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then and now
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102 Debt-financed
demand and unemploy-
ment, 1920-40

Percent of GDP

103 Debt-financed
demand and unemploy-
ment, 1990-2011
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107 A nineteenth-century private banknote

108 A credit crunch
causes a fall in deposits
and a rise in reserves
in the bank’s vault
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112 Bank income
grows if debt grows
more rapidly

113 Loans grow
more with a debtor
bailout

$/year

114 Profits do
better with a debtor
bailout
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118 Actual income
distribution matches
the model

Random

119 Lemming
population as a
constant subject to
exogenous shocks

Formula

120 Lemming
population as a
variable with unstable
dynamics
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