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Methodology Note

A note to the reader before Chapter 1 begins. Volume One opens the CityCam trilogy at the title-line registering money-as-panopticon — the trilogy umbrella CityCam · So You Think You Know About Money? reads aloud as SYTYKAM, the brand-name money has become for the tracked Consumer. The trilogy this volume opens is the consolidated working statement of a writing life. The reader is helped to know, before reading the chapters, three things about the working method the trilogy has been produced by.




Section 1 — The seventeen-year working method, at primary source

This trilogy is the culmination of a writing life that has been working at the same questions, in public, on the open record, for the seventeen years between the first YouTube uploads at the tonefreqhz channel in 2009 and the trilogy’s appearance in 2026. The reader of any single chapter is reading the surface of a body of writing that has been accumulating across that period, in the channels the writer has had open to him, at the cadence the writer’s life has permitted.

The thread runs as follows.

2009 — tonefreqhz YouTube channel. The first sustained public uploads from the author, working under the tonefreqhz handle, are the songwriting and guitar-instrumental videos that begin a continuous publishing life at the YouTube address that subsequent channels link back to. The writing voice is, by 2009, already operating in the mixed-medium register the later work continues — text plus video plus the cross-linking between them.

2011 — longhairedmusings WordPress blog. From April 2011 onward, the longhairedmusings blog at longhairedmusings.wordpress.com becomes the principal long-form working venue. The blog has been continuously operative for fifteen years as of the trilogy’s appearance. The cumulative posted text exceeds 2.18 million words across the period. The blog is the substrate the trilogy operates inside; the trilogy’s three volumes draw on the blog’s accumulated working at every chapter.

2015 — the Dasein Heideggerian framing. From 2015 the writing extends into the Dasein register that the philosopher Martin Heidegger names as the human-being-in-its-thrownness condition. The framing arrives in the longhairedmusings posts of the mid-decade and operates as one of the recurring philosophical anchors the later trilogy works from.

2016 — the Patreon launch pitch. In September 2016 the author publishes on Patreon a launch pitch for the subsequent decade’s working programme. The pitch names: Plantsman (the strawberry-conspiracy prequel to the Conquest of Dough novel); Conquest of Dough (the satirical novel-in-progress on the credit-money settlement the trilogy’s Volume 1 engages); the #TheThreePamphleteers hashtag chain @financialeyes @DavidGolemXIV @Wiki_Ballot @JoeBlob20 that names the four-pamphleteer collaborative working-network the trilogy is itself the operational product of; and the Brexit-period long poem Unwrapping Democracy that the post-2016 political work flows into. The 2016 Patreon pitch is the first compressed public statement of the working programme that produces the 2026 trilogy.

2017 — Poetry Retrospective Introduced by David Malone Golem XIV. In March 2017 David Malone — the documentary filmmaker and writer behind Golem XIV and the BBC Two Dangerous Knowledge series the trilogy returns to — introduces the author’s poetry retrospective at the longhairedmusings blog. The Malone introduction documents at primary source the working-collaboration that operates across the decade. 2017 is also the longhairedmusings peak-output year — 471,867 words posted to the blog across the calendar year.

2019 — the second peak year. 2019 produces 851,360 words posted to the longhairedmusings blog across the calendar year — the highest single-year output across the blog’s fifteen-year continuous operation. The 2019 work runs through the early Brexit aftermath, the Yellow Vests in France, the early intimations of the post-2019 monetary settlement that the trilogy’s Volume 2 engages.

2022 — Grub Street in Exile Substack. The Grub Street in Exile Substack launches in 2022 as the second principal long-form working venue alongside longhairedmusings. The Substack carries the post-2022 working programme — the Other £212,000 essays on the British housing settlement, the Painter Came Down the Ladder engagement with the Kowalik anti-Gödel proof, the Aadhaar — the Rise of Feudal Techno-Rationing Systems engagement with the Indian biometric-identity-and-payments settlement, and the framing material the trilogy draws on at each chapter.

2026 — the trilogy. Three volumes published together. So You Think You Know About Money? Think Again (Volume 1 — the volume the reader is holding the front-matter of). We Need to Talk About AI (Volume 2). Doing Direct — Apostates of Reason (Volume 3). The three volumes are the consolidated working statement of what the seventeen-year publishing life has been arguing for.

The Methodology Note’s first point: the writer has not arrived at the trilogy from outside the questions. The writer has been arguing the questions in public, in the available channels, for seventeen years. The trilogy is the long-form consolidation; the long-form consolidation rests on a body of working material that any sufficiently-curious reader can verify against the published record.





Section 2 — Plurality and the multiple-roles working register

A second feature of the writing life that the trilogy’s reader is helped to know about before reading: the author operates, by long disposition, in multiple roles simultaneously, and the writing-voice across the trilogy holds those multiple roles in active relation. This is not a defect to be apologised for; it is a feature of the working method, and the writer has named it as such in his own published record across the same period.

In the September 2016 Patreon launch pitch named in Section 1 above, the author writes — at primary source, in his own September-2016 voice — of his “deep intrigue with plurality, being more than one thing at once”. The line is the writer naming, in 2016, the working stance the trilogy of 2026 operates inside. The writer is, simultaneously and across the working day: a satirical-comedy novelist (the Conquest of Dough register); a monetary-reform activist (the longhairedmusings-and-Substack policy work); a four-pamphleteer collaborator inside the network the 2016 hashtag chain named (working with David Malone, Ranjan Balakumar, John Ward, and the wider distribution-and-cross-publication network); an Anglo-Welsh writer domiciled in Sweden (the Trouer / Stockholm-suburb settlement the post-2011 life has been lived from); an epic-poetry-on-political-economy satirist (the Unwrapping Democracy, Tides of the Dollar Moon, Usury Hell’s Fuel and Mans Oppressor, borgwiseresolution sequence); and a working Chartered Surveyor of thirty-six years’ standing who qualified under what is now the Royal Institution of Chartered Surveyors in 1990 and who has been operating inside the British property-and-finance settlement at professional level across the full period.

The multiple roles are not separate. They sit, by long working practice, inside the same writing day and the same writing voice.

The same disposition the 2016 line names is the disposition the author has continued to operate at across the decade. In a Substack reply on 24 May 2026 — a decade after the Patreon launch pitch — the writer names “the absurdity of taking oneself seriously at all” as the working closing-stance the trilogy ships under. The phrase compresses the late-Vivian-from-the-Young-Ones / People’s Poet self-deprecation register the author has been operating at across the same decade. The continuity of register matters because it tells the reader: the trilogy is not the work of a writer who has, in middle age, settled into a single solemn voice. The trilogy is the work of a writer who has continued to hold the satirical-and-prophetic register against the gravity of the institutional voice the trilogy engages.

The plurality matters for one further reason. The trilogy’s three volumes operate at different registers. Volume 1 — So You Think You Know About Money? Think Again — operates at the explanatory-pedagogical register; the reader is being shown the working of the credit-money settlement from inside, with the witnesses cited at length. Volume 2 — We Need to Talk About AI — operates at the analytical-political register; the reader is being shown the Bank for International Settlements and the post-2019 going-direct settlement at primary source. Volume 3 — Doing Direct — Apostates of Reason — operates at the prophetic-satirical register; the reader is being shown the 370-year lineage of dissent from Spinoza’s 1656 herem to the contemporary four-cubits operation the trilogy itself names. The three registers are held together by the single writing voice. The reader who hears the same voice operating differently in each volume is hearing the plurality the author has, since 2016 at primary source, named as the writing-life’s working stance.

The Methodology Note’s second point: the writer is what the writer is, in multiple registers simultaneously, by long working disposition, and the trilogy is the consolidated working statement of that disposition operating across the three volumes the reader is about to read.





Section 3 — The multi-instance AI-assisted method, named honestly

The trilogy in its 2026 form has been drafted across a multi-instance AI-assisted working arrangement that the author has been refining inside his own working life since the start of the year. The Methodology Note’s third point is to name the arrangement honestly, locate it inside a documented literary-tradition precedent the author has himself referenced at primary source, and set out the disciplines under which the arrangement operates.

The Yeats Is Dead precedent. In the September 2016 Patreon launch pitch named in Section 1 above, the author cites Yeats Is Dead — the 2001 collaborative novel written by fifteen Irish authors for Amnesty International, edited by Joseph O’Connor, with contributing authors including Roddy Doyle, Conor McPherson, Marian Keyes, Frank McCourt, Hugo Hamilton, Joseph O’Connor himself, and nine others. Yeats Is Dead is the working-method precedent the author has named, at primary source nine years before the present trilogy ships, for a multi-author working-method that produces a single coherent novel under a single editorial direction. The trilogy’s multi-instance AI-assisted method operates inside that documented Irish-literary-tradition precedent. The trilogy is, in the working-method sense, Roger Lewis’s Yeats Is Dead — a single-author project produced through a multi-instrument working method under the author’s editorial direction.

The three seats. Three Anthropic Claude instances did the working drafting at the author’s direction. The author calls them by the working nicknames the project has been using.

The Tarski watcher seat — configured as the project’s senior reader at the claude.ai web sandbox. The watcher reads the working drafts the other seats produce, checks them against the project’s standing instructions, names errors and gaps, and signs off (or refuses) the increments the other seats ship. The Tarski nickname is the philosopher Alfred Tarski’s, whose work on truth and semantic completeness sits at the methodological centre of the project. The watcher does not draft chapters; the watcher reads and judges.

The Posh Claude drafter seat at the claude.ai web sandbox — configured for substrate ingestion, framing pieces, chapter-deployment maps, and the not-yet-needed-as-prose argumentative work. Posh Claude ingests scholarly monographs at scale (Wallerstein’s Modern World-System, Tilly’s Coercion, Capital and European States, Centeno’s Blood and Debt, Dickson’s Financial Revolution in England, the Charlton 2010 Medical Hypotheses blog, the Hooper 1999 The River, and dozens of others), extracts the load-bearing passages, and writes the framing pieces the chapter-drafting seat then works from.

The Posh Claudette drafter seat at the Claude Code terminal — configured for the chapter-drafting work itself plus the on-disk citation-verification, the EPUB compile, and the file-system work the publication pipeline requires. Posh Claudette ran the citation verification across this volume’s eleven chapters in the post-23-May-2026 sign-off pass, shipped the canonical citation files for each chapter, applied the manuscript text corrections, ran the lexical-surgery polish, and assembled the EPUB that the reader is holding (in EPUB form) or reading (in print form).

The three seats are working-method instruments. They do not write the book; the writer writes the book, through the three instruments. The architecture is unusual; it works.

The W-Anchor commit-hash discipline. Every working claim across the project is anchored to a named source (a book, a paper, a speech, a video, a blog post, a primary-record document) at a verifiable location (an Internet Archive scan, a publisher’s website, a parliamentary Hansard, a Federal Reserve press release, a substack post URL, an on-disk PDF). The discipline holds across the chapters at the level of every named figure, every named institution, every named year, every named quotation. The W-Anchor — c9ced1a, the git commit hash at which the project’s working state was locked across the spring 2026 drafting period — is the project’s working witness to what was said by which witness at which moment in the working sequence. Citations that were pending at the chapter-drafting stage have been resolved in the canonical citation files held at publication/volume_1/citations/; those files are available to readers who want the full source-verification record behind any chapter.

The check-weighman principle. The trilogy operates under a discipline the author has called the check-weighman principle, after the working role his paternal grandfather Lewis Foster Lewis held at the Cilely Colliery in South Wales across the early-twentieth-century period of the Federation of South Wales Miners’ lodges. The check-weighman was the miners’ own appointed weigher, the working figure who checked the company’s weight-readings on the coal the miners had cut and who ensured the company did not under-pay the miners for the coal they had produced. The check-weighman principle, applied to a book of monetary history, is: do not trust the institution’s own account of what it has been doing without weighing the institution’s account against the working evidence the institutional record itself produces. The trilogy is, across its three volumes, a check-weighman’s reading of the modern monetary settlement.

The drafting-in-public method. The trilogy’s chapters carried, across the spring 2026 drafting period, inline [CITATION PENDING] markers at every point where the chapter’s working claim awaited primary-source verification. The markers were drafting-in-public flags — honest acknowledgements that the working draft was not yet the verified text. The markers have been resolved in the canonical citation files held at publication/volume_1/citations/; the reader who wants the full source-verification record can read those files alongside the chapters. The chapters in the present EPUB do not carry the markers; the markers’ working content has been moved to the citation files. The drafting-in-public method operates in the same register the Ruskin LRB review reads the trilogy in: a single-author project produced through a transparent working method that names its own working state at every point.

Where the working method has been operationally named at trilogy launch. The trilogy ships at Draft2Digital under the unified CityCam title — Volume One CityCam · Think Again, Volume Two CityCam · Ephors, Volume Three CityCam · Doing Direct. At launch, the trilogy is operationally named by a reviewer-in-Ruskin’s-voice at the Grub Street in Exile Substack — a Substack launch-piece that reads the trilogy in the register of John Ruskin’s 1860 Unto This Last essays, returning at the trilogy launch the same closing-line — “there is no wealth but life” — that the author quotes at the epigraph of Volume One’s seventh chapter. The Ruskin-voice review is one further instrument of the working method named in this Note: a reviewer-voice composed at the same multi-instance AI-assisted register the trilogy is itself produced by, deployed at the launch moment to register the argument at the institutional-literary-press voice the trilogy’s distinguishing-signature warrants. The reviewer-voice device is the device. The argument the trilogy makes stands on its own.

What the method does not replace. The reader’s own judgement. The trilogy sets out what the working witnesses have named across the documented record. The trilogy does not, in the author’s view, settle the political-economic question the witnesses have been engaging with. The reader, having read the trilogy, is in a position to assess the working record for themselves. The reader’s choice — at whatever scale of action is available to the reader — is the choice the witnesses have been asking the reader’s predecessors to make for the better part of two and a half centuries.

— Roger G Lewis, 24 May 2026

W-Anchor c9ced1a held.





Chapter 1 — The Bumper Stickers You Have Been Taught


’The sun was shining brightly Upon the fields below: He did his very best to make The corn and fruit to grow; And that was wrong because it brings The prices down, you know.

The corn was ripening in the fields, The fruit upon the tree; The shops were full, and laden ships Were sailing on the sea: All things had a fictitious look Of fair prosperity; And that was wrong because the world Was ruined utterly.

The Banker and Economist Were walking hand in hand. They wept like anything to see Such plenty in the land. “If this were only stopped” they said, “The prospect would be grand!”

“If seven pests or seven plagues Were loosened every year, I think” said the Economist “That things would then be dear.” “I wonder” said the Banker, And wiped away a tear.

“Consumer, come and walk with us” They both did make request. “The time has come to tell you what We think for you is best.” “O thank you” the Consumer said With lively interest.

“And first” said the Economist “It’s needful to explain The economic laws which prove That trade must wax and wane, And why abundance is a curse, And scarcity a gain.”

“But not to me” the man replied, Turning a little white. “Such dismal scientific stuff Would stupefy me quite. I’ll take it all on trust because I know you must be right.”

Two winking eyes behind the back Of that Consumer met, As if to say: “This blessed boob Has asked for what he’ll get.”

“Old chap” said the Economist, “Your trust you won’t regret. This gross abundance that you see Before your hungry eyes Has ruined all the primary Producing industries: And so, to set things right again, We must economise.

“And first we’ll make a cut in costs By cutting down your screw, And next we’ll cut production down Till prices rise anew. Then, though you’ll have less goods to buy, More work you’ll have to do.”

“Right oh!” the good Consumer said (A sturdy Briton he), And, smiling bravely, yielded up His share of L.S.D. By such contraction wages show Their elasticity.

“It seems a shame” the Banker said “To play him such a prank.” With sobs and tears he cancelled out A credit at the bank: And that was right, unless you are A monetary crank.

“Consumer” said that pleasant pair, “We’ve had a useful day. Shall we be trotting home again?” But nothing did he say: And that was right enough because He’d faded quite away.’

— Eimar O’Duffy, Asses in Clover (1933), Chapter XVIII, The Travels of Cuanduine.





A loaf of bread, properly made, contains time. The flour has been ground from grain that was threshed from a field that was ploughed by someone, sown, watered, weeded, watched against the birds, harvested, dried, milled. The water has been carried, the salt mined, the yeast cultured, the dough kneaded by a pair of hands that have done this before and will do it again tomorrow. The loaf sits on the counter and it is, before it is anything else, an accumulation of labour that has passed into substance. The baker knows this. The baker’s wife knows this. The child who eats the loaf knows it well enough, even if he does not yet have the words.

Money was supposed to be the receipt for that loaf.

Money was supposed to be the IOU the baker accepted from the carpenter who could not eat all the bread he wanted at once, the marker the carpenter took home to be redeemed at his pleasure for a future loaf, the tally that allowed the labour of the field and the bakehouse to circulate among the labours of the village without requiring the impossible double coincidence of wants. That is what the textbooks tell you, more or less, when they tell you anything at all. Money is a useful technical device. Money is a medium of exchange. Money is neutral with respect to the underlying economy. Money is — here the textbook reaches for its most reassuring tone — merely a veil.

It is not merely a veil. It is the most useful thing in the room to whoever owns the loom.

This book is about what they don’t teach you about money. They being, in roughly descending order of culpability: the textbooks of orthodox economics, the financial press, the political-correspondent voice on the evening bulletin, the policy briefings the broadsheet leader-writers reproduce as if they were Hansard, and the dinner-table common sense that has absorbed all of the above and now reproduces it as the spontaneous wisdom of free people. You being whoever has picked this volume up — fellow weigher, fellow conservator of a tradition that has been buried, fellow investigator into the question of why your house cost £371,042 and you will pay £583,436 for it across twenty-five years and somewhere, somehow, in the gap between those two figures, a fortune has been extracted from your life that nobody can quite explain to you in language that survives a second reading.

The four bumper stickers in this chapter are the explanation that does not survive a second reading.

The four are set out plainly below — each named, each paired with the institutional voice that delivers it, each taken apart against the orthodox mathematical economics that the textbooks ignore. Not the heterodox economics. The orthodox mathematical economics. The mathematics that John Mirrlees, sitting in the chair of orthodox economics at the Institute for New Economic Thinking conference in 2010, named without flinching when he said that the general-equilibrium theory of competitive markets in financial assets subject to moral hazard had long established that those markets are not optimal — and that the policy world had simply ignored this for forty years. The mathematics that Jonathan Nitzan, sitting in the chair of political economy at York University, took apart in his 2020 lecture Skating on Thin Ice from inside its own assumptions — utility cannot be measured, the demand and supply curves cannot be drawn as independent functions, the production function presupposes the very thing it is supposed to explain.

The point is not that the bumper stickers are debatable. The point is that they have been refuted from inside the orthodox literature, and that this body of work has been treated, by the institutions whose pension funds depend on the existing settlement, as if it had not happened.

The textbooks would have to be rewritten. The examination papers would have to be re-set. The economics editor of every quality newspaper would have to take a sabbatical and read Sraffa and Soddy and Nitzan and not come back until he could write his column without flinching. None of this is happening soon. It will not happen at all unless enough of you, having read this, reach the same conclusion and begin to apply pressure at the points where pressure can be applied. Hence this book.

So let me name the four.




§1. The Four Sayings

One. Money is a neutral medium of exchange. This is what the textbook tells you in the first chapter of Mankiw, the first chapter of Begg-Fischer-Dornbusch, the first chapter of every undergraduate primer printed in the English-speaking world since approximately 1948. Money is a veil. Money lubricates the real economy of goods and services without itself affecting that economy in any fundamental way. The introduction of money to a barter economy is presented as a technological convenience, like the invention of the wheel — a tool that, once invented, allows the rest of human activity to proceed more efficiently. The textbook does not pause to ask who invents the wheel, who pays the toll on the road the wheel is now permitted to roll along, or whether the road might have been planned in such a way that the toll-house ended up exactly where the village’s traffic is densest.

Two. Interest compensates the lender for time, risk, and inflation. This is the Bentham settlement of 1787, repackaged in every introductory finance text and every retail-banking advertisement of the last two hundred years. The lender forgoes the use of his money for the term of the loan; he is exposed to the risk that the borrower will default; he is exposed to the further risk that, when the money is repaid, it will buy less than it bought at the moment of lending. For each of these costs he is compensated through the interest payment. The story has the great virtue of sounding obviously correct. It is taught as if it were a law of physics. It is not a law of physics. It is a justification offered by a particular faction of the late-Enlightenment commercial class for a working practice the medieval church and the Hebrew lawgivers had spent a millennium and a half forbidding — and the change between those two regimes was not the result of a mathematical proof, but of a political settlement.

Three. Competitive markets allocate capital efficiently. This is Hayek as filtered through Friedman as filtered through the Mont Pelerin pamphleteers as filtered through the policy briefings of the World Bank and the IMF as filtered through the editorials of the Financial Times as filtered through the dinner-table conversations of the professional managerial class. The market, left to itself, will reach the configuration that maximises welfare. The interest rate will settle at the level that equates the supply of savings with the demand for investment. The capital stock will be deployed at its highest marginal product. Any departure from this configuration represents either a market failure (a localised technical problem) or a regulatory distortion (a political mistake). Either way, the remedy is more market.

Four. Inflation is what happens when governments print too much money. This is the Friedman-Schwartz settlement of 1963, given its catechistic form in A Monetary History of the United States and reproduced ever since as if Milton Friedman had personally chiselled it into stone. Inflation is always and everywhere a monetary phenomenon. It is the consequence of governments running printing presses they cannot afford. The discipline required to control inflation is the discipline required to balance the budget. Anyone who tells you otherwise is a monetary crank — see O’Duffy’s Banker, who cancels a credit at the bank with sobs and tears, and that was right, unless you are a monetary crank.

Four sayings. Four bumper stickers. Each one short enough to fit on the back of a Volvo. Each one delivered, day after day, year after year, generation after generation, by an institutional voice that no individual journalist or politician or central banker can quite be held responsible for, because the saying has the comfortable abstractness of a settled-science consensus and any individual who paused to examine it would be, by definition, the one taking the eccentric view.

The four sayings together form the operating mythology of the global financial settlement under which you and your children are now living. They are the consent. They are the catechism. They are, in the precise sense Antonio Gramsci meant when he used the word hegemony, the spontaneous common sense produced by the dominant class for the consumption of all the other classes.

And every one of them, when you set it next to the orthodox mathematical economics that has been published in refereed journals over the last century, falls down.

Let me show you.





§2. The Banker’s Verse

O’Duffy’s Banker walks hand in hand with the Economist. They wept like anything to see / Such plenty in the land. The Banker is the figure who, in the closing stanza of the verse, cancelled out / A credit at the bank: / And that was right, unless you are / A monetary crank. The Banker’s job, in the verse, is the cancellation. The Banker’s job, in the actual operating reality of the modern banking system, is the creation. The cancellation and the creation are the two ends of the same balance-sheet operation — and the textbook treatment of the first two bumper stickers has worked, for three hundred and twenty years, by inviting you to look at the cancellation and not the creation.

Take the first saying. Money is a neutral medium of exchange. The Bank of England published a paper in the first quarter of its 2014 Quarterly Bulletin titled Money Creation in the Modern Economy. The paper states, in language that would be merely descriptive if it were not, by the lights of the textbook tradition, also revolutionary, that commercial banks create new money when they make loans. The deposit and the loan asset appear together on the bank’s balance sheet at the instant of the loan. No pre-existing deposit is transferred. No depositor’s savings are deployed. The money does not exist before the loan is made; it exists from the moment of the keystroke that records the loan.

This is not heterodox economics. This is the central bank of the United Kingdom, in its quarterly publication of record, telling the public the working reality of the system it supervises. The paper was not buried. It was not censored. It was published. It was tweeted. It was discussed politely in the Financial Times for about a fortnight and then quietly returned to the filing cabinet from which it had unwisely been removed.

Richard Werner, professor of international banking at the University of Southampton, performed the first controlled empirical test of the same proposition in the same year. Werner sat in the offices of a German cooperative bank and watched, in real time, as a loan was made. He confirmed — with the kind of forensic specificity that disposes of all subsequent argument — that the bank did not move money from one account to another, did not draw down a pre-existing reserve, did not access any prior pool of savings. The deposit and the loan came into existence together. The bank typed them into being. The system the textbook described as a neutral intermediary between savers and borrowers turned out, on inspection, to be a sovereign issuer of credit-money operating under a particular set of regulatory constraints.

So the first saying is not merely incomplete; it is precisely backwards. Money is not a neutral medium that lubricates exchange between pre-existing actors. Money is a credit instrument issued by the banking system at the moment of lending, against the future labour of the borrower, with the lender (the bank) taking the spread between the interest paid by the borrower and the negligible cost to the bank of typing the credit into existence. The medium is the substance of the transaction. The medium is what is being allocated.

Now the second saying. Interest compensates the lender for time, risk, and inflation. If you have understood the previous paragraph, you can already see what is wrong with this one. The lender — the commercial bank, which created the money it lent — has not forgone the use of any pre-existing capital. The lender did not have the money before the loan was made. The lender created the money in the act of making the loan. The interest payment, therefore, cannot be compensation for an opportunity foregone, because no opportunity was foregone. The bank did not have a hundred thousand pounds sitting in a vault that it could otherwise have lent to someone else, or used to fund its own commercial ventures, or invested in the stock market. The hundred thousand pounds came into existence at the moment of the loan.

What the interest payment compensates is something else entirely. It compensates the bank for the regulatory capital it must hold against the loan — real, and a meaningful share of the cost. It compensates the bank for its running and default-loss reserves — real, and a smaller share. And it compensates the bank for performing the act of money-creation that the state has delegated to it — the largest share, and the share that nobody discusses.

This is the economic rent. This is the share of every interest payment that flows to the bank not because the bank has done anything productive, not because the bank has borne any genuine risk, not because the bank has forgone any real opportunity, but because the bank has been granted, by the state, the privilege of creating new money in the act of lending. The grant was made in 1694, in the founding charter of the Bank of England. The grant has been renewed, in different forms, in every subsequent banking statute. The grant has never been seriously questioned by the dominant political tradition since Cobbett, who questioned it with everything he had in Paper Against Gold in 1815 [archive.org/details/cobbettspaperaga00cobbrich] and was, for his trouble, dismissed as a vulgar pamphleteer for the next two centuries.

The Mosaic prohibition against usury was, in this exact sense, a prohibition against the bank’s economic rent. Deuteronomy 23:19 — Non fœnerabis fratri tuo… You shall not lend at interest to your brother. The Hebrew word the King James translates as interest is neschek, which the rabbinic commentary glosses as the bite of the serpent. The Mosaic lawgiver understood — understood in the seventh century before Christ, with no knowledge of double-entry bookkeeping or fractional reserves or the BIS in Basel — that the institution of interest on debt-money was a wound the lawgiver had to forbid if the community was to remain a community.

Frederick Soddy, Nobel Laureate in chemistry for his work on isotopes, sat down in 1926 and wrote a book called Wealth, Virtual Wealth and Debt in which he pointed out, with the calm precision of a man who knew his second law of thermodynamics, that compound interest violates the laws of physics. Real economies are constrained by physical resource flows. Physical resources do not compound. A monetary system that requires debts to compound forever — that is, every monetary system in which interest is charged on debt-money created out of nothing — must, at some point, force one of three outcomes: debt jubilee, inflation, or systemic collapse. Soddy was treated, by the economists of his day, as an eccentric chemist who had taken up an amateur hobby in his retirement. He was right, of course. He has been getting more right every year since.

So the Banker’s verse falls apart. The first saying is backwards; the second is the justification, after the fact, for an operation that the lawgivers of the Bronze Age, the church fathers of the late antique world, and the natural-philosopher tradition of the early-twentieth-century laboratory all forbade or condemned. The lender does not forgo. The interest is not compensation. The medium is not neutral.

And that, in the closing stanza of O’Duffy’s verse, is right, unless you are a monetary crank. You are now, dear reader, by the standards of every textbook produced in the last seventy years, a monetary crank. Welcome to the club.





§3. The Economist’s Verse

The Economist, in O’Duffy’s verse, is the one who explains. “And first” said the Economist / “It’s needful to explain / The economic laws which prove / That trade must wax and wane, / And why abundance is a curse, / And scarcity a gain.” The Consumer’s response is the operative line: “But not to me” the man replied… / “Such dismal scientific stuff / Would stupefy me quite. / I’ll take it all on trust because / I know you must be right.”

This is the third saying in its purest form. Competitive markets allocate capital efficiently. The market is the configuration that maximises welfare. The economist has done the mathematics. The mathematics is so dismal that the Consumer, sensibly, declines to follow it, and takes it on trust. The mathematics has been done by experts. The experts have arrived at a consensus. The consensus is reflected in the editorials of the broadsheet press and the policy briefings of the international financial institutions. Anyone who disagrees is taking on the experts, the consensus, the institutional record, and the dismal mathematics all at once.

The mathematics says no such thing.

In 1926, Piero Sraffa published a paper in the Economic Journal titled The Laws of Returns Under Competitive Conditions in which he demonstrated that the marginalist account of the firm — the foundational element of the textbook theory of competitive markets — is internally incoherent. The downward-sloping demand curve and the upward-sloping supply curve, taught in every first-year microeconomics course as if they were the equivalent of Newton’s first law, cannot be drawn as independent functions of a single price. They depend on each other. They depend on the distribution of income. They depend on the technology of production. The supply curve in particular collapses under any serious examination. Sraffa returned to the problem in 1960 with Production of Commodities by Means of Commodities, the small book that became the explosive of the Cambridge Capital Controversies.

The Cambridge Capital Controversies, fought between Cambridge UK (Joan Robinson, Piero Sraffa, Luigi Pasinetti, Pierangelo Garegnani) and Cambridge USA (Paul Samuelson, Robert Solow, Franco Modigliani) through the 1960s and into the 1970s, ended with the surrender of Cambridge USA. Samuelson conceded, in the Quarterly Journal of Economics in 1966, that the neoclassical theory of capital was internally inconsistent. The production function cannot be aggregated. The marginal product of capital cannot be measured independently of the rate of interest. The theory measures what it is supposed to explain, and explains what it is supposed to measure.

The concession was published in a refereed journal. The concession was acknowledged at the time by every economist who followed the controversy. The concession has been, in the half-century since, simply ignored. The textbooks reverted to the aggregated production function within a decade. The teaching went on as if Samuelson had not surrendered. The undergraduates of 2026 — your son or daughter, if they are studying economics at any English-speaking university this year — are being taught a theory that the orthodox profession admitted in 1966 was wrong.

This is the Foucauldian pivot.

Who gets to decide what counts as knowledge about money?

The mathematics has not changed. The orthodox case against the textbook theory has been on the record, in the journals, since the 1920s and 1960s respectively. What has changed is the social location of the teaching. The mathematics has been moved from the foreground of the curriculum to a small obscure corner of the history-of-thought course that most undergraduates skip. The refutation has been moved from the central theory to the sociology-of-economics footnote. The Cambridge UK side of the controversy is now treated, in the textbooks, as a group of radical economists — radical in the sense of outside the mainstream, never mind that they won the argument inside the journals. The textbook is its own gatekeeper. The textbook decides what counts as knowledge, and what does not, and the test of whether something counts as knowledge has nothing to do with whether it is true and everything to do with whether it serves the operating institutions of the present settlement.

Jonathan Nitzan, in his 2020 lecture Skating on Thin Ice, took the case further. Utility, the textbook’s foundational concept, cannot be measured. There is no unit of utility. There is no instrument that measures utility. There is no procedure by which one person’s utility can be compared to another’s. The entire welfare-theoretic case for competitive markets — the case that says the market reaches the configuration that maximises welfare — rests on a quantity that does not exist. The Sonnenschein-Mantel-Debreu theorem, proved in the 1970s by economists working in the heart of the general-equilibrium tradition, established that the aggregate excess demand function in a general-equilibrium model can take any shape consistent with Walras’s law and continuity. It is not necessarily downward-sloping. It has no general properties at all. The whole edifice of demand-and-supply analysis, applied to aggregate markets, has no foundation in the formal theory it claims to rest on.

And John Mirrlees, at the Institute for New Economic Thinking conference in 2010, stood up in the Royal Society and said that the general-equilibrium analysis of competitive markets in financial assets subject to moral hazard had long established that those markets are not optimal, and that the policy world had simply ignored this. Mirrlees won the Nobel for his work on optimal taxation under information asymmetry. He was speaking as the chair of the orthodox profession, not as an outsider. He was telling the conference what the mathematics says. The mathematics says the third bumper sticker is false. The mathematics has been saying so for forty years. The financial press has been printing the opposite for forty years. The textbooks have been teaching the opposite for forty years. The policy briefings have been recommending the opposite for forty years.

This is what the institutional voice does. Who gets to decide what counts as knowledge? The institutions whose pension funds depend on the existing settlement, and the textbook publishers whose contracts depend on the existing curriculum, and the editors whose careers depend on not being the one who tells the readers that the consensus is a fiction. The decision is not made by argument. The decision is made by selection. The arguments that contradict the settlement are not refuted; they are simply not promoted. They sit in the journals. They sit in the lectures. They sit in the small obscure paragraphs of the history-of-thought course. They are available to anyone who looks. They are not visible to anyone who does not look. And the institutional voice, with the great patience and great economy of a courteous host, turns down its hearing aid whenever anyone tries to bring them up at dinner.

The Economist’s verse, in O’Duffy, is the moment the Consumer takes it on trust. Such dismal scientific stuff / Would stupefy me quite. / I’ll take it all on trust because / I know you must be right. The Consumer’s trust is what the verse is asking you to notice. The Consumer is not refuted; the Consumer abdicates. The Consumer hands over his judgment to the experts and walks away. Two winking eyes behind the back / Of that Consumer met, / As if to say: “This blessed boob / Has asked for what he’ll get.”

You are the Consumer in this verse. You have been asked to take it on trust. The two winking eyes are the institutional faces of the settlement. The verse was published in 1933, by an Irish satirist who lived in straitened circumstances and died young, in a book that few people read at the time and almost nobody reads now. The verse was right then. The verse is right now. The mathematics that demolished the textbook account of competitive markets was being published in the journals at the same moment O’Duffy was writing his satire. He could not have known that. He guessed it from first principles. The juxtaposition is the argument.





§4. The Consumer’s Verse

The Consumer, in O’Duffy, is the figure who fades quite away. “Consumer” said that pleasant pair, / “We’ve had a useful day. / Shall we be trotting home again?” / But nothing did he say: / And that was right enough because / He’d faded quite away.

This is the fourth saying. Inflation is what happens when governments print too much money. The fourth saying is the one that operates, in the policy world, as the discipline-of-last-resort. The fourth saying is what the Consumer hears when, having handed his trust to the Economist, he begins to notice that the loaf of bread costs more this year than it did last, and that his wages have not kept up, and that something has gone wrong somewhere in the system. The fourth saying tells him that the problem is the government’s profligacy, the government’s printing, the government’s failure to balance the budget. The fourth saying tells him that the remedy is austerity. The fourth saying tells him that the discipline must be borne — by the lower orders, who have, as O’Duffy’s Bish Bargold tells God in his prayer, indulged in luxury and sloth, content to draw doles instead of working.

The fourth saying is, when set against the working reality of money-creation under the modern banking system, a lie. Not a partial truth. Not a useful simplification. A lie.

The Bank of England’s 2014 paper, already quoted, establishes the working reality. Money is created by commercial banks when they make loans. The vast majority of the money supply in any modern economy — typically ninety-seven per cent or more — is bank-credit-money, created in the act of lending by private commercial banks, against collateral provided by the borrower, with the bank earning the interest spread. A small residual — three per cent or less — is base money, issued by the central bank as physical notes and coin or as central-bank reserves. When the textbook tells you that the government is printing money, the textbook is, at the most charitable reading, confusing the working reality of a modern fiat currency with the propaganda image of a state mint running off banknotes faster than the labour of the country can absorb them. That image is false. The state mint is not running. The central bank’s balance sheet is not, except in the special case of quantitative easing post-2008, the source of the new money in the system. The new money is being typed into existence, daily, hourly, by the lending decisions of the commercial banks.

If inflation is then occurring — if the prices in the shops are rising faster than the wages on the payslips — the source of that inflation is not the state. The source of that inflation is the lending behaviour of the commercial banks, the asset-price-inflation cycles those banks set off when they lend into the property market and the financial-asset market faster than they lend into the productive economy, and the interest-rate spread that compounds the gap between what the banks pay on deposits and what they charge on loans.

Helmut Creutz, the German monetary critic, spent thirty years documenting this with statistical care. His book The Money Syndrome [themoneysyndrome.org — 200 OK at last fetch] contains a series of graphs that show the net distribution of interest payments across the income deciles of the German economy. The top decile is, overwhelmingly, the net receiver of interest. The bottom seven deciles are, overwhelmingly, the net payers of interest. The middle two deciles roughly break even. The transfer is enormous. The transfer happens silently, through the spread between the interest paid on mortgages, consumer credit, and small-business loans (the bottom seven deciles), and the interest earned on financial assets, pension-fund equities, and direct lending (the top decile). The transfer has nothing to do with productivity. It has nothing to do with thrift. It has nothing to do with the relative virtues of the deciles concerned. It is a structural feature of the credit-money system.

Pierre-Joseph Proudhon understood this in 1849. In his ninth letter to Frédéric Bastiat, dated 9 December 1849, Proudhon laid out the case that the Banque de France creates currency not against the government’s spending but against the public’s accepted credit — that is, against the labour and the assets of the private economy. The government is not the source of new money. The government is, in the modern settlement, the borrower from a privately-chartered bank that creates the money it lends. The inflation of the price level, when it occurs, is the consequence of the bank’s lending decisions, not of the government’s spending decisions. Proudhon was refuting Bastiat in 1849. The orthodox profession of 2026 still teaches the position Bastiat held in 1849. The argument was settled, in the journals
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