committee, but the whole of the powerful internaéibgroup of Jews controlling a large part
of world finance—Schiffs, Schusters, Rothschildgi&roeders, Warburgs, and others, have
to be taken into consideration. To the uninteres®#dnism is a slightly romantic semi-
religious cult of much the same character as this&ttes, which, equally misunderstood, are
regarded as a symptom of the rudimentary inteltgeaf our forefathers. The real force
behind the Crusades was probably very differerth&d we are asked to accept in standard
history; and Zionism is something very differenatsimple scheme for the return of the Jews
to Palestine. That is incidental to the mouldingeokents and Governments to procure a
World Dominion for “Israel.” The objective involvea perfectly clear, coherent, and
continuous policy on the part of the Zionists. Toaditions for successive and major crises
must be created and maintained in the world; thenmeequired to deal with each crisis as it
arises must be in the hands of Zionist Jews, dyrectindirectly: and the use of these means
must only be granted to the highest bidder in treesder of power or the guarantee of its
use in the interests of Jewry. In the past therobof money, gold, and credit, has been the
primary weapon of the Zionist.

But the money myth has been exploded; and legdta@oof raw materials is essential to
the pursuit of the policy to a final and successfsue. Genuine and unfettered private
property of any description whatever, is absolutatgl to it; and the liberal financing of any
movement, “ Commonwealth,” “ Liberal,” Socialist,edry Georgite “Single Tax” or
Communist, which attacks the idea of private owmigrén anything whatever, can be traced
without difficulty, if not to Zionism, to Zionistdnkers. This is the answer to the fact which
seems to puzzle so many people; that the richedy bb individuals in the world should
subsidise attacks on wealth. Not a single one ®htlovements mentioned has ever attacked
the Money Power or the Jews. Since it was impossditer the publicity given to the subject
by the election of the Social Credit GovernmenAliferta, to ignore the subject of Finance
altogether, practically all the Left Wing partieswinclude the “nationalisationj’e., central
control, of banking in their programmes. The objextis similar to that involved in the
“Nationalisation” of coal.

During the early years of the 1914-18 phase ofwhg the British Empire was heavily
handicapped by the chemical situation, particuladyregard to high explosives. The
Government Explosive Factories were under the obmi Sir Frederick Nathan. Messrs.
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Brunner, Mond did what they could to help: they stoncted a large factory at Silvertown
with Government money, but unfortunately it blew kpling 40 people and destroying 800
houses.

Much misfortune seemed to attend the attempts dadyme aniline dyes, although they
were discovered by an Englishman, Perkins. Buufately, after the collapse of Imperial
Russia and the visit of Rufus Isaacs to Washingiigwed by the Balfour Declaration on
Palestine, things soon righted themselves. As 8red Mond remarked in a speech to the
New York Zionists, reported in théewish Chronicleof November 8, 1928: “Has it ever
occurred to you how remarkable it is that out @& tirelter of world blood there has arisen
this opportunity? Do you really believe that itas accident? Do you really in your hearts
believe we have been led back to Israel by a fluke?

After the cessation of military hostilities in 191Be explosives and allied industries
were concentrated into the control of Nobel IndastrLtd., with Sir Harry, now Lord
McGowan, as Chairman British Dyes Ltd., with Mr.rblert Levinstein as Managing Direc-
tor, and Brunner, Mond, with its affiliate Unitedkali, merged with these to form, in 1926,
Imperial Chemical Industries Ltd. (I.C.l.). Diregtland indirectly, Imperial Chemical
Industries thus became probably the most impontahistrial group in Great Britain.

On April 27, 1928, the following paragraph appeadrethe Ghemical NewgLondon).—
THE NEW WORLD FINANCE COMBINE AND CHEMISTRY

It would be difficult to over-estimate the importan not only to British industries,
but to the industries of the whole Empire and @ world at large, of the formation of
the new Finance Company of Great Britain and Anaerlt represents an alliance of
British and American industrial and banking intésemn an unprecedented scale.

In the new corporation the largest single produaimg in the British Empire—
Imperial Chemical Industries Ltd.—is allying itselith the biggest banking interests in
the United States—the Chase Securities CorporadiomNew York and the Chase
National Bank.

The chemical combine has a capital of £65,000,@80d, includes over a hundred
companies with branches, factories, agencies, atc.pver the world. The Chase
Securities Corporation has over 4,000 branches camdmands assets amounting to
£200,000,000.

The military “defeat” of Germany will, of courseagise the question of the controllds.
Farben, the “opposite number.” In considering this sitaatit should be remembered that
Finance always controls Policy.

Having centralised the capital side, and assenmthledactors leading to the centralised
control, via “nationalisation,” of raw material, obviously theext step was to centralise
Labour control.

At this point, perhaps it may be desirable to touplon the most formidable difficulty
which has to be overcome in mobilising public opmon major politics. Even well-informed
people, when their attention is drawn to the damgdrich threaten civilisation, are apt to say
that we are merely witnessing the results of thepgi@list” or “Profits” system. Nothing
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could be further from the truth. As MAustin Hopkinson, Member of Parliament for the
Mossley Division of Lancashire (Independent) ireaent speech in the House of Commons
said: *“Big Business’ has nothing to do with legiite commerce and industry; nothing
whatever; it is a purely parasitic growth, livingan the lifeblood of industry and of the
workers. It is obvious that Big Business, in caltuswith the Labour Boss of the syndicalist
type, is preparing a brave new world for these goaren (the fighting forces) when they
come home. Many Hon. Members will have seen a rastafby Big Business recently.
What did it mean? It meant that great monopolistdies will be set up in each industry,
vested with statutory powers whereby they may ceusdry form of independent enterprise
by making one great monopoly. By collusion with thieour boss, they would always have a
majority on the council for each industry, and beit statutory powers they could always
enforce their will on everybody else. If | may geiad familiar Latin sayingSolitudinem
faciunt pacem appellarntwhich means that these people would make a magpand call it
‘peace.’

“This is not the first time we have had to fightaagst this sort of thing. Many Hon.
Members will remember the ‘peace in industry’ stohthe late Lord Melchett (Sir Alfred
Mond) some years ago, which was exactly the samg #s is being prepared in this country
today. The idea was to set up large councils faustry on which the big monopolistic firms
would have a majority, and if they could work witre labour boss, as they intended to do,
they would be able to crush out any chance forarose young men who are fighting for
us abroad. . . .”

The proposals to which Mr. Hopkinson refers were #ubject of the Mond-Turner
Conferences, and a “Joint Interim Report” of theraynbbe found on pp. 219-230, Trades
Union Congress Record, 1926.

No very detailed statement in regard to their omeavas issued. But it is perhaps not
without bearing on the question that the headqisadé the Trades Union Congress were
moved to convenient offices owned by Imperial Cheahilndustries, and the relations
between the officials of both enterprises have lmegrinuously amicable. The general public
is, of course, not represented.

There is no fundamental, and not much detaileder@ifice between the Mond-Turner
proposals and the Fascism which this war purpartsliminate. It will not be difficult to
show that it is a coherent part of a much wideaitetty,adoptedby Germany at the time of
Frederick the “Great.” But each step of this sggteequires assistance from Powers
controlling finance and industry. That is to saglifcal power has to make terms, with
economic power. The objective of World Dominatio; quite certainly sponsored by
Germany, and in particular, the German Great Gératalf. But behind them, we can
perceive the movement of forces whose controllergehvery different ideas as to the
ultimate Sovereignty.

The main proposal of the Mond-Turner Conference thas industrial affairs should be
taken out of the hands of Parliament, and deah wita kind of Third Chamber, consisting
only of members of the Trades Union Congress aacEthployers. The resemblance to the
Italian Fascist Corporation Council is striking.

Associated with Mond, on the Employers side, weie Haigo Hirst (Hirsch), Lord
Ashfield, Lord Weir, Lord Barnby, and Mr. Lennox é.eHow far his associates understood
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the implications of the policy, it is, of coursmpossible to say.

The Trades Union representatives were Mr. (aftesee®ir) Ben Turner, Mr. Ernest
Bevin, now Minister of Labour, Mr. (now Sir Walt€litrine, Mr. A. J. Cook (Communist),
Mr. Ben Tillett and Mr. Gosling. Of those who swm®j it is interesting to note that they have
been selected for steady promotion.

"On the subject of rationalisatior(i.e., squeezing out small firms) “the Conference
decided that this tendency should be encouragedid(LMelchett) with certain pious
reservations.

CHAPTER VI

In October, 1929, a year after the (British) Banitéé and Currency Act had placed the
British currency and credit, system under the ardf a non-governmental, and, so far as is
publicly known, possibly-foreign-controlled, institon, the Bank “of England,” the nine
years’ period of almost fantastic commercial ardlstrial prosperity in the United States—a
period in which shiploads of millionaires found @&nto visit Europe, including “Britain,” for
the purpose of acquiring the assets of our ban&regt-came to a sudden end. In a month,
stocks and shares became almost unsaleable; wonkmendischarged in millions, to be,
followed at a short interval by black-coated staifgl technicians. The United States and the
world in general, had entered on the greatest enandepression in history. The late Sir
Henry Strakosch was ready with an explanation. &wymprices had fallen. Notice the natural
phenomenon. No-one to blame.

It is probable that complex theories of Trade Cycéad the effect of sunspots on
industrial activity are already in preparation imetLondon School of Economics and
Columbia University, in order that historians mawé the material to explain the economic
blizzard. But, meanwhile and in fact, its causkagond dispute.

Under more normal conditions, industry in the Udit8tates is preponderatingly
financed by bank loans or overdrafts. In consegeiehe manufacturer and farmer are under
the complete control of the banker, who can, artdnofloes liquidate them almost without
notice. The system constitutes the most compretensontrol of policy of which it is
possible to conceive, extending to the ability émgise opinion by economic ruin.

During the decade of abnormal industrial activityuch of which consisted in the
manufacture of goods for the reconstruction of Rusand Germany, the American
manufacturer accumulated large sums, and bankdedawhich, towards the latter quarter of
the period, he found it difficult to employ in insty. As a result, he not only made less use
of bank money, but actually entered into compaetitiath financial circles for the provision
of funds to borrowers not only in the U.S.A. butadd. Not only were the profits of money-
lending threatened, but the industrial subservidncthe bookkeeper was endangered to an
extent which called for immediate action. It wasketa Notwithstanding the immense
prosperity of American industry even towards thd ehthe boom, much of the day-to-day
money was as usual provided by current accountmailty fluctuating from large overdrafts
for wages, etc., to small credits as these ovagivedre repaid. These were all “call money,”
i.e., were subject to the fiat of the banker. The indalésts were not organised to lend “call
money” and their funds were placed on fixed terfkieee months, or more.
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At the end of October, 1929, the New York bankghaut notice, called in practically
every overdraft, and advanced the rate for “calh@yd from a normal 3 per cent, to 30 per
cent, or more. The effect was instantaneous. Barswfor the most part in possession of
large blocks of securities both American and Euapp@sermany repossessed herself of her
own borrowings at bargain prices), threw them anrttarket in order to obtain cash, either to
meet calls or wages account. But there were norbuge cash, since there was no cash. The
banks had it all, although the country at large te& securities representing much of the
funded wealth of the prosperous years.

For about twelve months, American business staggdmevn the slope. Any slight
improvement in the stock markets (there was noremmmodity markets) was greeted by an
avalanche of selling orders. Where salaried worken® retained, they were presented with
ultimatums requiring immediate acceptance of deas#lary reductions. Living standards,
and consequent consumers’ buying, tell even fabkem wage and salary reductions, as a
consequence of widespread lack of confidence infuhee—misgivings which were more
than justified.

It is probably not without significance that thee®ident, elected by the Republican
Party, was by profession an engineer with a natgradlency to favour the producer rather
than the financier and the trader. As an instari¢bepattitude assumed by the Money Power
in relation to the Administration, it may be reeallthat Mr. Hoover dictated an official
memorandum to Eugene Meyer, Chairman of the Fedeeslerve Board, drawing his
attention to the disastrous consequences of thedBogolicy, and requesting reconsideration
of it. Mr. Meyer acknowledged the receipt of it atwbk no action. Eugene Meyer was
appointed Chairman of the Reconstruction Finanap@&@ation by Mr. Hoover’'s successor.

The Governor of the Bank “of England,” Mr. Montalyorman, adopted much the same
attitude, remarking to the “MacMillan” Commission the working of the Gold Standard, “
If the Government will inform us of their policy,eawill co-operate as though we were under
statutory obligation to do so.” This attitude, whiagrees with the extra-territorial status of
the various Central Banks, founded, together with Bank of International Settlements,
during the Armistice years, is a clear cut asserttd super-nationality. It is quite in
accordance with this position that Mr. Norman atiteo Central Bank Governors remain co-
directors of the Bank of International Settlemenith those nominally belonging to enemy
states.

Under normal conditions, the paralysis of a tradmgetitor would have reacted to the
advantage of British industry. The grip of the Bax&tes and Currency Act (1928) upon
trade conditions was so comprehensive, howevet, tth@ “depression” while not so
spectacular in Great Britain as in the United Stgmost entirely because compulsory
unemployment insurance, miscalled the dole, maskedwidespread misery and despair)
was at least as disastrous. Certain areas suobusis Wales, Tyneside and the Clyde were in
so desperate a condition that they were first edkatafor treatment under the title of
Distressed Areas, but later distinguished as Speara adjective as descriptive as the
treatment they received was abominable. It is Hserce of the history of the period that in
the face of disastrous unemployment the armed $owere depleted both of men and
equipment, and every effort was made to re-equipn@asy.

The effect of continuous trade depression on basir@ganisations is uniform. First
profits decrease by competition in a decreasingkatazausing a fall, but not necessarily a
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heavy fall, in prices. There is no evidence to supfthe statement sedulously propagated,
that the depression wasausedby a fall in prices.Before the panic of October, 1929,
American prices were still at a profitable level.

Such fall as did in fact take place was equivalerd rise in purchasing power and in all
probability increased for some time thelume of goods bought, and delayed the next
stage—the disappearance of profits, the liquidatioreserves, and the separation of business
undertakings into two classes: those which werddosupported by bank overdrafts and
carried on as bank-controlled organisations; anddlwhich were to be closed down.

In fact it can be seen both by the depressionf,tseld by the means which were
inaugurated to end it when the process was comsidey have gone far enough, that
elimination of competition was its primary objediv

Lord Melchett (Sir Alfred Mond), speaking at Hardain 1928 on the Mond-Turner
Conference, said: “The high purpose of the Confegesould not be more amply illustrated
than by the fact that the first agreed resolutiamblighed to the world was a Joint
Memorandum on the Gold Reserve and its relatiotis ivdustry.

“It is merely necessary for me to point out thag thsue of that Memorandum to the
Chancellor of the Exchequer had a definite resuihe policy which he pursued . . . when the
Bank Note issue and the Treasury issue were amalganthis year.”

That is surely definite enough. There is probaldy & single authority nowadays who
would venture to deny that the “economic blizzaveis a monetary phenomenon arising
directly out of the parallel monetary policy of tBank “of England” and the Federal Reserve
Board of the United States; that the amalgamatidhe Treasury issue with the Bank was a
part of it; and that the object of this policy inth countries was advance towards monopoly,
then called rationalisation, and now called conegitn, or “Planning.” Without
commenting on other qualities of the Trades Uniartigipants in the Conference, it is safe to
say that their qualifications for discussing thieetff of Gold Reserves and their understanding
of monetary theory were equally non-existent.

The tragic policy to which reference is made witlcts complacency, besides subjecting
the working population of Great Britain, supposedé represented by the Trades Unionists
at the Conference, to six years of desperate migebeyond doubt the most important factor
amongst those culminating in the Second World Vdad the hair-breadth escape of Great
Britain from complete disaster in 1940.

On April 21, 1932, Mr. Winston Churchill made tr@léwing statement in the House of
Commons:

“When | was moved by many arguments &otes(my emphasis; in 1925 to return to
the Gold Standard, | was assured by the highestrexghat we were anchoring ourselves to
stability, and | accepted that advice. But whatgeaq@d? We have no reality, no stability. . . .
This monetary convulsion has now reached a pitcearmiham persuaded that producers of
new wealth will not tolerate indefinitely so hidesan oppression.”

The gold exchange standard was abandoned in 1931.

Seen in the light of subsequent events, its resomiad accomplished its purpose—to
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emasculate British military, naval, and air powaard to create the atmosphere in which “the
threat of war” would “induce the British Governmeatundertake comprehensive Planning.”
(P.E.P)

In 1932 the “economic blizzard” approached its heig the United States, President
Hoover was completely discredited, most of the &nahdustrial firms were wrecked, and
attacks on the banking system, as a system, aadcesdit monopoly, were increasing to a
formidable volume. There were over twelve millionemployed. In November of that year,
Franklin Delano Roosevelt was elected Presidertt,imMarch 1933 assumed office under
conditions of nationwide panic. In many towns, adtingle bank was open for business, and
all over the country money substitutes of the toklass were in daily use. Probably sixty per
cent of the banks were insolvent. Roosevelt's fastion was to close every bank. It is
significant that the first step taken to deal vitik crisis was financial, not industrial.

It is not necessary to the understanding of theegénsituation to deal with the
technicalities of the banking situation, which haveen explored, for instance, iFhe
Monopoly of Credit.But it may be explained that the American Bankiags expressly
forbid what is called Branch Banking (the Engligfstem), and American Banks, for the
most part, outside New York, were in real and &ctempetition with each other, not merely
for customers’ accounts, but for re-discount féedi. The old Scottish Banking system,
which had many good features, was similar. The iprobn of Branch Banking had been a
great safeguard against the mammoth Wall Stredtshamut its fatal weakness was the need
to borrow for the purpose of lending. The freeznfige-discount loans by the Reserve Banks
ultimately controlled by the Federal Reserve Bohat]| put the country banks in the position
of being helpless against a “run,” which occurnegiactically every case.

Hundreds of small banks, and some large (but ndrteeolargest) banks had closed,
never to reopen. The largest banks were relievedgmiod deal of competition.

President Roosevelt devoted the major portion sfliugural Address to a castigation
of Financiers—not all Financiers, but those who Ih&&n uppermost during the Hoover
regime. No criticism of the credit monopoly, aslsuwas expressed or implied.

The new Administration, surrounded by such men es&d Baruch, Felix Frankfurter
and other international Jews, acted with vigoud alearly in accordance with a carefully
prepared programme. Selected banks were reopenddha Federal Reserve Banks, until
now entirely quiescent, poured out credits to thmmdictated terms which removed any
danger of revolt. Large contracts for public workesre placed with contractors, and State
Employment organisations, whose barely concealgetbivas the lavish spending of money,
rose and expanded. At the same time “controls,tivican be recognised as the groundwork
of the Planned Monopolistic State, were imposeéaxrh main industry.

Three months later, Mr. Montagu Norman took a halicand while he was at sea Great
Britain renounced the deflationary policy so relessly pursued.

The red light was replaced by green. The trafficsvia be allowed to proceed on
conditions.
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CHAPTER VII

WE require an intergrowth of the German and Slav raeesl we require too, the
cleverest financiers, the Jews, for us to becomsterm of the world. We require an
unconditional union with Russia, together with atuadi plan of action which shall not permit
any English schemata to obtain the mastery in Rud$o American future!'—RiEDRICH
NIETZSCHE Genealogy of Moralgp. 187.

In the main, no great error is involved in dividirgsponsibility for world disasters into
action on two planes. The first plane is that onctvery long term policy, as we consider
length of time, is pursued by the same organisafmnattempt to outline policy on this plane
is contained in a previous workhe Big Idealt is quite possible, and even probable, that we
have to take into consideration more than oneticadiPrussianism seems to be the modern
embodiment of one World Empire concept possiblyedding from the Teutonic Knights of
the Crusading period, just as the Financial Emgirdudaism is another. That the two should
unite in Germany appears just as logical as thatnal enmity would be inevitable.

But the instruments of this policy, Nations or 8tatare chosen and retained for much
shorter historical periods, and are discarded vehbatter instrument becomes available. It is
in this sense that “Germany” bears a large shateeofjuilt of the World Wars, and it is in
this sense that it is possible to date the incaptibthe policy with accuracy, and beyond
much danger of serious disagreement.

Frederick Il of Prussia, commonly and revealingbfled the “Great,” ascended the
Throne in 1740. He has fortunately left volumineu#ings of which thePolitical Testaments
possibly the most important. The language and semiis of this work bear in many ways a
striking resemblance to those of the so-calleddeads of Zion, and strengthen the belief that
the source of the policy of both of them is Masoinacharsis Clootz, who called himself
“the personal enemy of Jesus Christ,” was a cleseaate of Frederick, and was a high
Freemason.

The philosophy of Frederick, if it can be so ddsexi, is not in doubt. He remarks:

“As it has been agreed among men that to cheatfedlow creatures is a base and
criminal act, it has been necessary to find a wancth might modify the idea; and the word
policy has been sanctioned to that end. In all probgpilitis word was selected only for
sovereigns, for they cannot really be called roguesascals.” (Note the curious suggestion
of outside influence — Author.)

“However that may be, here is what | think of pglicmean, by the worgdolicy, that we
must always try to dupe other people. . ..

“This principle being laid down, do not be ashamédnaking interested alliances from
which only you yourself can derive the whole adeget Do not make the foolish mistake of
not breaking them when you believe that your irdereequire it; and above all, uphold the
following maxim: ‘That to despoil your neighbours fo deprive them of the means of
injuring you.” (Frederick the GreaPolitical Testamentpp. 8-9, Boston edition, 1870.)

It is possible that the preceding paragraph cost@éinthe shortest form the guiding
principle of German national action. And the ingtent of this principle is the Great German
General Staff. It is necessary to be clear in owdeustanding of this statement, because the
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words represent an idea which is completely unfamib the average British or American
mind, and misunderstanding of them leads to a rdistgtanding of the problem of dealing
with Germany. The Great German General Staff (G.B.3s Germany, and the German
people are its instrument.

For instance, not very many people connect thengtt¢o bureaucratise Great Britain
with the German General Staff. They do not undaedstdnat words such as “military” or
“civil” are merely used in Germany for the deceptaf foreigners.

In Germany the “Civil Service” is simply a branch the General Staff—an inferior
branch. “Big Business” is another branch. “Eric llay-Moore,” the pseudonym of an
American banker resident in Berlin during the Ariais years, remarks:—

“During my work in Germany, | often negotiated fitwe release of funds belonging to
American Corporations. Did | go to the heads olstdes, or to the banks? Not at all. | went
to the Economic Section of the German General Stafévery important business firm in
Germany there is an Economic Defence Leader, ragiplemot to the company which pays
him, but to the General Staff.Reader's Digestylarch, 1944.)

There is a direct line through Marxian Socialisnd ahe endowment of the London
School of Economics by Sir Ernest Cassel, the largas donated to the Labour Party by
German-speaking Jews, and its close connection®gitman Socialists, which connects the
German General Staff with the attempt to bureaisadhis country. The object is simple.
The G.D.G.S. knows exactly how to use a bureaucfacyits own ends, without that
bureaucracy having any conscious participation. thedend is the downfall of Great Britain,
as a step to World Dominion.

Once this central idea is grasped, the absurdigupposing that we are merely menaced
by Hitler and something called National Socialismmpnly equalled by the naive idea that
there is any fundamental antagonism betweersitr@ficant German-speaking Jews whether
in Germany, Wall Street, or elsewhere, and the fiehdhe General Staff. Both of them are
completely indifferent to the sacrifice of largenmoers of their co-racialists if the main
strategy is thereby advanced.

Werner Bruck, himself a Jew, and Assistant to WaltRathenau, one of the group of
powerful German-speaking Jews who surrounded theseKasays in hisSocial and
Economic History of Germany-

“This militarism has rightly been called the cemémat bound the whole structure of
society into an entity. It was, and still is, antstanding expression of the efficiency of the
Supreme State . . . the giant industrial plantgea&avings banks, local branches of the Social
Democratic Party (Marxian Socialists) functionedotigh men of the type of captains, or
non-commissioned officers.”

At the present time, when we are supposed to Ibeirfigthe German spirit as well as the
German armed forces, we hear through all the maammels of controlled propaganda (and
all the main channels are controlled) of the nate$sr “economic planning.” The original
coiner and user of the phrase was General von Btudirf, of the German War Office.

The GermanWeltanschauungof political and economic world hegemony must be
recognised, therefore, as a coherent and unifieicypdaving successful war as its
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continuous objective. It is in this that the fundantal difference between the German and the
British General staffs can be seen. The British €t&nStaff is quite as capable technically
and professionally, but its objective is quite elifint. The problem put to the British Staff
Officer is to be prepared, within the narrow limitd peacetime financing, for any
eventuality, and especially for the more likely etwmlities. His role is essentially defensive
and strategically passive.

That of the German is offensive and active.

It may be desirable to point out at this junctunattthe so-called efficiency of the
German is purely functional and has led him frore disaster to another, as it would lead us
if we copied it. The weakness of democracy, iprtsent form, is not lack of “planning,” but
in the existence of financial and industrial oligaes whose mentality is sympathetic to
Prussianism, and in fact is largely interlockednwit

Since the origin of the Russian “Communist” polisyidentical with that instilled into
Frederick Il by Anarcharsis Clootz, they are ineg&® similar. The coalition of Germany and
Russia is logical, but the Russian mentality is/wdissimilar to that of the German, and may
easily contribute unrehearsed developments.

CHAPTER VIII

ON November 11, 1918, at eleven o’clock—the elevdratr of the eleventh day of the
eleventh month, an Armistice in the World War came force between Germany and the
Allies, France and Great Britain, with the AssoethiNation, the U.S.A., concurring. The
slightly mystical character of the date and houraswithout interest.

Germany was beaten. The military history of 1918usously unconvincing, but certain
facts stand out. Powerful forces were at work beliie German Front to halt the war before
American casualties became serious. And the GerBiaff was determined that the
destruction wrought in France and Belgium shouldb@orepaid in kind on German soil.

Palestine had been conquered by General Allenly'sels, and Russia had been reduced
to chaos, through the agency of a sealed trainxpéré revolutionaries, headed by Lenin
(Oulianoff) and Trotzky (Bronstein), almost allwhom came from New York.

London abandoned itself to an orgy of relief andiceng. Mr. Lloyd George stampeded
the country into a General Election with the maimis in his programme announced as
“Hang the Kaiser” and “Make the Germans pay.” Ttaesér died a peaceful, natural death in
the Castle of Doorn, Holland, twenty-two years fatderr Hitler, the National Socialist,
having given orders to the German troops invadigjadd that they were not to approach
the Castle nearer than one mile, so as not torfigtim. It is instructive to consider the
success of the second item.

It should be remembered, however, that hardly hadyjtins ceased fire, than numbers of
distinguished and well-patronised economists theldvaver announced that it was
impossible to make Germany pay. The basis of taement was not that Germaoguld
not pay. It was that the Allies could not affordkie paid. A conspicuous exception to this
attitude was the United States, the AssociatedoNatvhich not only insisted on being paid
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“out-of-pocket expenses” by Germany but the muchenomnsiderable debts incurred by the
Allies, and underwritten by Great Britain. It must remembered also that Great Britain
entered the war a large creditor of America; paxtéth gold and securities to an amount
almost equal to the debt; and received in returnmaterial, much of it so inferior as to be
almost useless, and all of it at tremendously taflgrices.

It is impossible to understand the extraordinarifapse of the power and prestige of
Great Britain at the end of a victorious war on gmgunds other than that the terms upon
which the United States entered the war (which veergainly dictated by German Jews to
Wilson), contained provisions which were designedehsure not merely the temporary
defeat of Germany, but the permanent impotencere&@®ritain.

The freedom previously enjoyed by Great Britaimagard to foreign policy disappeared
with the entry of the U.S.A. into the war. Whateih did the economists mean? There is little
doubt of what they meant. It was not that Germanylct not pay, and not even that Germany
could not be made to pay. It was that all the mudibs were in the hands of the financiers,
and had been made to understand quite clearlythbanterests of finance were paramount.
This involved certain clear issues. The first adst was that every effort must be made to re
establish gold as the basis of payment. (Rufus$sdard Reading, had agreed in Washing-
ton that British debts to U.S.A. should all be paidgold). The second was that everyone
should be poorer—or think themselves poorer—so“#raployment” for wages might be re-
established everywhere as quickly as possible. Wérogas to be paid, it must on no account
be the ordinary individual. The third was that detat bankers must be given priority over
debts to Governments. And the fourth was that tmeercan-speaking German-Jewish
bankers such as the Warburgs and Schiffs who warammpunt at the peace conferences,
were determined that Germany should be in a posttiorenew the struggle at the earliest
possible moment. Apart from other reasons they tade too well not to wish for a
repetition.

The first payment ordered by the Reparations Comionswas in kind. The German
Government were ordered to deliver 2,234,000 tansoal per month. After numerous
protests at non-delivery by the French Governmigrat,Reparations Commission informed
the Allied Governments on June 30, 1920, that Geyniead voluntarily defaulted on coal
deliveries. She could deliver, but she would not.

At Boulogne in May and June, 1920, the Reparatidorey Indemnity was fixed at 269
milliards of gold marks, spread out over 42 yeditsee Germans did not pay. The paper mark
began to fall in exchange value which would norgnaillicate that she was importing more
than she exported. Enormous quantities of papeksnaere sold to speculators in foreign
countries for gold currencies. When these becanhgelsss the Germans had received a
considerable war indemnity and wiped out their dNational Debt.

Germany had agreed to supply large quantitiesnolber. On December 26, 1922, the
Reparations Commission declared Germany in volyrdtafault in the delivery of timber.

On January 26, 1923, the Reparations Commissiolar@ecGermany to be in general
default both in respect of deliveries in kind andnionetary payments.

By this time, France and Belgium were ranged imdsopposition to Great Britain, and
the forces working through the British Governmemtrevassisting Germany in every way to
defy France. On August 11, 1923, the mark collagsedpletely, and became worthless. As
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a consequence German properties were bought upii@a sums in dollars by Jews with
foreign balances.

We now enter the almost incredible period of thevBs and Young Plans by which
Allied and American bankers, under an American @han, supervised the building up of
German credit, and provided the funds for the mmidation of German industry. With Mr.
Montagu Norman as Governor, and a nominee of tleraé Reserve Board, Dr. Sprague, to
advise him, the Bank “of England” co-operated wiNlew York banks in assisting Dr.
Schacht, described by Lord Vansittart as “the nodsaginous rascal | have ever met,” to
obtain large sums of money from both countries, lisfrections of which were returned as
“reparations.” This fantastic situation finally carto an end with the failure in May 1931 of
the Credit Anstalt,a large Austrian bank which had been supportedthey Bank “of
England,” which coolly transferred a loss of £4@0M0 from its own accounts (the Bank
“of England” being a privately owned bank) to thebd of the Exchange Equalisation
Account, which is national property. Germany desdiara moratorium which finally
terminated all reparations payments. At the samee tiPresident Hoover declared a
moratorium which temporarily suspended Allied paptsdo America.

Turning to the military aspects of this period, i8¢ 160 of the Treaty of Versailles
read, “The Greater German General Staff and allairarganisations shall be dissolved, and
may not be reconstituted in any form.” The G.D.Gr&rely went into plain clothes. The
Treaty limited the Germany Army to 100,000 men. &ahvon Seeckt trained them all as
officers, which most of them had been before. Veeckt made a secret arrangement (and
this is significant because “American” influence Russia at this time was paramount),
whereby army units were trained in the Soviet Unmmd an aviation school was established
near Moscow. The “BlacReichswehr’was set up to thwart the Allied Control Commission
and to spend secret funds where they would futttiemain object: to weaken the military
power and national morale of Great Britain and Eeamnd to build up that of the Reich.

This steady pursuit of a fixed and unalterable cbje was completely independent of
the various forms of Government which succeedet etiter in Germany in the fifteen years
between the Armistice and the accession to poweydolf Hitler, the ex-corporal who had
been a paid spy for the Army. To suppose that Ingec® power without the consent of the
G.D.G.S. is simply to misapprehend the possibdibépolitical Germany.

It may be convenient at this juncture to emphaars@spect of the matter which has an
importance, if possible, greater at the presente tiiman during the period of German
rearmament. Both Britain and France had staffs efinm Germany on the Reparations
Commission, and in other capacities, who knew wlas going on, and reported their
findings. British businessmen visiting Germany mgo the drilling of thousands of armed
men in every district of Germany. Mr. Douglas Rded,some years a foreign correspondent
for The Timeshas stated that his warning despatches were sggute

Almost up to the outbreak of war in 1939, the Bhtpublic was abysmally ignorant of
the situation, so that Mr. Stanley Baldwin, witltlengaging honesty which must ensure him
a place in history, remarked in 1936, “Supposingatl gone to the country and had said
‘Germany is rearming; we must rearm.” Does anydmnektthis pacific democracy of ours
would have rallied to that call?”

The British Press, with a few honourable exceptipiesyed down the dangers which lay
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clearly ahead, and were supported by the “BritBigadcasting Corporation, the latter under
the obvious control of the Bank “of England.” Brbadspeaking, the British Press is
controlled by international Big Business and Firandhe Labour-Socialist Party did
everything possible to hamper rearmament, and lactstopped the completion of the
Singapore Base (not on technical grounds, whicheappo have existed, but for pacifist
reasons).

At the present time, we are being presented with dame description of distorted
information on the social conditions of the totiian states, and notably of Russia, whose
military prowess is systematically confused witlesiabwellbeing.

It is impossible to dispute the evidence whichvailable that there is a tacit conspiracy
between the international financier with his colé press, and the international socialist, to
stampede the general public through the agencyoofirmious misinformation, just as the
same forces prevented the British Government fraitrsing the unemployment period of
1928-1933 to anticipate and suppress the Germamagaent which proceeded throughout
with unabated vigour. Does Lord Baldwin or anyolse suppose that the unemployed in the
Distressed Areas would have refused to make guh830?

It must be obvious to anyone who will give the raatterious consideration thtte
interests which control British publicity conscibusvorked to emasculate British military
power and to build up that of Germany, and thaythere assisted, whether consciously or
not, by certain carefully selected Trades Union leatddrs moulded the policy of the Labour
Party in accordance with the parallel policies ltd German-speaking Jew-inspired Fabian
Society (later, P.E.P.) and the Zionists.

In the Report of the (U.S.A.) Custodian of Alienoperty, published in 1919, after
explaining the care with which German control hadrbconcealed, it is remarked:

“In many of the large German-owned companies tageer by the alien property
custodian after investigation it was found thati@spge was one of their chief functions.
Every scrap of information of commercial or milgavalue to Germany, was carefully
gathered by the representatives of these concerttgs country, and quickly forwarded to
the home office in Germany. . . . Especially theekitan chemical industry was a natural
centre for German espionage.”

J. Carlton Ward, President of the Fairchild Engaine Aeroplane Corporation, speaking
at the Ritz-Carlton Hotel in New York on January 2043, said:—

“Britain began to rearm very slowly in 1935. That-called slow phase of rearming
extended through 1937. The British political sitoatat that time has had a fairly close
parallel in the United States. The Government wasfnee to spend the monies required for
armament.”

It should be noticed, therefore, that German rearem was being assisted by dominant
powers in New York and London; in both centres tt@iarmament was played down, and
political parties notoriously dominated by “intetis@alism” opposed defence measures; and
that Germany and Russia alone devoted single-miatiedtion to preparation for war.

The control of the money policy of Great Britainpsedominantly in the care of the
Bank “of England.” The control of the monetary saiion in the United States is
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predominantly in the hands of the Federal Resenard

Since it is probable that the Jewish question lellone, if not the major, preoccupation
of the twentieth century, the obvious contradictiari German policy in this regard demand
attention. In the world’s press at this time (1944azi,” a Jewish word meaning “Prince” as
well as National Socialist, is made to appear synwus with the persecution of the Jews.
How much persecution there really has been willbeknown until a much later date. That
there has been some is quite logical and understdardT he inflation racket inflicted untold
hardships on the general body of the German peoBlrman-speaking Jews were
conspicuous exceptions. They appeared to be pessedslarge quantities of American
currency or credit, and used it to buy out everyn@a business, and even personal property,
from a population which saw its means of contathvieod and lodging disappear overnight.
A raging thirst for revenge was undoubtedly widespl; and in the lawlessness of the times
some of it found satisfaction. But that the genthrgher policy of Germany is anti-Jew is
patently absurd. There is abundant evidence thi¢rHieceived exactly the same kind of
support from powerful Jews as did the Kaiser.

On the authority of the prAnschlussVienna police, Hitler himself is an illegitimate
descendant of a Viennese Baron Rothschild. MartdmHiaushofer, the wife of the leading
German exponent of geopolitics, who is said to @gseralmost the major influence on Hitler,
is a Jewess. Many important German-speaking Jesvgisir as powerful in Germany, so far
as can be gathered from relevant evidence, aswbey in the reign of the Kaiseand after.
They are in accord with the G.D.G.S. or they wauddl be there.

There is a rich and powerful body of Zionist Jewsrking in Palestine by the same
methods of organised assassination and terrorismueas financed in Russia by the New
York Jews, to embarrass the British Governmenttsnfight with Germany—the alleged
persecutor of the Jews.

In comparison with the atrocities perpetrated irs&a on Russians at the behest of
German and Russian-speaking Jews, both in numbédrsature, it appears certain that the
“atrocity” stories are exaggerated out of all pndjom. But they have an obvious use. They
form an excuse for forcing the barriers of immigratlaws. And the objective is exactly that
of parachute troops—to get behind the enemy’s lifiée effect on internal politics of the
“refugees” in every country ought to be sufficiamdication as to the identity of the enemy.

The indisputable fact is that there is a coherentish policy everywhere. At the present
time it can be seen in full operation in practigadvery country in the worldand on both
sides of the fighting-line. It is the conditionsigéhare inseparable from total war which
alone make possible the erection of the bureaucrstate alike envisaged by the Jews and
the Great German General Staff as the instrumeNYofld Dominion. Hence, so long as this
influence is allowed to operate, we can expect wae after another until someone has
enslaved the planet.

The Rooseveltian “New Deal” was an attempt at aemmr less bloodless revolution
which would centralise power in the U.S.A. It failo achieve sufficient success to be stable.
The war was the next step. “War is the pursuitadicy by other means.” (QQUSEWITZ.)
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CHAPTER IX

M. CLEMENCEAU, “the Tiger,” is said to have remarked, “Some egaknirtue has gone
out of the British.” That is possibly, but not aarnly, true. “Britain,” and the inhabitants of
the British Isles, are by no means identical. lyrba noticed that when the consequences of
our strange peacetime policies bring about a me@astrophe, the shadowy influences
which have produced it hand over the situationdmes extent to the native-bred, whose
efforts are still heroic, if unnecessarily costly.

At the outbreak of war in 1939 a paean of joy tamough the American Press, and the
denizens of the various international Socialist Whtld Planning bodies, such as the Fabian
Society, P.E.P., and the Royal Institute of Intéomal Affairs, were happy in the assumption
that whoever lost the war, they had already won Qtders-in-Council, restrictions,
registrations, and bureaucrats (those belonginth¢oorganisations just mentioned moving
quietly into the second-best seats) appeared wihair of a stage army which had been kept
waiting a little too long in the wings.

Mr. Anthony Eden, fresh from a revivifying trip Washington announced that “it seems
that our New Order must be built through war. Bwill be built, just the same.” The haste
to declare our real war aims was perhaps almostat.

Although apparently anachronistic, the convenienetat which to consider the furious
attack on Mr. Neville Chamberlain and his policy‘appeasement” is in connection with its
apparent failure, and to provide it with the cotrleackground it is necessary to survey a field
not very obviously that of foreign policy.

The Chamberlain family, of sound British stock atdble middle-class history, rose to
considerable but not outstanding wealth largelyodlgh their connection with the
Birmingham firm of Guest, Keen & Nettlefold, therlgamanufacturers of the wood-screw
known as “self-driving,”i.e., not requiring a hole to be bored for it. Later,cengst other
interests, they acquired control of the small jaitiick bank, the Birmingham & Midland,
which, by amalgamation and expansion became tggedadoint Stock Bank in the world, the
present Midland Bank. Even here their influencprabably more sentimental than financial.

Prior to 1914-1918 the Chairman of the Bank, Siw&d Holden, was known to hold
very “advanced” views on the actual nature of tlhusimess carried on by banks, and its
bearing on national policy. The common idea thatak is merely a custodian of its clients’
money, which it re-lends at interest to safe bommy was not taken seriously by him,
although it is incorrect to attribute to Sir Edwdheg enunciation of the explosive theorem
that “Banks create the means of payment out ofingti{Encyclopaedia Britannicayhich was
explicitly stated by H. D. Macleod in higheory and Practice of Bankingt least twenty-five
years earlier.

But the history of the Midland Bank during the Astice years is marked by several
features unique to it amongst the “Big Five” batksvhom the numerous smaller banks had
in the main been affiliated. The first of these whs series of Annual Addresses by Sir
Edward Holden’s successor, Mr. Reginald McKenngo#tician rather than a banker, of
which perhaps the most significant was that comgithe famous statement, “The amount of
money in circulation varies only with the policy tife banks. . . . Every loan creates a
deposit, and the repayment of a loan destroys asitep. . the purchase of a security by a
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bank creates a deposit, the sale of a securitydestroys a deposit.” It is unlikely that these
Addresses were actually written by Mr. McKenna hetfjsand some grounds exist for the
belief that he did not understand them, but therditile doubt that they were part of a
considered and immensely important policy operatimgugh the Bank as an organisation.
The Bank “of England” was not amused. The Goldredts with Sir Henry Strakosch and the
Economisivere not amused. The Chosen Race were annoyed.

All the large banks expanded physically at the teragy cessation of hostilities, partly
to absorb in real estate, and conceal by writingrdthe fantastic profits they had made by
War Finance. But the Midland took a highly indivadigtic line even in this. It opened
branches bringing its total number up to approxatyatwo thousand, but only in Great
Britain and Northern Ireland. All the other bankpanded abroad also.

A decorous disapproval of Bank “of England” poliejyd of Mr. Montagu Norman, was
fairly evident, the “chequelet” incident to poputs small cheque payments being a case in
point.

But the profits made by the banks were probably¢hst important aspect of their 1914-
1918 activities. The immense production necessithiethe war had rendered it inevitable
that manufacturing concerns must borrow on an weglented scale, and the influence of Sir
Edward Holden’s views on the methods adopted i@heylispute. As a consequence all the
banks, but particularly the Midland, had come iatoontrol of industry far beyond anything
previously existing, just as their creation of theans of payment out of nothing was unique
in its magnificence. The situation which must haeen clear to the Board of the Bank was
precisely that which the big German D Banks, toalhhe “Big Five” English Joint Stock
Banks had been brought to correspond, had achiesfxe the war under the direction of
Ballin, Rathenau and others. Industries were medelyartments of banking Government,
controlled by debt. So far as the “Big Industry”smeoncerned, this control was practically
complete. There remained the elimination of smakiess, which, as it transpired, was
surprisingly difficult.

It is difficult to dissociate the position and iménce of Neville Chamberlain from the
importance and outlook of the Midland Bank. He Hagltidy, narrow, bureaucratic mind, of
the dealer in figures, together with the imaginatikeficiency of the English middle-class. He
was scrupulously honest, and his standard of palithonour was far above that to which
postwar British politics had fallen. He was a ge&eupatriot, and it is highly probable that he
was so disgusted with the pseudo-democracy which leading clearly to disaster, that he
fell easily into the trap which opened invitinglgfore him.

The war had demonstrated that raw materials anticplarly nitrogenous chemicals
were the key to victory. Reginald McKenna, who tmattceeded Sir Edward Holden as
Chairman of the Midland Bank on the latter's deattempted to bring about a merger be-
tween British Dyestuffs and Nobel's Explosives. tdaged, for some reason which does not
transpire, the project reappeared under the lelaighen$ Sir Alfred Mond in an enlarged form,
the Midland Bank appeared to become more orthoaloda,Mr. McKenna became a Director
of Imperial Chemical Industries; and Sir Harry Ma&m (Lord McGowan) of I.C.I., and
Lord Ashfield of the socialistic London PassengeariBport Board, and a Director of I.C.I.,
became Directors of the Midland Bank, a very butstilyon an admittedly large “dog.” This
was in 1926, and subsequent events can only bersiodd in the light of these
arrangements, in particular the interlocking of Melland Bank with the largest American
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Bank, the Chase National.

It should be remembered that when in 1931 Neviller@berlain displaced Philip
(Viscount) Snowden, who regarded the Bank “of Endlaas the greatest moral force in the
world, as Chancellor of the Exchequer, the coumias bled white by the contractionist
policies of the internationalists. Chamberlain at® set in motion the mechanism of credit
expansion by abrogating the Gold Exchange Standaidh made the grip of the Bank of
England nearly absolute. Stanley Baldwin was Piingister and remained Prime Minister
until May, 1937. A Napoleon, a Bismarck and a Rilityolled in one could not have repaired
the mischief of Baldwin’s tragic fifteen years obwer, in the two years of peace which
remained. Had it not been for the quiet Englishtlgeman who succeeded him, those two
years would have been cut in half, and ltétwaffewould have been over London without
so much as two squadrons of effective fighter optjposfrom the R.A.F.

It is difficult to write patiently of the stream abuse directed at the Munich policy. The
scurrilous attacks of the American press are umaedsble. The collectivist New Deal was
already a failure. The German-speaking Jew comr@Vashington was even stronger than in
the time of President Wilson. No-one outside a feghnical experts believed that the United
States could be harmed even by a fully victorioudeH and a large body of commercial
opinion was already mobilised around the slogang “@dn do business with Hitler.” The
prospect of another war in which America would kemg and again rise to fantastic
prosperity on a war boom was too alluring to bencglished. The situation is explained with
engaging candour by Mr. A. D. H. Smith, in his bighy of Colonel House, President
Wilson’s adviser: “It may not be to our credit, aistically, but the fact is we used the
European democracies and their Allies for our pseso they did not use us, except
incidentally. And if Mr. House were alive today A3, would say that is exactly what the
United States has been doing since Brit@ic) and France declared war on Germany in
1939.”(Mr. House of Texag. 172.)

But the spate of synthetic bilge regarding our eppredness which was poured out from
domestic quarters which had done everything passdblencourage Germany and to hinder
rearmament in this country is only explicable oa #ssumption that a well-known technique
of the Communist Party was in operation— to acouse opponents of what you have done,
or intend to do, yourself. Not a single word ofstlaibuse was directed to the Money Power,
the Press or the B.B.C. It must be rememberedtleainternationalist policy was interlocked
with such institutions as the League of Nations, Ititernational Labour Office and the Bank
of International Settlements, inaugurated with #@msistance and blessing of Viscount
Snowden. The same group of noisy Socialist jousteglimost of them deriving such ideas as
they possessed from alien sources, who shouted fiDaith the Men of Munich,” had
worked and talked against rearmament and extolt#i@ative security, while demanding
intervention in favour of Abyssinia and Communigia. Their assumption of the right to a
moral attitude for which they were not preparedhamtto work or fight is perhaps the only
palliation of Mr. Stanley Baldwin’s foreign policgy the lack of it.

But there can be no doubt that the internal ecoo@ystem of Great Britain underwent a
radical change for the worse in 1931— that, withibiet spectacular incidents which marked
the inauguration of the “New Deal,” a carefully paeed system of controls running parallel
to it was imposed, specifically designed to aceééemonopoly. The complete story of the
forces brought to bear will probably never be tdle formation of the great cartels and the
financial control of British industry during the Agrican boom in the interests of American
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investors were certainly preparatory; but in thaaryBritain, no longer great, adopted the
beginnings of a new theory of life completely alienher genius—the conception of the
country as a single factory having many departmehéhead office and control-room being
the Bank “of England.” The London School of Econcsniendowed by the German-speaking
Jew Sir Ernest Cassel, and largely staffed by $stialiens, “to train the bureaucracy”
(much of it temporarily in “private” employ) “of ghcoming Socialist State,” had come into
its own. How much of the responsibility for Dunkinests on this hastily imposed
bureaucracy will never be known.

It must be insisted that the tragic history of Arenistice years was neither adventitious
nor inescapable. It is quite true that the numbiendividuals who are capable of estimating
the consequences of an economic policy is not IdBge the moulders of socialist-cartelist
policy knew exactly where they were going, and there going in the same direction in
every country. The objective was a rigid, compraien military-industrial framework in
which the individual would disappear except as @ td high policy. It was the complete
antithesis of everything the Englishman had bulbru the foundation of Magna Charta and
Habeas Corpus, and it led us straight to the bsaoheDunkirk and the arrest and im-
prisonment of nearly seventeen hundred person®utitinial and without the formulation of
a charge, under Regulation 18B.

The history of the last few years of peace willably not be told, if at all, for many
years. It is obvious that, even if the reorganisatpolicy to which Chamberlain had
obviously committed himself had been intrinsicafigund, which is highly debatable it
offered the perfect opportunity to hamper the reanant. Rearmament was hampered; and it
is certain that such success as was achieved wagghlt of cutting adrift to a considerable
extent from the advisers who surrounded Baldwim, trat Chamberlain’s unpopularity had
far more to do with that than with any reasonabteugds for criticism, under circumstances
for which he was not responsible, of the succesfforts which delayed the resumption of
military war.

The bureaucratic state however demanded war fdmis enthronement, and not only
war, but a long war. It must be observed that thedyctivity of the modern power tool
system had brought out into strong relief the eftddhe monopoly of money by the banks,
and the abnormal consumption of war was needeorte back into the factories the balance
of the populations not engaged in mutual destrao¢ctam that “Plans” might be matured to
keep them there. It is hoped that the memory ofotidénary citizen, doped with Hollywood
films, monopoly broadcasting and defective educatiwsill be short enough to permit the
contradiction between the “poverty amidst plenty'ttee 1930’s and the “full employment”
aspirations of the bureaucratic state in the imatedbost-war years, to escape notice.

It is the fashion to ascribe political mistakedreptitude rather than to moral turpitude.
To a considerable extent this is justifiable inamebto the ordinary individual. For instance,
nothing could be at once more tragic and more vpisesl than the idea that Socialism and
“Planning” is the legitimate inheritor of politicahd economic liberalism.

But the history of the past twenty-five years rasdé quite impossible to accept this
view so far as the higher direction of events iscawned. There is evidence, conclusive both
in volume and character, that the internationalectivist-financiers and their Trades Union
allies not only knew that the economic and politicases of 1920-1936 were primarily
monetary in origin, but they also recognised inhseneents as the election of the Social Credit
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Government of Alberta that the time was limitedaihich they must acquire a new form of
control to replace that which had previously beear@sed through the monopoly of credit.
Only war could provide the conditions and the tiffiee writing was—and is—on the wall.

Alberta provides perhaps the most decisive evidehoenscious intention, by reason of
the Disallowance of all the Legislative Assemblyteeasures to implement a system of
adequate purchasing- power. The drastic and unesuate adopted does not seem capable
of any explanation other than that the internaionaney-power knew that they must be
successful if tried, and dare not permit them tdrleel. Even against continuous opposition
from the Federal Government at Ottawa, and muchaddentageous and unfair
discrimination, the Province of Alberta has beeniquely prosperous under an
Administration actuated wherever possible by theegal principles grouped under the term
Social Credit.

The importance of this matter is greater than mpggrhaps appear at first sight. There
are very few individuals outside the ranks of podit vested interests who do not regard the
trend of events with concern or apprehension. Baiidea has been skilfully injected that we
are merely witnessing an inevitable consequenaaarfern technology, and if, as someone
has phrased it, you cannot take your telephonehowever much you dislike it, we must
resign ourselves to the loss of our “individualeflems” in the interests of a “higher
freedom.”

If this were so, it would be unnecessary to coak dbcounts, pervert the evidence and
confuse the issues. The worlce(, the individuals in it) isnot yearning for full employment
by centralised organisation€On the contrary, a larger number of persons them before
wantself-employmenBut they want purchasing-power.

It is not true that the larger an organisation is, the nfefécient” it is, even if the
efficiency of organisations were the prime, samgedive of life, which it is not.

The greater efficiency of large-scale productiandé scant support in any evidence that
is now at hand.” Kinal Report, Temporary National Economic CommittgdeS.A.,Senate
Document No. 21, 1940, p. 314.) “It should be nptadreover, that monopoly is frequently
the product of factors other than the lower co$tgreater size . . . where they exist. . . . Itis
attained through collusive agreement and promoyegaublic policies.” (bid, Monograph 21,
1940, p. 21.)

Sincefinancial results are what is aimed at in business, it idas that the conditions
of financing small and large business may, andukeetly do, make more difference to the
profit and loss account than low costs.

For instance, bulk buying may enable low pricebeqaid for raw material, but this has
no connection with the actual amount of labouriptd the winning of the raw material. Bulk
buying may be, and often is, actually and reakditycinefficient; but the low unit price paid
produces an illusion of low genuine cost.

Within limits, the whole aspect of a balance sloeet be altered by allocating to various
accounts charges which in other conditions woulélistihe cost of production and expose
waste. No commercial accountant would certify tbeoants of the Post Office in the form in
which they are submitted.
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It may be objected that many of the facts to whrieference has just been made have
been elicited by “National” Committees, Royal Comasidns, and similar bodies. This is
true, but it will be noticed by anyone who will &akhe trouble to read the literature of the
Fabian Society or P.E.P. in the realm of industnythe Royal institute of International
Affairs (“Chatham House”) in Foreign Affairs, thatich findings are never quoted, and the
impression conveyed is always that of the inevitighias well as desirability, of larger units.

A further and equally important indication of whatn only be described as conscious
turpitude is contained in the arguments adduceaelation to a “managed,” as distinguished
from an “automatic” money system. The old, orthodGrld Coinage Standard money
system, in which a bank was compelled to pay agplogdits in gold if required, pretended to
be, although it was not, an “automatic” systenwdts contended that politics could not enter
into it. Price levels and the “balance of tradetcaoatically produced certain movements of
gold, which acted in the manner of a steam-engaveignor and kept trade upon a prescribed
rate of revolution. It was not true, and if it haden it would still have been a bad system,
since the quantity of gold in existence neitheriaghrin any ratio to the possibilities of
production nor the necessities of consumption.

But there were two assumptions in the theory asemted to the general public. The first
was that it was in the nature of the universe thanhey should govern production and
consumption. The amazing skill with which this ideas inculcated, so that the statement
that “The nation cannot afford it, there is no mprier it,” was accepted as reasonable,
should be remembered in connection with many “asippresented for our consumption.

But the second, that the money is and should be;potitical, was an outstanding
instance of the tribute which vice pays to virtitewill be necessary to treat this principle
with some attention at a later stage of the argunieis sufficient for the moment to indicate
that it is entirely and openly abandoned, not onlythe “managed money " system in
operation since 1931 in Great Britain, but in piadly all the proposals for monetary reform
other than those associated with Social Credit. Andnaged money” is simply Planning
from the top—e., the Bank “of England.”

CHAPTER X

Howso great their clamour, whatso’er their claim,
Suffer not the old King under any name!

Long-forgotten bondage, dwarfing heart and brain—
All our fathers died to loose he shall bind again.

Here is naught at venture, random or untrue—
Swings the wheel full-circle, brims the cup anew.
Rudyard Kipling, “The Old Issue.”

ALFRED MORITZ MOND, 1st Baron Melchett, died in 1930, his attempt tonoee
industrial policy from criticism of parliament anide general public having for the time being
failed. Towards the end of his life he was muchoeoned with the New York group of
Zionist Jews who controlled the Palestine Econo@uocporation and were the force behind
the “New Deal.”
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In 1931 two closely connected events coincided witeorganisation of the Government
and the final disappearance of Mr. Ramsay MacDoaatti Philip (Viscount) Snowden from
politics. The first was the setting up of the Neabkan Research Bureau, with Mr. Attlee,
now (1944) Deputy Prime Minister, as Chairman, #melsecond was the private circulation
of Freedom and Planningpy the organisation known as P.E.P. of which tleving spirit
was Mr. Israel Sieff, a Russian-speaking Jew.

For an admirable little analysis of the origins autivities of the Fabian Society and its
offshoot, P.E.P., the reader should con3iie Planners and Bureaucrady E. Edwards
(K.R.P. Publications, Ltd., Liverpool, 1943).

The nature of the former is well exemplified in amgphlet,The City Todaypublished
jointly by the Bureau and the Jewish- Socialistctoi Goliancz, over the pseudonym of
“Citizen,” which reads as though it were written by international banker concerned to
idealise the Money Trust.

The public activities of P.E.P. emerged in 1933.1888, Planning, the publication
dealing with such of its activities as it was degithat the public should apprehend, declared
“ Only in war, or under threat of war, will a Beti Government embark on large scale
planning.” This is a key statement, and it requaaseful examination.

It is frequently observed, by those who have gieely superficial attention to the matter
that it is perverse to object to planning. Muchypk made with “the necessity of regarding
the problem as a whole.” The implication is tha filanning to which reference is made is
the alternative to what is commonly called “muddlithrough.” The fact that practically
every article we use, from a teaspoon to a motprsdhne result of skilled, intensive planning
is apt to escape notice, yet we do not plan teaspand motorcars “as a whole.”

The planning which results in a teaspoon or a nearprhowever, is the outcome of a
desire to produce a teaspoon or a motorcar of tecplar pattern, and in a free economy the
pattern is conceived in the hope that it will agpgeathe individual, and will be bought in
competition with alternative patterns. But the plizag of the Fabian Society and its colleague
P.E.P. is and must be precisely the oppoHiis.the planning of whole peoples on the model
of Germany by a totalitarian State which is destjas a whole to be the best instrument of
war, the national objective of Germany. The teaspaid the motorcar alike have to fit into
this conception. Comprehensive planning requires simgle objective which never varies
and to which the individual is subordinate; and @uehensive planning is only justifiable on
the assumption that military war is merely one a&$p&f continuous warTo repeat the
dictum of Clausewitz, “War is the pursuit of poliby other means.” Whose policy, and to
where it leads, is undisclosed.

Once this conception is grasped, it is not diffi¢alrealise that “only in war or threat of
war” could the social and political economy of Gré&aitain, the great barrier to World
Dominion, be remodelled in the hierarchical pattefrthe German Army.

That there is no contradiction betwepractical Socialism (Planning) and extreme
militarism was fully recognised in Germany fiftyams ago. In 1892 August Bebel, a leading
Social Democrat (Socialist) told Bismarck that “lhgperial Chancellor can rest assured that
German Social Democracy is a sort of preparatohpaicfor militarism.” It could not be
anything else and remain socialism.
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It is at this point that the fundamental and irmeatable antagonism between the German
and the British, the socialist and the liberal fwiit a capital) conception of life becomes
plain. It is not that the Briton is incapable ofdenstanding, and, unless bedevilled by alien
propaganda, appreciating, the necessity of rankcandequent discipline. His point of view
has been put once for all by the poet of Scotl&uahert Burns. “The rank is but the guinea
stamp, a man’s a man, for a’ that.” The Germanooktwas put with even greater brevity by
the Kaiser—“cannon-fodder.”

The matter may be phrased somewhat differently, @mné& manner more closely
applicable to the present situation, by saying thatGerman, or socialiptoximateobjective
is governmentby administration, whereas the English conception @egiment of
administration. The first is the unbridled ruletbé expert: the second is the subjection of the
expert to the criticism and restraint of human nased desire.

It is a remarkable tribute to the sound instindtsh® English that they have always
distrusted experts in politics. If the average naasuming that there is such a person, were to
be told that this distrust is probably the rootsmaof their survival, and that it took the form
of scepticism in regard to the Encyclopaedists where responsible for the French
Revolution, he would probably repudiate any undemding of the subject. But if the average
craftsman, small trader, or farmer were asked wdydted for a Conservative, he would be
quite likely to reply, “These socialists are toewr. | don’t trust ‘'em.” Some instinct warns
him that sympathy for the underdog is one thinguaderdog Party in the House of Lords, a
School of Economics identifying the Gold Standand anternational cartels with Under-Dog
Economics and providing its picked graduates wislsihble positions in the Bank “of
England,” and Somerset House, is quite another.

Where the unreasoning instinct of the Englishmand (&n this the Scot and the
Welshman are not so obviously included) has beersarkable is that it has led him to a
decision on a matter in regard to which reason doeguire an array of fact inaccessible to
the great majority. Without argument, he accepeshilireaucratised state as largely inevitable
in war; without argument, he indicates that itmpleasant in war and intolerable in peace.

But it is doubtful to what extent it is generalyatised that retreat from the centralised,
Socialist State is much more difficult than progre®mwards it. Vested interests in
bureaucracy are not alone the cause. The situhisrbeen put with accuracy by Professor
Brutzkus, from 1907 to 1922 occupant of the ChdirAgricultural Economics at St.
Petersburg, who remarks: “it should not be forgotteat the communist state, with all
resources at its free disposal and resting on aalate dictatorship, is the most powerful in
the world; while the subjects of such a state laeentost impotent of all peoplesE¢onomic
Planning in Soviet Russip, 136.)

The foregoing paragraph, and indeed the whole e@bttok from which it is taken, will
repay careful study, since it contains either igigli or explicitly indications of the
tremendous problem with which the world is facedhia bureaucratised or “planning” State.
Professor Brutzkus, who had unrivalled opportusité observing the transition from Czarist
to Communist Russia, and was highly critical of tbemer, concludes: “Russian experience
bears out in the clearest manner our basic comeiashamely, that the principle of socialism
IS not creative; that it leads the economic lifé todfruition, but to ruin.”

But it hardly requires insistence that such argusi@s the many adduced from various
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sources on the unsatisfactory condition of Russth@ermany, both examples of the planned
bureaucratic Socialist State, have little or norimgaon the likelihood of a change in the
system. Its very defects strengthen 8ystemCan anyone seriously suggest that Hitler or
Stalin, together with the Great German General fSéafd the Moscow Communist
Bureaucracy, will resign voluntarily? And if theyillwnot resign voluntarily, “the most
impotent of all peoples” are not exactly in thetbssategic position tdorce a resignation.
The Gestapo and the Ogpu can deal competentlyamitthing of that nature.

There is no essential difference between the higffmials of a Trust, Cartel, or Trades
Union, once they are free of Parliamentary contal]l a Russian Commissar or an “Office
General” of the Great German General Staff. Nonghem is creative; all of them are
primarily concerned with their own positions ance therpetuation of the system which
maintains them in positions of maximum power andimum responsibility. And not one of
them can pursue an independent policy. The pobcthat of the type of organisation to
which they belong—it is the organisation which nmak& man, not the man the organisation.

Sir Alfred Mond’s plan was one way of ending Parlentary control of the bureaucrat;
failing, resort was had to the New Despotism, “P.E.

Once again, there is a tendency to assume thatrave/itnessing an automatic, and to
that extent, inevitable development. So far frons theing true, it is possible to indicate
exactly where, and by what steps the present mtuaias been reached, and in so doing, to
place the conscious nature of the policy beyonduiés One clue can be found in the nature,
transformation, and mechanism of taxation.

The fundamental idea of taxation can be discermethé maxim“inter arma silent
leges.” Taxation was originally a war measure; it waslaat, it was not legal. It was simply
a recognition of the fact that when the house ming down, the mill race may have to be
tapped to put the fire out. The income tax, inticetliby Sir Robert Peel, was a temporary tax
to replace the revenue lost by the abolition ofanbpaxes on various articles and like Peel’s
Bank Charter Act, Police Legislation, and generdiqy, can be seen to have been a portion
of a definite plan to familiarise permanent taxatiof which it is most improbable that his
was the creative brain. During the whole of theeteenth century we can see the conception
of taxation as being a device to finance specifidse changing into something entirely
different—a political weapon, in the main aimedaagfriculture but in general intended to
make Finance the Supreme Government. The coreeglém was the National Debt and the
Balanced Budget working in conjunction with the Baof England. In order to avoid
repetition, the reader who is not familiar with tieehnique of Government Finance may be
referred toThe Monopoly of CrediChap. V, for further detail.

Knowledge of finance was confined to a select famg the general public was gradually
trained to believe that in some unexplained wdg,iias becoming much more expensive. In
actual fact, the general population was receivirdpereasing share of wealth produced. It
never seems to have been generally observed tadsdttial services,” which were often
given as a reason for higher taxation, were almwbsitly due to the inability of the individual
to get by purchase what was physically obtainatitege public bodies did in fact obtain it,
paying by loans which further increased taxatiohe Tndividual was not to be allowed to
spend his own money. It seems so obvious to anydre is completely ignorant of the
subject that the poor are poor because the rick viehn, that no decent minded person could
object to make the rich poor by taxation even isame curious way the general body of the
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well-to-do became poor without the poor becoming@getibly more well-to-do.

It has been proved repeatedly, by the most orth@dmnomists that the distribution of
surplus money income over the bare subsistencéwexdd be quite inadequate to raise the
general standard of living to any tolerable stagel would kill any but elementary industries.
Over twenty years ago, Dr. Bowley stated that tbefiscation of all incomes over £160
would only provide £25 per family if the sum cocBdéed were completely and evenly
distributed. It is being proved at this time, whea are spending £14,000,00ér daythat
the confiscation of thenoney-wealthof the well-to-do would not take us very far, gnen
Dr. Bowley's figures, when there were well-to-dbey, collectively, had only about two-
thirds of a million a day to spend.

The detail of this question is intricate and faaaieing, but the main dominant fact is
simple. It is that there is under existing finahcizethods no relation between wealth and
money, and that taxation, which is alwaysrioneys levied on price values which do not in
themselves add one penny to the amounmoheyin existence. A landowner may have
property, theprice valueof which is £100,000, but to pay his taxes he ngasmoneyfrom
somewhere. And the money is created, not by theeosfarp or the cultivation of land or even
by the sale of it, except to a bank, but by thekban-“out of nothing” as th&ncyclopaedia
Britannicaputs it.

Had this been widely understood, the fantastic ttamaof the past thirty years in
particular, beginning with Mr. Lloyd George’s Budgef 1910, would never have been
tolerated. It was not widely understodoiyt it was thoroughly understood both by the
international forces which brought Mr. George ton®y, and by the German High Command
which realised that the landed proprietor was thekbone of the fighting strength of Great
Britain, and that his elimination would leave thetérnationalist” in a commanding position.
The German landowner is almost completely untaxed.

An understanding of this matter is essential toneae elementary insight into the
politics of at least the past two hundred and fyiyars. The fact thahoneyhas been kept in
short supply has deluded the vast majority inteelvelg thatwealthwas in short supply. By
keeping (no matter what the improvement of proeegkthe increase of production) the less
fortunate, short omoney,a discontented body of the population could bd, fzas been, kept
available for agitation against every type of prtyexcept the credit or money-creating
mechanism. Skilfully financed propaganda againeperty itself as a “private” conception
has provided votes to transfer it to institutionsvgrned from the shadows, or has so
depreciated market values as to amount to virtoiafigcation, without in any case detaching
the conception of ownershijy somebody or somethirfgom it.

Out of this has grown a feature new in British-the idea that uninstructed criticism of
one’s neighbour’s business is normal and proped, @an reasonably be extended to any
infringement of his “privileges” which does not wive interference by the police.

The policy of “full employment” is perhaps the nextidence of conscious intention.

CHAPTER Xl

SPEAKING in the Canadian House of Commons on February 24,184. W. F. Kuhl,
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M.P. (Social Credit, Jasper-Edson) quoted from3peech from the Throne as follows :—

“Such a national minimum (of social security) conp#ates useful employment for all
who are willing to work.” The curious resemblanoetP.E.P. manifesto is noteworthy.

Commenting on this paragraph, and others to thee sgfifiect, all of which are similar
(even in literary style) to official statements pblicy appearing simultaneously in every
Dominion of the British Empire, as well as in Gr&aitain itself, Mr. Kuhl said:

“I have yet to hear any individual, either on thev@rnment side or on the opposition
benches, indicate what he means by full employment. Why do we have an economic
system? Judging from most of the speeches | hdhribb@nd out of the House, the complete
purpose of an economic system is to keep peopVeogk. ... | wish to dissent completely
from that point of view. ... | assert that the pse of an economic system never was, is not,
and never will be that of providing jobs . . . tbhely sound, sane, sensible, logical and
legitimate purpose of an economic system is to igethe maximum amount of goods and
services with the minimum of work and trouble .it is not ‘work’ that anyone objects to,
much; it is being compelled to work either by Goweent or nature. . . . When a
Government, whether it be this Government or aimgmtseeks to compel the people of the
nation to work, whether it be on public works or rwoof any other kind, then that
Government is imposing a condition of slavery uplom people. The Work State is nothing
less than a slave state.

“I wish to say with respect to private enterpribattl do not consider it the duty or
obligation of private enterprise anywhere to prevjdbs . . . there is a lot of criticism being
made of private enterprise today. The only thirtgh see wrong in private enterprise is the
abuse of it . . . when the socialists contend tinatway to deal with the abuses of the private
enterprise system is for the nation to take it ptleat is equivalent to saying that we ought to
abolish freedom lest it be abused.” Mr. Kuhl theemdnstrated that the agency through
which the privateenterprise system waserverted was th&nancial system, whose defects
would remain unaltered by the abolition of private entisgy and could beectified without
nationalisation.

While to the minority who have avoided the political econoofiyhe London School of
Economics in devoting serious attentioritie problems which it obscures, there is nothing in
Mr. Kuhl's speech to arouse comment beyond itsitglait is probable that to the general
body of the public suclsentiments would appear at the best eccentric,aartie worst
subversive.The idea that a leisureclass is decadent, and therefoaefortiori, a leisured
nation is a nation lost, has been so carefullycteig@ into common consciousness, that
evidence to the contrary is powerless to inspicemsideration of the patent fallacy. It is not
so much that an inner ring of clear-sighted and émsely powerful men realise that
“employment at a fair wage” is the key to the unsat serfdom whiclhey are determined to
impose on the world, which is dangerous; it is thege numbers, perhaps the majority of the
electorate, are nearly incapable of conceiving difetter condition in life. There is not a
newspaper of large circulation, no matter whaalksged politics, which does not stress “the
necessity for full employment” while at the sammdieither openly or covertly hintirtgat
bare workhouse maintenance, if that, will be alldwe objectors.

The point is one of major importance. It is not kwasr even the proceeds of work with
which the planners of the Servile State are comakrit is that everyone shall wotkder
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direction. The conception is identical with that of the Gr&arman General Staff.

As it has been suggested earlier in these pagese Hre sound technical reasons for
regarding the large monopolistic structure of indyswith its universal wage and salary
system, as being economically defective, andtitésefore all the more significant that, with
a technique which, as such, must exact admiratienyhole body of controlled propaganda
contrives to ignore the elementary dilemma in whibh planners are placed. Either the
factory-world and the mechanised farm are effectiv@roducing an immeasurably higher
standard of living under more pleasurable cond#jamth much less labour, or they are not.
If they are, why more employment? If not, why p@s$hie policy?

When the Archbishop of Canterbury, Dr. Temple, S&litt need supremely the control
of human purpose” he merely voiced, doubtless withealising it, the views of the world
dominator everywhere. The only distinction whichndae legitimately drawn in Power
Politics, of which the Archbishop’s phrase is a®ysis, is the relative degree of progress to
the goal of domination, and in this the Great Geri@&neral Staff represents the summit of
achievement up to the present. To what extent thieet) States of America is briefed, under
the same essential direction, to assume the mal@lig not so apparent as it was some time
ago. There is nothing like the same homogeneiheeivf race or sentiment as in the case of
Germany.

But in any case, the important point is that theeatbof Power Politics is Power. It is
sheer delusion to suppose that men ultimately maaldrganisation. The exact contrary is
the case. Theffectiveman is moulded by his pursuits, and the only tesub dichotomy
between a kindly, tolerant, individuality, and answ social and economic system is nervous
instability; a fact of which the Germans are botkaee and resentful. The well-known
remark, “We Germans will never be gentlemen, andBmwtish will always be fools” was, in
the sense in which it was intended, a scientiiteshent of fact.

But it must be conceded that we have been browght difficult situation. The wage
system could have been quite a good form of org#nisif it had not been perverted in two
major directions. The first, and for some time kbgser evil of it was that a man became an
employer of labour by accumulating “savings,” mlksd capital, with which to finance a
new production venture, and the “savings” systera aral is an economic fallacy resulting in
restricted distribution. But a far more seriousl édveloped with the removal of the guild
control of wage rates, accompanied by the systendatbasement of the unit of currency by
the financiers. This was the inability of the waggener to contract out of a starvation wage.
It is this inability to contract out, which has éfed the plotters to staff the police forces,
reaching their apex in the Russian Ogpu and then&erGestapo. It is by police power that
the serfdom of the world, the Socialist State afEShest Cassel, Sir William Beveridge and
the other surprising allies of the submerged testhg be maintained. Everything will bear a
facade of legality. It is interesting to notice ttesemblance, amounting almost to identity,
between the methods of expropriation employed ieaGBritain since 1931, under the
direction of P.E.P. and those employed by Hitlerhiks revealing booklhe Germans and the
Jews,the Jewish writer, F. R. Bienenfeld, remarks “Taetics which Germany has adopted
towards the Jews are no longer those of the mealig@groms. . . . First it is made clear to
the German people that the Jew is the attackettetdhe peace-loving German Government
is only defending itself. Whereupon, no illegal kqpiion takes place, but the law, justice
itself, organises robbery. . . . The property & few is not confiscated, but under threat of
imprisonment he is made to sign an agreement bghwhe sells it voluntarily for one-
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hundredth part of its value . . . the fact that pheperty is sold on the same day to an Aryan
at its full value and that the Aryan has to pay-twods of its full value to the German State
is given a legal justification.” (Foreword, p. xi.)

That is an almost exact description in essenchefrtethods employed in the last twelve
years to expropriate the ordinary British propestyner, and is almost word for word the
proposal of Lord Hinchingbrooke and his so-callPddgressive Conservatives.”

CHAPTER XI|I

On the declaration of war in September, 1939, andenespecially, on the entry of the
Labour Party into the Government in May, 1940, d@swclear that the carefully prepared
Socialist State for Great Britain was about to haugurated. The ordinary law was abro-
gated; by Regulation B8the mere opinion of the Home Secretary was sufficie procure
the arrest and indefinite incarceration of a Bhitisubject, a power which was almost
exclusively exercised against the political oppdsesf the Labour Party and its shadowy
allies. A savage attack on private property and/gmy itself was inaugurated by the
evacuation and billeting regulations whose horneese only equalled by their complete
collapse—a collapse which did not occur without gnearrible and completely unnecessary
tragedies. It is safe to say that the ordinaryeiti during 1940 and 1941, came to dislike his
own Government only less than that of Hitler.

It would be absurd to deny that the immanence ah@dern three dimensional,
mechanised, warfare renders drastic inroads upweiiaoi comfort inevitable. But the
legislation which was imposed upon the country urtde threat of war was precisely that
referred to in the P.E.P. statement that no Bri&bvernment would accept it under
conditions less compelling. Perhaps, amongst m#mg, provisions of the Agriculture
(Miscellaneous War Provisions) Act, 1940, form aaraple of the combination of measures
clearly justified by a state of war, and measurdgsnded to alienate property rights, and
powerless to assist in a victorious outcome ofcthralict.

To understand the situation it must be realisetilibth land owning and agriculture had
been penalised in every possible way in the arosisyiears, both to enable payment for
overseas investment to be made and to destroyollieg power of agriculture. Thoroughly
experienced and capable farmers stated openlyhilgat production was ruinous: Tenant
farmers, unless rigidly supervised, had “farmed thetir land and then sold out, leaving the
soil exhausted and nearly useless without fallowingaddition, the substitution of artificial
fertilisers for humus had brought in its train atstof organic unbalance.

The submarine blockade made it obvious and vitl this situation should be rectified
as soon and as far as possible, and the War AgnallCommittees which were set up were
given the powers of a totalitarian state. The nstagement by an Executive Committee was
sufficient to expropriate either a landlord or aaet on the ground that land was not “at that
time” being cultivated in accordance with the rutdsgood husbandry. That is to say, a
condition which had been largely induced by Govesntpolicy in peace time, if it existed in
the opinion of a body obviously required to justitgelf by action, was a ground for
expropriation under conditions which made, forfil& time for many years, high cultivation
profitable.
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Assuming without examination that better resultsevebtained by this process, the
inequity of it was explained by paramount necessilthough clearly providing grounds for
generous compensation.

But paramount necessity cannot be invoked in raéspe®art IV of this Act, which
provides,inter alia, that “The Minister . . . may, after and notwithglang the expiry of the
said Act, continue in possession of the said laitler by himself . . . or by any person with
whom a contract has been made under the followiagigions of this section, for any period
not exceeding three years from the end of the wao@.” That is to say, although no law
may exist to justify possession, possession mayet@ned or delegated until it becomes
unprofitable again, and this possession is depénalersomething notoriously difficult to
define, “the war period.”

But the injustice goes much further. “The Ministaray spend indefinite sums of money
for his own purposes, and when the land is giveckb#e owner, who has not been
consulted, and whose opportunity to benefit byekpeenditure has passed, is called upon to
repay these sums. And for this purpose “The Minisgeplaced by statute in the position of a
mortgagee, so that he advances money to himseénamt without effective check, on the
security and credit not of the tenant but of thenemwvho cannot control him. Clearly, that is
not a war measure—it is a political manoeuvre tdrareaching nature, involving a complete
body of powers expressly repugnant to English Combaw, as well as equity.

That the policy pursued is not a wartime neces$ity, is an instance of the use of a
public emergency to abrogate the principles of @unstitution in the knowledge that
Parliamentary powers could not be obtained fornteasures desired, is proved by the use
made of “delegated legislation,” against which sastarly a protest was made by the Lord
Chief Justice of England, Lord Hewart, in his bobke New Despotisnpublished some
years before the declaration of war in 1939. Thahn&ue, described by Lord Hewart as
“administrative lawlessness,” is to pass an EngbBiil so widely drawn that it will include
practically anything, while at the same time givimginformation to the Parliamentary repre-
sentatives of the people affected; and subsequentligsue Orders in Council, having the
effect of law, which are not debated in Parliameset;, the anonymous civil servant in the
background, who is immune from responsibility, bees at once the lawmaker, the judge,
and the executioner.

More than two thousand of these Orders in Counellewssued in the first three years
from the resumption of hostilities. Many of theneated new crimes with ferocious penalties,
many of them were contradictory and quite a lang@lper were unintelligible.

The body of legislation proposed or enacted ungdemgeneral cliché of “social security”
is even more obviously inspired by revolutionartheat than military activities. The much
advertised Beveridge Plan, to which is ancillarg fhroposal to nationalise the medical
profession so that the medical certificate can bentrolled,” is a lineal descendant of
Bismarckian Germany.

The comment on the evolution of German mentalitgaurBismarck, “He instituted for
the working classes a model system of social ima@abut at the same time deprived them
of . . . all right to liberal or revolutionary opams or activities” The Germans and the Jews
p. 196), is directly applicable to the BeveridgarRlan instance of the use of socialistic
doctrines to entrap the dupes of it into an iresable position. That this criticism is not
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unduly harsh, may be verified by anyone who wiketdhe trouble to observe the omissions
in the abridged explanation of the Plan officialbgued, or who listened to the broadcast
recommendations of it as a novel and notable advancivilised organisation.

It is perhaps unnecessary to recall that Sir Whilaeveridge was from 1919-1937—the
dates are significant—Director of the London SchafoEconomics, the institution endowed
by Sir Ernest Cassel, the German Jew, “to trairbtireaucracy of the future Socialist State,”
and a member of the Royal Commission on Coal tahvreference has been made.

CHAPTER X111
To anyone who is prepared to consider the evidehowrjst surely be conclusive.

The episodic conception of the history of the gastdred years is quite untenable. It
would be absurd to suggest that the period doesamprise a large number of unrelated
incidents of high importance, in much the same thay the life of a man with one single and
over-mastering ambition is bound to include eveviigch are neither sought nor anticipated.
But in the main the picture is clear. Germany, friw@ time of Frederick of Prussia, has been
the chosen instrument of power politics, the olbyecof which is simply concentration of
power—the stripping from the individual of the fdeen of action which is his birthright, and
its transfer to an organisation which, from onenpaif view, enhances the power of a small
number of chosen individuals beyond anything coradde in the absence of the policy and
its appropriate organisations. Without in the ledt#mpting to introduce an argument which
is germane, but belongs to another plane, it maghiserved that this aspect of the matter has
been closed some time ago by the enquiry, “Whalt gharofit a man if he gain the whole
world, and lose his own soul?”

It may be objected that there is no ground for ¢bparation of this period from any
other—that history is one long struggle for powEhnat this is true is perhaps most clearly
expressed in the words of F. R. Bienenfeld, theslewriter previously quoted:

“Within the Jewish community as a whole, a phenoomemay be noted which has
regularly recurred during the past 2,000 years,algnthat at any given period that section
was always considered the most advanced which et freely submitted to the influence
of the high culture of its environmendnd had been most active in furthering [My
emphasis.]

“That is why a Babylonian, Alexandrian, Arabian,a8sh, Dutch and German period
may clearly be distinguished in Jewish history.. The German period of Jewry has now
come to an end, the Anglo-American period has b&gufEmphasis in originalThe
Germans and the Jews, 245.)

This is precisely, with certain reservations, timpliession which must be obtained by an
intelligent observer—that the rise and fall of pa8 is due to a manipulating influence
interested in conflict. That this statement is tiegate must be admitted by anyone who will
consider the distance which separates the persspahtions of the average individual from
the life which he is forced to lead when conscdpby the all-powerful state to fight in a
quarrel which is not his in any fundamental sense.
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It is remarkable that, for instance, Herr Bienethfdbes not appear to notice that the
passing of Germany is the culmination of a perioavhich German culture has been almost
passionately admired, and largely dominated by Jewkde the transfer of this element to
Anglo-Saxondom is contemporaneous with the attdmphpose upon Great Britain and the
United States a “planned economy” of preciselyrtarire associated with the Great German
General Staff—a culture and economy which can bmomhstrated to lead to the same
ultimate catastrophe. But the synchronism is inestaible; and a recognition of it ought to
expose the fallacy of supposing that the defeaGefmany,by itself, will dispose of the
menace to civilisation. Still less, that a so-adllA&nglo-Saxon hegemony infested and
dominated by the ideas which have been uncoveredaér, or the threat of war,” would do
anything but ensure a further holocaust.

But a consideration of this evidence, while it doeghing to diminish our recognition of
the task with which we have allowed ourselves toobee confronted, does indicate the
general direction which must be pursued. And thigctlon is radically different from the
official programmes current at the moment. Salvai®not to be found in greater and still
greater agglomerations of power—in “Law, backedtgrwhelming Force,” in International
Air Forces ruling the skies and the earth by anighdoard of Control after the manner of
Kipling's story As easy as A.B.S-doubtless an indiscreet dramatisation of an ayread
contemplated policy.

It is, and can only be found, in bringing into adity the existing cleavage between the
individual desire to pursue an individual end anel group pressure to reduce the individual
to an amorphous mass—a biological entropy.

Only an outline of major strategy to this end ithei possible or desirable at this stage.
But it may be helpful to consider this in genegiis. Restoration of the sovereignty of the
individual over his own affairs is of the essenté.o

PART 11
CHAPTER I

Certain premises are an essential starting-paianfpuseful suggestions in respect of the situatio
we have to face. The first of these is that a cehgmsion of a sound policy is by no means an fgenti
with a comprehension of the means by which it nesgdhieved.

The first may be emotional or intentional; but $eeond must be technical. There is, fortunately,
no lack of the former, but there is immense coofuss to the latter. It is in this difference ibia¢ of
the greatest difficulties of genuine reform residdse complaints of the underprivileged have been
wholly justified; their remedies have often beespired by their deadliest enemies. In small matters
most people are quite aware that it is absurdl tiné® shoemaker how to make shoes, but reasenabl
to complain that their shoes hurt. But, to takeérgortant example, once the average voter hasegtasp
the idea that there is something wrong with theen@ystem, it is rarely that he does not attriltsite
defects to something he has been taught to caditprenterprise, and agree that it should be pesifec
by the nationalisation of the banks. Since monetdogrm is not merely but is becoming topical, we
may begin the examination of a new policy by a idanation of certain elementary aspects of money,
and perhaps the simplest approach is by an inspaaftits origins. We may observe that, amongst
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many reasons for this, is the fact that previogsarehes have established et that centralised
sovereignty is at the root of the world’s ills; andney is connected with economic sovereignty.

The word “pecuniary” derives fropecusL. cattle, and probably the earliest form of aurke by
which we mean something which is not wealth, botlsa exchanged for wealth, was a leather disc
given by a nomadic cattle owner to a buyer whondidlat once wish to remove his purchase. The
currency was issued by the owafthe wealthlo the extent that his ownership was absoluteaeoic
sovereignty resided in him.

The next stage was the accompaniment of war amal s@ecurity. Wealth was deposited with
goldsmiths for safekeeping, and their receipt becamrency. The issue of currency thus passed from
the owner of wealth to treaistodiarof wealth. It is easy to prove that the goldsrsitateipt, which was
often a fraudulent receipt, is the prototype of la@k note. Sovereignty largely passed to the
goldsmith bankers, who “created the means of paymeanof nothing.” Finally currency and
cheques on drawable deposits became simply bankedit, which was not owned by either
the owner of real wealttper se,or the producer of wealth. This is quite easyravp by an
inspection of any balance sheet, in which it wil tound that “real” items and monetary
balances are to be found on the same side, and dretdssetsThis would imply that some-
one, somewhere, actually owes to the possessoonéyna “real” asset corresponding to the
money, and that this individual shows this propentyhis accounts as lability. There is
nothing in the facts or accounts of the businesgesy to confirm this conclusion, but there is
much to suggest that bankers have a concealednieearly all property.

There is little difficulty in demonstrating that ehmoney system will only work
satisfactorily when sovereignty over his share tofisi restored to the individual. It is
unnecessary to develop this thesis here, sinasibken fully explored in such books&s
Monopoly of CreditThe point that is germane to our present enqueryhat there is no
evidence to indicate that a nationalised bankind) @nrency system would be anything but
more oppressive than a partly decentralised sydiaeh approach to centralisation, and this
approach has been rapid, has increased the ty@nRyance, a tyranny which in itself is
technical, but becomes political by reason of thenense advantages which accrue to its
manipulators. There is moore effective claim to totalitarian power than tdt@m to the sole
right to issue and withdraw (tax) money, and noemmanipulation of monetary technique
which does not resolve and decide this questiordoaamything but complicate the problem.

It may be objected that the preceding outline igadhe metallic currency of the Royal
Mints. So far from this being the case, the roy@rpgative of striking coins is a relic and
confirmation of the original theory of money. Thani was, as the “Crown” in theory still is,
the ultimate owner of everything within his sovgrgy. Land and chattels were held
ultimately from the King,and the possession of his coinage was simply amoatgdgment of a
grant by him.Those well-intentioned people who feel that radiation of banking, with its
attribute of credit-money creation is desirableuidodo well to realise what it is they are
proposing, which is the Divine Right of Kingsut court,without a responsible King.

It is not necessary to infer from the precedinglysia that the establishment of a mint
for every household is desirable. The money sysseoomplementary to, and useless in the
absence of, a price system. A corollary of thishat the price of articles is the direct sum
paid for them, together with the proportion of ihwttary payments in the form of taxation,
which accompany residence within the sovereignty.
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That is to say, every rise in price, whether dir@stin accompanying taxation, is a
transfer of economic sovereignty from the individtm a centralised Sovereign. And the
imposition of any condition of law on the free pl@se of any article is a similar transfer.

It will be noticed that managed currency systemermsbly intended to keep price levels
constant, are incompatible with economic deces@tibn. Managed currencies are
controlled currencies and require a controller. €agential requirement of a free economy is
radically different. In such an economy the profugrction of money is to reflect facts, not
policy. If it is a fact, as of course it is, thaet“costs” of production are in reality, if not in
unstable currency units, decreasing, then botlviedal prices, and consequently price levels
ought to move to lower levels to reflect this pregeThe argument that falling prices mean
loss to producers and stagnant trade is merelyepsy Compensated prices even of a crude
and unscientific type are a day-to-day proceshaptesent time, and deal with this situation
simply, comprehensively and successfully.

Falling prices, by themselves, are the most penfesthod of passing improvement of
process on to consumers. They have the effectapéasing real and psychological credit,
and raise the international exchange value of thig which loses any economic reality if
“controlled” or “pegged.” The method of “spendingney into circulation to ‘preserve.¢.,
to raise] the price level” now being advocated urite title of a twentieth-century economic
system, is simply a vicious form of managed inélatiultimately accompanied of necessity
by cumulative industrial waste. Assuming that imglerstood by its sponsors, it is an attempt
to perpetuate government by finance.

There is little doubt, however, that while a praystem based on facts and consequently
insusceptible to manipulation, if the facts on whit is based are published, is a primary
essential, a national dividend is only less so. @ttempt to capitalise this necessity by a
levelling-down process masquerading as contribusogial insurance has already been
noticed. The justification for a noncontributoryidiend both theoretical and practical has
already been explored and demonstrated, and ftrisaessary to repeat the arguments at this
stage.

It may be observed that a satisfactory restoratibthe money system to its essential
principles is vital to the preservation of monegteyns of any description. Failure to achieve
this objective would at no great distance in therie deprive mankind of what might be one
of his most valuable mechanisms.

The idea that, in the engaging words of the ledténibuted to the American Bankers’
Association, “Chattel slavery will be abolished thye war. . . . We can achieve the same
result by controlling the money” is even yet a fasgpiration in many quarters by no means
negligible. But, in the face of wider knowledge tbe nature and functions of money the
attempt, although it will doubtless be made, wiknely result in the final elimination of
“bankers’ money.”

CHAPTER I

AT the present time, we use words for political psgsowhich either have no meaning,
or, if correctly defined, describe something whiibes not exist. We do this at our peril.
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Democracy is such a word.

Most of the students of this question will findass elusive if they will bear in mind the
legal maxim “No law without a sanction.” Who corlgrahe “sanction’—the power of
enforcement—controls the law.

The etymological description of democracy is “p@vugovernment, rule by the people”
(Skeat). Out of six words comprising this doubldimigon, four require definition in
themselves—“popular,” “government,” “rule” and “pgee.”

But even so vague and inexact a definition as tfiaBkeat would probably not be
advanced by most people, who would say that deragesarule by the majority, or universal
suffrage. And if asked to name the democracies; thight reply Great Britain, the British
Dominions and the United States. Great Britain isnged monarchy, and the United States
is a republic. Neither is, even by definition, araberacy.

In order to obtain some idea of the nature of tfublem, it should be recalled that one
aspect at least of a nation is that it is an aasiodi to pursue individual ends by common
rules. Everyone is familiar with the idea that @saxiation is a contract, and the unilateral
abrogation of a contract is universally condemnEoe bearing of this on the powers of
Government is well illustrated in the differencevibeen the Congress of the United States
and its opposite number, the House of Commons.Hdese of Commons can do, and does,
anything. It can pass a law which abrogates evght,rand the basis of every plan of the
population, simply by possession of a Parliamentaayority, and it does not even require a
mandate for such action.

On the other hand, Congress can only legislateirwitie boundaries of the Constitution.
An Amendment to the Constitution requires a Probbgatwo-thirds of both Senate and
Congress, and ratification by three-fourths of tBgtes—a process not lightly to be
embarked upon.

When a man says he has something of which somedirddefinition or description
exists, it is a sound principle, before forming apmion of the thing, to make sure that he
really has it. It is certain, for instance, thag gtate of affairs in any of the titular democracie
cannot be made to agree with even Dr. Skeat.dtnmst equally certain that it would be a
major catastrophe if it did so correspond. Cleatthgre can be two explanations of this.
Either “the people” are prevented from “ruling” the machinations of wicked men, or “rule
by the people” is an impossibility.

The second explanation has an important consequeheg democracy, being
impossible but attractive as an idea, would form fiest possible cloak for the condition
indicated by the alternative explanation. Thishie triticism strenuously propagandised by
the admirers of totalitarian rulers such as Hetttddiand Mr. Stalin (although Communists
amusingly describe Russia as a democracy). It eademonstrated that real democracy is
possible; but it must be conceded that a visibgathrship is preferable to an anonymous
tyranny or a manipulated electorate.

Mr. Asquith, when concerned to pass the Parliament which abolished the very real
safeguard of an effective Second Chamber, said ‘Wileof the people must and shall
prevail.” This is, of course, an affirmation of estial lawlessness—the right to break a
contract unilaterally. With this in mind, an exaiiilon of the working of “majority rule”
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may be helpful. Almost any concrete case wouldesdout we may take motorcar taxation as
an example. The facts are fairly simple. The taxsneat Britain is the highest motor tax in

the world, it is inequitable and irrational, andist detrimental to motorcar design and

economical production. It is highly popular witheeyone who does not pay it. It was

imposed under a strict undertaking that it woulddegoted to road costs (Car Licences are
still called Road Fund Licences) which undertakivegs almost immediately abandoned with
complete cynicism. Yet this is an outstanding inseaof majority rule. The explanation is

that fewer people possess motorcars than are withem. An election on whether motorcar

taxation should be abolished and the same sum &ddée taxation of beer would not be in

doubt for five minutes. In the United States or & where a large majority owns cars,
British car taxation would not be tolerated.

Or take the price of wine. A bottle of good redngrite wine in France or Italy ten years
ago cost about 2d. The same, or a worse, becaulierated, wine in England cost probably
3s 6d, since wine drinkers in England are in a miiycand can be safely penalised.

The successful attack on landowning has the samplaretion. Just as taxation on wine
is made respectable by “temperance” crusades, andrraxation, until well established,
was justified by deterioration of the roads by mdtaffic, so land taxation, the real basis of
which is minority ownership, is made virtuous byafid Songs” and other incendiary
propaganda. The instances could be multiplied indely.

So-called democracy, therefore, is a ballot-boxiae¥or despoiling minorities, not, it
should be carefully noted, for the benefit of meyes, but for the benefit of third parties.
Motor taxes do not distribute motor cars, wine sa@e not distribute wine, and expropriated
estates do not go to the landless.

There is little doubt that the attempt to apply grenciple of majority-democracy to
foreign policy is inevitably disastrous. The welidwn excuse advanced by Mr. Baldwin,
that “our peace-loving democracy” would not suppedgrmament was true enough so far as
it goes and is at least a partial explanation offailure to halt Germany when she could have
been checked without a war.

It has been remarked in many quarters, and themaguis receiving more attention
daily, that the present political chaos is direethd consciously connected with the doctrine
and popularisation of the unproved theory of thgionrof species, and its corollary, the
survival of the *fittest,” which, oddly enough, cdre, and is, adduced in support of
equalitarianism.

There is also much evidence to connect the ideashwvidarwin expounded with Malthus
and Rousseau and so with the French Revolution. thiotleast important aspect of this
guestion is the evident intention to confuse “Pesgl’ with “increase in size.” “Progress” as
an automatic feature of nature is inherent in tthectrine, which has been termed a
theological rather than a scientific dogma. Thespngé vogue of geopolitics, relating wars to a
specialised form of dialectical materialism, clgaboelongs to the evolutionary blind force
school of thought, from which the German contentioat wars, and ever greater wars, are
salutary can easily be recognised as a “logicaflud&on.

It is a curious fact, which may or may not be caleatal, that the type of society which
is induced or produced by this type of thinkingatsemarks resembling the workings of the
thermodynamic principle of entropy—the tendencyenérgy to deteriorate from a potential
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to a latent and unavailable state—to “run down.&flis to say, so far from this systematic
penalising of minorities under the entirely unprdvbeory that the equalitarian state is a
desirable objective and corresponds to anythingamedescribe as “progress,” or the survival
of the fittest in any cultural sense, it appearsdaespond to the exact reverse. Perhaps the
most complete embodiment of dialectical materialismontemporary Russia, and it will be
noticed that the rulers of Russia are living in thenuments of a different era, the Kremlin
and the architectural achievements of the perio€atherine the Great, and appear to be
unable to produce anything but industrial monstresi It would be difficult to find a clearer
exposition of the principle at work, and its effettan that of the Balt, Paul von Sokolowski.
He refers directly to the agricultural aspect afidawhich can be overstressed, although
perhaps not at this time, but it imutatis mutandistrue in regard to the effect of unstable
politics on all real property, and consequentlysoniety.

“There are two processes which weaken man’s holek &ature and diminish his
courage in his fight with her: they angoBILISATION of the soil and itSSOCIALISATION.
Neither war with its ravages nor any Act of God damentally endangers civilisation, so
long as men pursue agricultuige its own sakeBut directly the land is mobilised, that is to
say, when it becomes mere property, capable offeeence and financial-capitalisation,
directly it comes to possess only a commercialr@ste it loses the inviolable permanence
and security without which its care and cultureiarpossible. To the man whose home is on
his own land, the idea that either he or his swmrsscould ever desert the fields of their
labour for the sake of any economic advantage whkats should be unthinkable. Nothing in
the world should be able to make them willing torgece or exchange their inherited home.”

“Socialisation of the soil is even more ruinoustseffect, for it is likely to take control
and care of the land out of the most competent $1asidce, regardless of the true needs of
the community, it is a temporary satisfaction a tnavings or ambitions of destitute sections
of the population by the distribution of landed peay €.g.parcellation of estates). Only one
agrarian reform can increase the efficiency of llm: it is the commitment of its care to
those best qualified for the trust. A change iraggn tenure which is made at the expense of
the land’s welfare—in the interest of no matter wigeoup—should properly be termed
destruction of the soil. Socialising land laws umti@e confidence in the permanence and
inviolability of property, without which proper hibandry is unthinkable; for who is to give
even those directly privileged by such reformsdhsurance that yet further reforms will not
expropriate them from the fields they have justusregl? The faintest recollection of such
changes must pass from the memory of the peoplerdeafonfidence, thus broken, is
restored.”

However this may be, the observed working of pmditsystems does make it essential to
examine the properties of a political majority, dhd first characteristic requiring attention is
that of homogeneity. What are the boundaries withiiich we can say that a uniform vote
reflects a uniform opinion? To what extent and matvconnection, does an opinion represent
a presentation of a fact? Because it must be iothbfe that to base the actions of an organ-
isation on a mass of votes which do not reflecteonal conception, is difficult to justify by
the name of a system.

Most people of necessity, and especially in theses abf mass propaganda, form their
opinions at second hand, and a great deal of apifioned in this way is purely passive.
Little or no critical faculty is applied to it, bain occasion, it is regurgitated as though it had
been formed as a result of personal experiences iEhalways true, but when the opinion
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refers to a complex or subtle problem, it is a reathtical certainty that what is registered is
either a minority opinion popularised, or has nwimsic value. Legislative action based on
proposalssubmitted to a large electorate must, from they veature of the case, place the
population at the mercy of a trained bureaucraoy, i as in the case of the British Civil
Service, this is irremovable and, to the publicesponsible, the result is indistinguishable
from a dictatorship of a most undesirable character

To take an example from comparatively recent hystof what value is the opinion of
the average voter on Tariffs? We may further notiteahis point the contemporary emphasis
on the virtues of the “common man”—not on his umigess as an individual, but precisely
the opposite; on his “common”-ness, his resemblémeemass-produced article.

John Buchan (Lord Tweedsmuir) refers to “that degation of the democratic theory
which imagines that there is a peculiar inspiratiothe opinions of the ignoranfAugustus,
p. 340). It would be equally legitimate to doub¢ fpermanent virtue of a considerable body
of “instructed” opinion. But we cannot have it boilays. Either minorities have obtained
privileges by natural selection, or they have not.

If they have, it is a gross interference with thhegess to penalise it. If they have not,
then natural selection is inoperative in mankingf jas it is fashionable to deride heredity in
human beings while being extremely careful notébdn a horse which has not a satisfactory
race-winning pedigree. The argument that the bngedi race horses is controlled while that
of human beings is not ignores factors which acbably decisive.

The further the subject is analysed, the more evtide becomes that the primary
perversion of the democratic theory is to identifyvith unrestricted majority government.
When Mr. Asquith announced that the will of “theop&” must prevail, he meant that he
would present a bribe to the electorate at the msg@f a minority in such a way that he
would get a majority. It is that situation whichshi@ be altered. It is easy to demonstrate that
minorities (not to be confused with any particusnonomicclass) are invariably in the
forefront of improvement, and that while a minordpinion is not certainly right, a right
opinion on a novel problem is inevitably a minordginion—beginning with a minority of
one.

Nevertheless the democratic idea has real valitlityis separated from the idea of a
collectivity. . It is a legitimate corollary of thieighest conception of the human individual
thatto the greatest extent possible, the will of atlividuals shall prevail over their own
affairs. Over his own affairs, the sanctions of society mostrestored to the individual
affected.

There are two essential provisions to a genuineodeagy of this nature. The first is the
provision of an absolute check on majority bribefythe description to which reference has
been made. And the second is the provision of dumgetwhich may be called a Civil
Service of Policy, as distinct from Administration.

CHAPTER 11

“A MASS of evidence establishes the fact that there ixistence a persistent and well
contrived system intended to produce and in pragiioducing a despotic power which at
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one and the same time places Government Departrabat® the sovereignty of Parliament
and beyond the jurisdiction of the Courts.” -eADHEWART, The New Despotism.

Since a considerable portion of the earlier portainthis book is devoted to an
examination of the process and the origins of ihg&ason to which Lord Hewart refers,
further emphasis on the fact is unnecessary. Bustditement just quoted, great as its value is
as coming from a Lord Chief Justice of England,yai¢als with half the indictment. The
system to which he refers does not merely placattomymous bureaucrat above the law. It
places the law, and the sanctions of the law,eatitichecked disposal of the bureaucrat.

It should be realised that the situation of an gnuvus lawmaker has become at least
temporarily impregnable, and is a violation—adndilyeonly open rather than covert—of the
principles of Parliamentary government without #hqeinciples having been renounced.
That is to say, while the Act proceeds from theebucrat, or his shadowy inspiration, the
responsibility, and the odium, rest still upon tidember of Parliament who is
constitutionally, but not actually, able to chedknhThe stealthy separation of power from
responsibility, which is so marked a feature ofrsesocieties, is now incorporated into
Government activities. For some time, much too langmne, no Bill has been presented to
the House of Commons which has not been drawn uthd@ylreasury, whoever ostensibly
sponsored it. But someoné sponsor it, and a facade of responsibility has beaintained
until recently. This has now gone. “The State” nsalavstout court.“The State,” in fact, is
quite probably some little naturalised alien fufl lright ideas from the ghettos of Mid-
Europe, looking for preferment to any quarter rathan that affected by his lawmaking. To
employ a colloquialism, lawmaking has become alfogjetoo easy.

Law is taking on a new aspect. For centuries coratketo maintain every man in his
rights, it is mainly now employed to take them awinyerference in small matters, to have
any rationality, apart from desirability, must pdate an overriding policy, and if unlimited
latitude is allowed, even in regulation-making, ttohof policy goes with it. To illustrate
this, we may consider the proposed large projectthe “utilisation” of Scottish waterpower.

The Report on which the proposals are based renmf&tsvested interests will be
permitted to interfere” with them. That is to s#tye proposals represent an overriding policy
which will be empowered by the sanctions of the tawweepexistingvested interests out of
its path. At the same time it is admitted thatdbgective is more power for factory industry,
and notably for electro-chemical industry. Who caitted the nation to that policy? When
was it submitted to the judgment of the House om@8mwns? When, and by whom, was it
decided thabnevested interest is more important than several?

It is symptomatic of the paralysis which has oestaBritish thinking in the past fifty
years that this phrase “vested interest” which ihgareeans stability of tenure, can appear in
the Report of a Royal Commission, without amplifica, as though it described a public
evil. There is probably not an individual in theuotry whose waking hours are not largely
devoted to acquiring a vested interest in sometbmather, even if it be only a toothbrush. In
fact, it is precisely those predatory aggressorsvested interests concerned with the
monopolisation of Scottish waterpower, and the stdess for the use of which it is intended,
which transform concentrated vested interests iatgublic danger. The widespread
distribution of vested interests would be the grstatjuarantee of social stability conceivable.

This sweeping away of minor vested interests byagomvested interest is policy in
action. But the policy is not defined and is callgflkept from Parliamentary discussion
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unless a nebulous connection with “full employmegah be regarded as a definition.

Large-scale utilisation of waterpower for the geien of electricity has been feasible
for at least fifty years, and the benefits arisirgm the general use of electricity have been
widely recognised if not realised. It is curiousatthwhile the prime mover, the water turbine,
has not been radically improved during that periadd the prime mover used in the
generation of electricity from the use of coal, gheam turbine, has been improved out of all
recognition, the sudden decision to transform @ootlinto a waterpower factory has awaited
the “nationalisation” of coal. From an orthodox romics point of view, the case for hydro-
electric developmendn a large scalas weaker than it was in 1900. The proposal has be
presented to the public so as to suggest that p@ater represents aaternativeto power
from coal, whereas at the present time it is daibthether the development of all the power
in the rivers of the Highlands would represent 2 gent of the power generated by other
methods, and if the total rises, the waterpowerctvhs inextensible, becomes still less
important. In 1938 the generated units of eledirion Great Britain were approximately
26,000,000,000. Excluding war production, which veready considerable, it is doubtful
whether industrial demand was 50 per cent of tigatré. At the present timeg., before any
of the proposed waterpower has been developed ifwearelectricity-production-figures
cannot be given), it is very greatly in excessh& prewar figure. There is no possibility of
utilising power from extensive hydraulic developméor many years after any normally
contemplated termination of hostilities, and suaimination must cause an almost immediate
drop in the demand for electrical power. By theetithe immense works contemplated are
complete, industrial demand, in the absence of wali, have fallen far below present
electrical supply capacity, and will not be repldds equivalent domestic use. To the extent
that this capacity displaces manpower (the objectof using electrical power) the
unemployment situation, looked at from an orthogoint of view, will be worsened.

The proposal to increase greatly the generatinqaapp of electric power stations,
therefore, requires far more justification than pablicly been offered for it, by whatever
means the power is generated. The idea that tleerde no limit to the generating capacity
required is not merely absurd on the face of it, isicontradicted by experiencexcept in
war. If it has been decided to adopt the philosophthef Great German General Staff, that
the primary objective of a nation is war, that i®tner matter. Even so, it is far from certain
that these large power stations do not constititegtavest possible military risk. There is a
considerable mystery surrounding their comparativaunity from attack.

We must therefore link up the development of watesgr with the “nationalisation” of
coal. A considerable proportion of the coal minedreat Britain goes to provide the energy
which is distributed as electrical power. A gooald&f careful propaganda has been devoted
to the “wastefulness” of burning coal, but in féoe subject is far from being susceptible to
unqualified judgment. What is obvious is that c@althe principal raw material of the
chemical industry: that every ton released stresmgththe chemical industry: and that the
chemical industry with its collateral, electro-niktagy, is making preparations to take
delivery of a high percentage of the electricalrgpeyenerated by Scottish waterpower: and
that the propaganda for increased export may eassylt in the export of our capital
resources on an even larger scale than in the wabkfut the fundamental policy, and its
possibly disastrous consequences having ever beeusded by those most affected.

On the other hand, the minor vested interests wéiiehadversely affected are numerous.
Perhaps the first in importance, although appayehd last to be considered, is the antipathy
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of the resident population. The Scottish Highlankdas never taken kindly to the industrial
system. He is entirely unconvinced that “the depwlent” of the highland areas would be to
his advantage, and in fact the arguments which baea adduced to convince him, are both
perfunctory and disingenuous, and, in one caseast,| the comparison of the proposals to
those carried out by the Tennessee Valley Authamitfkmerica can only be characterised as
unscrupulous. The Tennessee Valley works, themselitree subject of embittered
controversy, are primarily flood control schemend é&ear no resemblance whatever to
Scottish conditions. The natural Highland waterpowgealmost ideal for the utilisation of
small, high-fall installations taking water from alinstreams at a high altitude, and returning
it to its original bed several hundred feet lowewd, without interfering in any way with the
watershed or the local amenities. Such plants,lyrae&ceeding two or three hundred
horsepower, under local control and possible inlpezavery village, offer advantages to the
local population obtainable in no other way, and aimost specifically excluded from the
project.

The Commission proposals are radically differentadolg catchment areas are to be
monopolised, glens are to be flooded, villages srged, immense dams and pipelines built,
with secondary effects on climate and vegetationiclwhare unknown but certainly
considerable. No one can say with certainty to vexé¢ént American soil erosion is affected
by large power schemes.

The electrical energy generated is transmittedoahigh a voltage that its utilisation
locally oren routeis impracticable, and is in fact disclaimed.

After rendering lip-service to the need to arrdst tlepopulation of the country, the
country’s chief assets are to be at least damaged,at most destroyed, and its power
transmitted almost intact to selected industriadaar farther south. The Severn Barrage
Scheme which is free from many of the objection#lighland industrialisation appears to
have every claim to prior consideration.

While the Highland project, brought forward undewrer of war, when probably 75 per
cent of the individuals whose lives will be affettere prevented by absence or other causes
due to war, from expressing their opinions onffprals a compact instance of the working of
the Supreme State, it does not differ, save perlrapsagnitude, from hundreds of similar
cases. The technique is always the parade of ‘@th@ron good.” As Madame Ayn Rand so
truly remarked inThe Moral Basis of Individualisnfino tyrant ever rose to power save on the
plea of the common good.”

To anyone who will take the trouble to penetrateulgh the veneer with which written
British history has been overlaid, it is difficuid avoid the conclusion that the political
instinct of the people has deteriorated, rathen figressed. The situation with which we
are confronted is one with which our history ougghinake us familiar, and to which we have
previously reacted correctly by such measures agii&arta and the Petition of Right. The
native instinct has intuitively recognised in thespthat it was not so much the question of
who held certain powers which was important, ast tieose powers should not be
concentrated. The derided phrase, “That is not da@mbodies a sound, if now perverted,
national conclusion. One of the more ominous symgt®f this political degeneration is
often to be found in those quarters which in mamayswepresent the flower of our culture. It
takes the form of a lament that “the unity of puspavhich we find in war cannot be carried
over into peace.” The short answer is that it cammafd is, in Germany and Russia, and that if
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that is all that is required, why not surrendeone or the other?

This attitude arises more than from any one otlarse out of an almost perverse
determinatiomot to recognise the persistency of a policy otredisation of property rights
and in consequence, the absolute necessity faegbvalent of a Bill of Rightsltra viresof
Parliament, together with a permanent professiobatly, trained to attack not only an
existing law, but armed with permanent power ton@riout into the open for cross-
examination at any time the originators of any lavich encroaches on those rightsis
essential to exalt the man above the machine.rbiking less than suicidal to concede the
idea of abstract and unquestioned omnipotenceetrbducts of a lawmaking system of the
chain store variety such as we tolerate today saieti “laws” as Regulatioi®g, which sweep
away the hard-won safeguards of a thousand yeagha logical outcome of this mental
attitude. It is perhaps hardly necessary to obstraesuch a body would be appointed and
dismissible by individuals, not by the administvatCivil Service.

One of the first results of such an arrangementldvdoe an arrest in the flow of
lawmaking. If the world is regarded as a factory roy officials on would-be mass
production lines, continuous works-orders camowdthgs laws are inevitable, though quite
rapidly fatal. But, in a world in which it is reaéd that the more action is spontaneous within
the limits of personal sovereignty the less thetifsh and the higher the general satisfaction,
they are both redundant and objectionable.

It will be remembered that Great Britain has notteri Constitution, and it has often
been claimed that this is an advantage. The claimare than suspect. The Constitution of
the United States, for instance, is a body of Sopdraw which is a powerful check on
“Administrative lawlessness,” as President Roodedisicovered when he tried to pack the
Supreme Court in order to obtain a favourable dmtien unconstitutional measures of the
New Deal. The Fourteenth Amendment to the Congiituinakes it impossible to enact or
enforce such a measure as the Regulatiamub8ler which large numbers of persons have
been imprisoned for years without trial.

There are several unofficial bodies in existenceosghintentions in regard to this
problem are excellent, but it is no detraction frdmeir public spirit to say that they are
wholly inadequate. We have to deal with the usumpabf powers which derive from a
completely different conception of the nature of state, and these powers require to be
brought into proper relation to the world of today measures as carefully designed and
powerfully supported as those with which they hevdeal.

It is often said, and with justice, that we hear touch in these days of “rights,” and far
too little of duties. It does not appear to ocawrstich critics that when rights were more
stable, duties were more recognised.

CHAPTER IV

WHEN Karl Marx (Mordecai), in his Message to the Firgiernational in 1870, observed,
“The English are incapable of making a Socialisbhetion, therefore foreigners must make
it for them,” he placed on the record a stateméhigh historical and practical value.

Whatever the ultimate result may be, it is a simptatement of fact that social
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disturbance, economic and industrial distress iaaGBritain can in almost every case be
traced to alien influence. The native English, amtjgular, have their own methods of dealing
with a distasteful situation, as anyone intima@yversant with the tragi-comic breakdown
of the alien billeting system in 1939 can testiBut revolution is not one of them. The

immense stability underlying race homogeneity i8 thain factor in this characteristic, a
sense of proportion contributes its quota, andrabas corruptibility, which is always ready

to accept an immediate benefit rather than pensist long-term vision, helps to make the
way of the social incendiary one of successivepgisantment.

But this latter feature has taken on a new aspettta present century. Social revolution
has itself become a profession in place of beirgligion, paying, in its higher branches, and
subject to compliance with a code, high dividenathbnaterial and social.

Socialism is a highly organised business, showiragked resemblance to the chain-
stores which it favours, and its various activitipslitical and economic, provide lucrative
careers, not least to the private owners of busageengaged in furthering its propaganda. As
it is completely parasitic, living off a productigumocess to which it contributes nothing, it is
quite possible that the most realistic approachrtainderstanding of it is to regard it as a
disease of that system, to be cured by indirechaust. The effect of this parasitism has been
to create, primarily in London, but to a less ekianall the larger towns, what can only be
described as an alien culture, in the main bureaigcrbut linked with mechanical industry
by the Trades Union official. This culture also h#és own type of Art. It is not an
exaggeration to state that if the whole populatiatsidethese circles were to cease work, the
social revolutionaries of the Fabian and otheretas would starve to death in a month,
while on the other hand the disappearance of tlgatsis and bureaucrats would hardly be
noticed except with general relief.

Yet it is beyond argument that the bushy and soraéfdreign-mannered tail wags the
rather bewildered British dog, even if contributiliigle to his sustenance. The indigenous
culture is one of tolerance combined with a strdagire to mind one’s own business directly,
rather than by pooling processes. Once given adceise sanctions of the state, an alien
culture can be imposed on such a national temperamiéh comparative ease. Whether it
can be maintained is another question, but it lees lWemonstrated that the centralised state,
once achieved, is difficult and costly to dislodge.

Without carrying the German conception Bfut und Bodento the absurd lengths
characteristic of its protagonists, only the typenand which has absorbed the abstractions of
Bloomsbury would dispute the large element of tmtiich it embodies. A nation is amongst
other factors a culture, and while a culture prdypabntains many components which do not
derive from the soil, it is certain that no cultwbich is not rooted in the soil and racially
related to it has the character of permanence astanishing resistance of nationalism to the
massed forces of international finance, cartelisd Breemasonry seems to have put this
guestion beyond further argument, and the chamdikerelement in Jewish behaviour no
doubt has its explanation in the Diaspora.

If this conception be accepted as broadly represgneality, then the efforts of the
foreigners mentioned by Marx, and their employeesadrious gainful occupations in this
country, take on a somewhat different and morest@niaspect. We have not to deal with a
mere propagandist endeavour to introduce the lataptovements into administrative
machinery, which might conceivably be well-intengal, even if demonstrably
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wrongheaded. The spiritual life of the country dahd nation, which is its culture, is being
subjected to a deadly attack. There can be no pedtd®ne side or the other is defeated.

No civilisation is tolerable which suppresses dmgita from within its own borders
against an existing condition, however mistakem diggtation may beBut no civilisation can
survive which will permit members of an alien crdtto settle within its borders in order to
make the exploitation of grievances real or fanaiei a highly lucrative professiorit is
remarkable that the British Dominions overseasiarthe highest degree sensitive to any
suggestion of interference from tbéicial British Government in London, while tolerating
barely concealed attempts to impos& specially trained representatives of the London
School of Economics working in conjunction with ti@entral Banks, a comprehensive
tyranny entirely foreign in its origin and characte

It is not difficult to apprehend that naturalisati@ws have a vital bearing on this matter,
and that naturalisation laws are affected not ngegelantitatively but essentially by the
relation of the culture of the immigrant to thattbé country of his choice. Apart from a few
points on the seaboard, for instance, the cultdireh® North American Continent in the
seventeenth century was that of the North Amerlodran.

Immigration has wiped out that culture, not whadlyeven principally through frontier
massacre, but by the sheer incompatibility of thdigenous culture with that of the
immigrant. The immigrant himself was in the maiwaaiant of the general European culture
although of differing national stocks, and a cudtwith recognisable European features was
characteristic of the United States until the [asarter of the nineteenth century, as it is in
Canada today. A consideration of the history of Ao@ expansion lends a grimly
humorous aspect to the solicitude for India nowpvalent in the United States.

The immigration and the culture which is being @atcupon Great Britain by every
device of propaganda and covert political, so@at] economic pressure is not fundamentally
European, is not accompanied by immigration of Baam stock, and is as incompatible with
the native culture as was European culture with ¢fhdhe North American Indian. It is just
arguable, and it is very loudly argued, that a $mélx of foreign strains can be absorbed
without great disadvantage. But it must be small, ihis essential that it should be absorbed.
Our alien population is not small (its dimensions systematically falsified), it is increasing,
and it is not being absorbed. In spite of strenudersials it is certain that the dominating
influence in the State at this time is alien intard, whatever the particular passport of its
protagonists may be.

M. Leon de Poncins, whose bodkye Secret Powers behind Revolutiampne of the
most conservative enquiries into the subject, r&mdiThere is a greater amount of
artificiality in revolution than is believed. This not solely to be imputed to the Jews. It is
not certain that they form its most numerous ela@meout, thanks to their racial qualities,
they are the strategists and directors of the mewenirom which they, almost alone, derive
advantage.” (p. 239). That is to say, it is onlypartant to the powers behind revolution that
there should be unrest; given unrest, control dblipily, propaganda, and educational
facilities, it can be invariably directed to thevadtage of the unseen manipulators.

It is clear that such organisations as the Royslitlite of International Affairs have no

antagonisms with P.E.P.; and P.E.P. derives o$tigngiom the Fabian Society and the
London School of Economics. lts first Chairman v&is Basil Blackett, of the Bank “of
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England.” The Royal Institute of International Affais the successor to the shadowy
“delegates” and “experts” to the Paris Conferenic#9d 9. At this Conference, Paul Warburg
of the Federal Reserve Board headed the U.S.Agatgs, and Max Warburg, his brother, of
Warburg Bank, Hamburg, represented Germany. In M®j49, the “experts” met and
decided to form an international institute, and1®23 this institute was given Chatham
House, in St. James Square. The subscribersamdngst others, were Thomas Lamont of J.
P. Morgan & Co. (£2,000), Sir Abe Bailey, the SoAfrican gold millionaire, Sir Otto Beit,
the Carnegie Trust, Imperial Chemical Industridse Bank “of England,” Prudential
Insurance Company, N. M. Rothschild & Sons, ScheegdRockefeller Foundation (£8,000
per annum), Reuters Newetc.

Anyone who has contemplated the changes of froth@fCommunist movement must
be satisfied that it is an extension of internaaidmancial intrigue although quite possibly its
dupes would react violently to the suggestion. Adow to the Melbourne (Australia)
Herald, “Communists in Latin America no longer attack RolIDiplomacy or British
Imperialism.” (1/11/44). It will be remembered thascount Snowden, whose chief concern
was that the rich were not poor rather than thatgbor should be rich and that England
should be ruled by minor revenue officials, remdrkieat the Bank “of England” was the
greatest moral force in the world.

It would be a naive student of British politics wiwould suppose that an obscure Excise
official could rise to the Chancellorship of thedBequer and a Viscounty, and his wife be
appointed a Governor of the most powerful propagamdan in the world, the “B,”B.C., if
their views were regarded as a menace to the paivethe City,” or their policies
incompatible with those of the powers in commangaifonage.

The position is admittedly one of great difficultywas recognised by William Cobbett,
probably one of the greatest Englishmen of the plaste hundred years. His general
contention, implicit if not explicit in all his wiings, is just as true today as it was a hundred
years ago. Almost any social and economic systeor iapidly becomes tolerable if it is
homogeneous and indigenous. The old saying, “Lefsféor forms of Government contest.
That which is best administered is best” is proftiyruntrue as it reads, but it does contain
an element of potential truth—that the system wigidly be modifiedf it is native.In 1290
Edward | expelled the Jews from England, and twerdgrs afterwards suppressed the
Knights Templars, the direct ancestors of Freemgsdhis significant that the Laws of
England which are regarded as “good law” to thesgmé day unless specifically abrogated
date from Edward I.

The modern British individual in the main has aaligtfalse idea of the intelligence of
his ancestors of that date. Seven hundred yedmstia moment in the life of a race, and the
inspection of documents relating to the managemkeither England or Scotland in the time
of Edward | will convince anyone that we have peshaot learnt so much of real
consequence as we have forgotten. But it is cett@ihwe are faced with a situation which
was threatening England with disaster then, ammaight to be obvious that the first step to
take is to restrict drastically alien immigratioand to make naturalisation a rare and
exceptional concession. It is desirable to empbase wide difference between free
circulation and easy naturalisation.

The next step is to submit to a mental cold batthenmeaning of “hospitality.” We are
the laughing-stock of large numbers of our “guestst of all of their recent hosts. For the
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last few years our “guests” have been orderingdmner, and telling us that plain living,
watered beer and hard work are good for us, thaaghor them. A new note has crept into
the discussion. The frenzied appeals to save titena of Hitler's tyranny are giving place to
scarcely concealed threats. Unless we mould oeigorand domestic policy as instructed,
we are going to regret it. The import of, for insta, an article in thAmerican Mercuryof
March, 1944, which remarks that “London must be enadare that Palestine is not a purely
domestic question. The United States of Americaoesetl the Balfour Declaration, and
would share the ‘breach of faith’ . . . Other coie# have interests in the ‘Grand Central’ of
the world. Britain [sic] does not have the only the last[my emphasis] word in the
Palestinian situation,” is obvious. (In passingmidy be noticed that the geographical and
strategic position of Palestine is being stressed season why, say, Madagascar will not be
accepted as a substitute national home for Jewwy.) Emmanuel Celler, Democratic
Congressman for New York, informs us that the sdeaf Sir Oswald Mosley, from prison,
to which he had been committed without trial, i$ within our competence. The suggestion
is that the internments under Regulation 18b wiesde under alien orders.

The memory of most of us goes back to the periothef‘war of nerves” of 1936-39,
and the part played in it by the Sudeten Germaddtaracial minorities in general.

History is full of examples of the suicidal follyf allowing unassimilated minorities of
any description to attain substantial influence.éitier it is too late to deal with the matter
comprehensively on the principles, if not by theaexmethods, of Edward I, is a large
guestion. But that it has to be dealt with if we & avoid the fate of Poland, does not admit
of argument.

CHAPTER YV
THE INDICTMENT

ALTHOUGH there is general understanding of the fact thatwheis the mechanism by
which revolutionary changes are being imposed wgmriety, it is probable that not many
persons would be able either to say what was ttexrdenant of our pre-war civilisation, or,
in consequence, what it is which distinguishes thigth which we are threatened from that
with which we are familiar. With every justificafidlarge numbers of the under-privileged
associate the miseries of the Armistice years uhin fundamentals of the system under
which they suffered. That is the impression whith Planners wish to convey, but it has no
foundation in fact. The economic phenomena of theatgdepression were the result of
conscious intention on the part of those concemoedreck society, and could have been
avoided without any fundamental change.

The core of the pre-war system was “the privat®nme’— the possession of adequate
purchasing-power not subject either to governmeintatference, nor terminable by loss of
employment. “Private incomes” were decreasing Hgpich number, but were still
considerable. The fundamental object of the saedaMew Orders is the abolition of all
purchasing-power which is not granted “upon ternasd revocable at any time, thus making
“employment” controlled by international cartelsyarld government.

It was the fear of the extension of the dividenstss to universality which inspired the
propaganda against “profit’—a propaganda whichoigstional that only careful boycott of

Downloaded from www.socialcredit.com.au

65



criticism prevented its general exposure. In amedteoadcast debate on the profit system
between a well-known Jewish Communist Professor anticapitalist” publisher, the
“defence” was, not that it was highly desirablet theofits should be made and distributed,
but that it was unfair to accuse capitalists ofesit to make them. The same purpose
inspired the attack on rent and the ferocious taradf land, resulting in the deterioration of
the countryside, and the ruin of agriculture. Thiegof overseas wheat was kept down by
financial manipulation to make British wheat unjadjle.

The immense increase in productive capacity isrigsh@nd world sabotage, ending in
greater wars at shorter periods, is relied upotesiroy the unavoidable surpluses. Probably
five thousand millions of capital values have bkxst overseas in “peace” time.

The main preoccupation of the Armistice years, loa part of those most potent in the
world’s affairs, has been to prevent the rectifmatof the dominant financial system, a
rectification which would have removed any notideadlistinction between the privileged
and the previously under-privileged except thosimtitions which continuously serve to
ridicule the claim to human equality. Economic ddguawhich is quite another matter,
becomes meaningless in the face of large geneangluses available generally.

Under cover of the skilfully financed outcry agdifysrofits,” which have been made to
appear synonymous with dividends, dividends havenbeduced and the control of the
shareholder over industry practically eliminatedy Baxation, practically leading to
confiscation, landed property has been forced theomarket to be picked up by financial
institutions at less than the mortgage burden iragdyy the same institutions. The poisoning
of the land by the use of artificial fertilisersshbeen enforced by “good husbandry” laws,
and the effects have been misrepresented in a poag®lled by the need for advertisements
or otherwise, thus incorporating agriculture irfte factory system.

Food has deteriorated, housing is deficient and lmsure has decreased, security of
tenure is non-existent, pleasure and relaxatiorf‘@ganised,” indigenous culture has been
attacked and ridiculed in favour of a cosmopolitawdriness imposed and spread by bad
films and worse broadcasting.

Alien assistance in the stultification of Parliarteey control has reduced the House of
Commons to an object of ridicule. The “educationsystem, in addition to being staffed
largely, and in its elementary stages, chiefly, “bgcialists” and “communists,” whose
knowledge of the practical effect of the measutesytadvocate is measured by their
enthusiasm for the Russia to which they prefertaatmigrate, has never included even a
rudimentary commentary on the subject which costritle activities of its unfortunate
victims from the cradle to the grave—the money aystThe currency is debased, and the
taxpayer is robbed.

The same sources from which “the undermining ofional sovereignty” has been
financed, have, first covertly, and more recenihemy, thrown their whole weight on the
side of industrial and financial world monopoly erded by a world police and brought about
by war, and if necessary, more war. In the facarodlmost worldwide demand for the local
control of such government as may be necessargl| &mministration has been swept away,
local protest ignored, and liberty curtailed.

Economic policies which have been demonstrated agrimary cause of world
catastrophe are pursued and imposed and theirsifitation is promised. The country is
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flooded with undesirable “refugees,” while the weatborn are urged to emigrate. “Full
employment,” for the purpose of imposing an indasétcivilisation on countries and
continents which have expressed their determinaboresist the process at all costs, is the

culmination of a science which promised to transfer Curse of Adam from the backs of
men to that of the machine.

And it is expedient that a reckoning be had of ¢hasd other matters of the same nature
and an accounting with those who are concernedrtig them to pass.

THE END
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The late Clifford Hugh Douglas, M.l.Mech.E., M.IEE, consulting engineer, economist,
author, and founder of the Social Credit Movemevds born in 1879 and died in 1952.
Among other posts which he held in his earlier yeaere those of engineer with the
Canadian General Electric Company, Peterborouginads Assistant Engineer, Lachine
Rapids Hydraulic Construction, Deputy Chief ElemfiEngineer, Buenos Aires and Pacific
Railway; Chief Engineer and Manager in India, Bhtiwestinghouse Company; Assistant
Superintendent, Royal Aircraft Factory, Farnboro(ighgland). During the First World War
he was a Major in the Royal Flying Corps and latehe R.A.F. (Reserve).

After retiring from his engineering career, he dng wife ran a small yacht-building
yard on Southampton Water for several years. Thebamation of beauty with functional
efficiency in a successfully designed racing ydoatl a special appeal for him. When he
lived in an old water mill in Hampshire he used W&ter wheel to turn a dynamo which lit
and warmed the house as well as providing powelatbes and other tools. Later, when he
moved to Scotland, many of his friends and follavesmember helping to build his small
hydro-electric power house, sited on the local butmch ran through his land. Since
decentralisation of economic power was of the essenh his teaching, it should be put on
record that he practised what he preached.

One of his most interesting jobs, just before tR441 War, was that of conducting
preliminary experimental work and preparing pland apecifications for the electrical work
on the Post Office Tube in London, with later swon of the installation of plant in what
was to be one of the earliest examples of completemation in the history of engineering.
While there were no physical difficulties about therk, he used to get orders from time to
time to slow it up and pay off the men. When ther\&6&@me, however, he noticed that there
was no longer any difficulty about getting money doything the Government wanted.

It appears that he was sent to Farnborough in 181€ort out “a certain amount of
muddle” in the Aircraft Factory’s accounts, so tteg had to go very carefully into the
costing. This he did by introducing what were themown as “tabulating machines”—an
approach which anticipated the much later use ofprders, and which drew his attention to
the much faster rate at which the factory was gdimay costs as compared with the rate at
which it was distributing incomes in the form of ges and salaries. Could this be true of
every factory or commercial business?

Douglas then collected information from over 10@éabusinesses in Great Britain, and
found that, in every case except in businessesitgdor bankruptcy, the total costs always
exceeded the sums paid out in wages, salaries igittmabls. It followed that only a part of
the final product could be distributed through theomes disbursed by its production, and,
moreover, a diminishing part as industrial procedsagthened and became more complex
and increased the ratio of overheads to currentesiatynless this defect in monetary
bookkeeping was corrected (which in his view wadqotly practicable) the distribution of
the remainder must depend increasingly on workrogmess on future products (whether
wanted or not) financed by loan credit, export #spdsales below cost leading to
bankruptcies and centralisation of industrial pgwarby consumer borrowing. The result
must be predictably disastrous—in fact, the modkiemma between mass-poverty through
unemployment and growing inflation, debt and morgpwith waste of human effort and
the earth’s resources to maintain “full employmentéquiring continuous economic
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“growth” and economic warfare between nations legdowards military war.

This original engineer's approach, which regarded tmonetary system much as
Douglas, a former railway engineer, had regardedtittket system, as a mere bookkeeping
convenience for the efficient distribution of theoguct, was completely alien and
unacceptable to the economic theorists of the dayly one Professor of Economics
(Professor Irvine of Sydney) expressed agreemettit ityiand he resigned his post shortly
afterwards. This general condemnation by the ecasterwas, however, along two different
and contradictory lines, viz.: (1) that the costeéme gap was an illusion due to Douglas’s
failure to realise that the costs all representeadsspaid out at a previous date as wages,
salaries, etc.—ignoring the time factor which wias €ssence of his analysis; and (2) that it
was, on the contrary, a glimpse of the obviousymsignificance whatever, since this was the
immutable way in which the monetary and economsatesy must work for the stimulation of
new production and the maintenance of the levetroployment—i.e. ignoring Douglas’s
radically different objective of production for tlmensumers’ use and not for “employment”
or other monetary objectives.

When the Great Depression of the 1930’s grimly cordd Douglas’s diagnosis and
gave him a worldwide reputation and following, brgtics explained that he had mistaken a
temporary lapse for a permanent defect in the naoypetystem; but subsequent events have,
by now, so continuously fulfilled his predictionisat this criticism is no longer credible.
Despite rejection by the Economic Establishmerihefday, Douglas was called upon to give
evidence before the Canadian Banking Enquiry in3188d the Macmillan Committee in
1930, and undertook several World Tours in whictatidressed many gatherings, especially
in Canada, Australia and New Zealand, and alseeafMorld Engineering Congress in Tokyo
in 1929. In 1935 he gave an important address édfte King of Norway and the British
Minister at the Oslo Merchants’ Club, and in themsayear he was appointed Chief
Reconstruction Adviser to the “United Farmers” Goweent of the Province of Alberta,
Canada, which later in the year elected the fimt€enment to bear the title “Social Credit”.
The Canadian Federal Government, however, frustrteattempts to implement Douglas’s
advice by disallowing the legislation, some of whigas passed, and disallowed, twice; after
which, although the Party remained in power forra®@ years, it progressively abandoned
the principles on which it was first elected. Itoahld be placed on historical record, as a
precedent, that two “provincial dividends” of lgtmore than token value, were nevertheless
paid at one period to the citizens of the Provimeel that, while still acting under the advice
of Douglas’s representative, the province paid wi@y without further borrowing, and
drastically reduced the Provincial debt.

This diversion of Douglas’s ideas into the dead-ehdParty politics has received far
more publicity than the original and experimenigpr@ach to politics which is signposted in
his later speeches and writings from 1934 onwand$ably in his five major speeches in
England:The Nature of Democracy, The Tragedy of Human &ffdre Approach to Reality,
The Policy of a Philosophyand Realistic Constitutionalismin 1934 a Social Credit
Secretariat was formed under his Chairmanship, hwistarted an Electoral Campaign
involving the use of the vote for purposes desing@lectors rather than by Parliament or the
political Parties. This was followed by a highlycsassful Local Objectives Campaign along
similar non-party lines, and a Lower Rates and sssents Campaign which saved the
British ratepayers many millions of pounds withdass of services, by reducing loan
charges. The Second World War put an end to thesati@s on an organised national scale,
and dispersed them, with the Social Credit Movemeartb a decentralised force, better
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adapted to the present crisis of World centralsati

In the final phase of his life, roughly from 1936 his death in 1952, Douglas
consolidated his ideas in depth, contrasting végrty the philosophy which underlies them
with that which activates the Monopoly of Creditthugh the best known of them, which
have already exercised considerable influence entorld, lie in the economic sphere: the
concepts of real credit, the increment of assamiaéind the cultural inheritance, and the pro-
posals of the National Dividend and the Just or femsated Price—his political ideas,
though as yet little known, are if anything of gezamportance. They were always worked
out with a characteristic practicality, taking agnb of the feedback from the course of
events. No one else has thrown so much light orirthee nature of democracy, as distinct
from the numerical product of the ballot box; oe tieed for decentralised control of policy
and hierarchical control of administration; on theedom to choose one thing at a time, on
the right to contract out, on the Voters’ Policydahe Voters’ Veto. In his last address, given
in London to the Constitutional Research Assocmtio 1947, he put forward his last
proposal for the rehabilitation of democracy: thesponsible Vote, in which the financial
consequences of his open electoral choice wouldobe, time, differentially paid for by the
voter in proportion to his income—a literally reutibnary suggestion which demands an
inversion of current ideas about anonymous, irresjixde, numerical voting.

Hugh Gaitskell, a former Leader of the Labour Padpce sarcastically described
Douglas as “a religious rather than a scientiffomaer”. Perhaps he was more right than he
knew! It may be that Douglas’s thinking on the salt§ of philosophy, policy and religion,
and the special meaning he gave to those words,tuvih out to be his most valuable
contribution to the restoring of the link betweealigious belief and the principles which
govern Society. In his view, a “philosophy”, i.e.canception of the universe, always
expresses itself as a “policy”—a distinctive lomgrt course of action directed towards ends
determined by that “philosophy”. “Religion” (fronhé Latinreligare, to bind back) is not
just a set of beliefs such as are expressed inCifmestian creeds (which constitute a
“philosophy”) but is precisely the “Binding backt these ideas to the reality of our lives, not
only individually, but in the political and econarmelationships of our society.

The policies of centralisation and monopoly nowngeimposed upon the World through
the closely related agencies of Finance-Capitalgsm Marxist Socialism derive from a
“philosophy” fundamentally different from, and ogsal to, that of Trinitarian Christianity,
which was, however imperfectly, expressed in ouns@itution, our Common Law, and the
progress towards personal freedom which had beeateespecially, in Britain and the
Commonwealth. At the time Douglas first put forwdnmd ideas and proposals for carrying
forward this traditional policy to its next stages, Christian basis could be taken for granted
as mere “commonsense”. Now, that can no longeiakent for granted, and it has become
necessary consciously to distinguish the polictesak in our Society, and to relate them to
the fundamental beliefs which gave rise to themthla sense, therefore, “Social Credit” is
the social policy of a Christian “philosophy”; abdfore the end of his life, its founder made
this explicit, rather than, as in its beginningspilicit.
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Eut t/z?ey shall sit every man under his vine and under his ﬁj tree;

and none shall make them aﬁ*a‘z'(l.'
— MICAH iv. 4.
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