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The bill provides for private ownership;
it does not, however, provide against political
influence, because the goverument appoints
the first officers of the bank, but it appoints
those it cannot control after the appointment
in made. The ininister tells me that the word
of that appointee becomes final when there is a
clash in pcdlicy hetween the goverument and
the bank directors hie has appointed. There-
fore the very worst kind of political influence
stili remains in the legisIation. The goveru-
ment retains just enough influence to ge.t the
blame, but bas flot enough power to determine
policy, and it miay flnd itself in a position
where there will be a strong man following a
policy detrimental to the government's in-
terests, and it will flot be able to stop him
because lia bas been elected in the manner
provided by this legisiation which gives a
private company power to control bim. Sucb
a situation is flot only possible, but, I shouhd
say, very likely to happen; for does anyone
hold that the interests of a private bank
always run paraldel to the national interest?

Instead of the interests of private banks
running parallel to the interests of tbe state,
they more often run across or contrary ta
public interests. Let me take the Bank of
England as an example. WVa have in that
institution one of the oldest and mo.st efficient
priva te banks and central banks in the world.
Let me, as bastily as I can in order to get
my thougbts expressed bef are my time is
up, refar first of alI to what contemporary
statesman of Great Britain think of tbe
central bank of that country. First I refer to
the vords of the Right Hon. Ramsay
MacDonald, the present Prime Minister,
They were quoted this afternoon, and 1 must
flot stop to qu-ota them again, mucb as I
should like to do sQ; but hon. members who
heard the hon. member for Maclcod (Mr.
Coote), wilil recail how he quoted Mr. Ramsay
MacDonald to the effect that the banking
institutions of any country had f ull control
over any government. Let me turn next to
the Right Hon. David Lloyd George who, as
usual, is fearless and outspoken on the matter
of the Bank of England. Speaking in the
British House of Commons, on February 12,
1930, he said:

I want toi urge the Chancellor again not to
be toc, frightened of the city of London. Since
the war the city of London has been invari-
ably wrong in edvising the government....
Rapid deflation was a mistake, and it had an
injurious affect. . . . The precipitate establish-
ment of the go1d standard was another thing
which. undoubtedly deait a staggering blow at
aur export trade.

They have been wrong every time. . . . Now
there is no doubt at ahl that they are using
the whole of their tremendous influence for the
purpose of restricting the raising of money for
national development. Take the cause of
depression throughout the world at the present
moment. There is flot a man who has examjned
it who will not tell yen that a very large part
of it is due to the mishandling of monetary
questions on the advice of the money barons.

These men who have mishandled this moue-
tary question net merely advise what to do, but
establish a veto upon every proposal which in
made for national development. We got rid of
the veto of the House of Lords. Take care
that you do not establish a more sordid one.

If you go ta the city of London, what in
their only remedy for depression? Their only
rcmedy is by placing artificial barriers to
prevent plenty from reaching want.

The samne right hion, gentleman, in an inter-
view in Forward on January 7, 1931, said:

The city is the stronghold of reaction. AIl
the time when I was chancellor of the Ex-
chequer up ta 1914, I had ta fight the city.
And then in 1914 the city had ta come crawling
ta the government for assistance.

TaIk about public control! It was that that
saved tlie city in 1914.

No goverument will ever get a big program
through unless it is prepared ta face up ta
the reactionary money intercets in the city
of London.

Then Rigbt Hon. Philip Snowden, speaking
on the Gohd Standard Bill on May 4, 1925,
said:

Since tbe report of tbe Cunliffe committce,
tbe governmant and tbe Bank of England have
begun a policy of very rapid deflation, in the
course of uhich, f ew people will dispute, there
hava been very serions consequences. It bas
ruined tbousands of businesses, and it has
greatly enricbed those who were the holders of
fixed interest bearing securities. It is in a
large measure-certainly I would not be so
foolish as to say wbolly-responsible for the
grave trade depression and the widespread un-
amploymant that we have had during the hast
tbree or four years. We fear that this pre-
cipitata return to the gold standard may have
similar consequences tbough flot of course ta
the same extent.

The samne right hon. gentleman, in Labour
and the New Social Order, published in 1926,
wrote:

The banking business of Great Britain is
rapidly dcveloping into a great monopoly.
Private banks have disappeared, and five great
banks now contraI the great bulk of the business
of the country. Since July, 1918,* the big five
have absorbed twenty-one joint stock and
private banks. This money trust, together with
the Bank of England, which is at the samne
tîme n pivate concern and a semi-public in-
stitution, fixed the bank rate and the rate of
discount for treasury buis wbich, in their turn,
determdned the price of money ta traders and
other borrowers. The nationalizatian of the
banking systemn would effeat economies of
administration; it would give greater security
to depositors; it would secure for the state the


