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The Accuseds’ history up to some time in l977 plus The Accused’s theoretical observations are to be found in earlier volumes of  Pictures in the Attic and in the General Introduction.  Nevertheless the author has been presented, for inclusion in the first chapter of volume nine, a voluminous confusion of  theory and past history.  The most powerful person in the world, the journalist Rupert Murdoch, was in l979 to appoint Margaret Thatcher prime minister of  Britain, or at any rate, Toriland, and Ronald Reagan, who had similar ideology and policies, President of the United States of  America.  Thatcherism was claimed by its supporters to be the creation of a classless property-owning  society in which there was opportunity for all, in which talent and effort was rewarded and the ‘entrepreneur’ or person who rose from rags to riches as encouraged and in which there was no need for anyone ever to depend upon the State or charity.  Thus anyone who failed economically was assumed to be inadequate and inferior, a paracite and burden upon society to be abused and eradicated.  The Accused however had another view of  Thatcherism.

The Accused had, when he had commenced clinical medical studies in l964, been deprived of income and on the verge of starvation because he was afflicted with the parental means test on students grants - victimised by proxy on account of his parents.  He had also been persecuted because he was seen as having proceeded via the competitive route of state grammar school and the Cambridge Open Scholarship System, by his own efforts in adverse circumstances, instead of being selected on the basis of family and class.  He had then worked for some years not in the haven of  the Public School but in National Health Service hospitals on the ‘closure list’ and eventually a hospital which was being shortly closed down and to replaced with a prestigious Public School edifice in which the existing resident staff as vigorously persecuted.  In these hospitals The Accused was victimised for being a ‘white’ and of being supposedly Jewish origin as well as for being a native Briton without true blue Military Officer Class heredity.  For an 80-168 hour week he was paid, after creative deductions, less than ten pence an hour (less than a tenth of what would have been the statutory minimum, had there been one) performing the work for which others were paid a fortune while his colleagues were by foreign governments or otherwise generously subsidised or not required to do any work or performing more lucrative jobs open to car-drivers while he was doing the work.  He was unable to work outside NHS hospitals because he had no driving licence, could not raise the necessary funds (nor time) to obtain one and had no obliging companions (as was required) who already had a driving licence.  For The Accused to set up more realistic security and income it was necessary for him to have capital.  He therefore bought a cheap but structurally excellent house near the centre of Nottingham, 9 Harley Street, New Lenton, and attempted to live on expenditure below his meagre income, hoping that his savings would enable him gradually to generate a means of  earning a living.  However council officils surrepticiously, in l977, inserted his house into a compulsory purchase order, then in l979 confiscated it without warning - and then refused to pay the statutory compensation.  This resulted in The Accused’s resources next year being devoted to attempts to find secure replacement premises in a housing market in which prices, because of government rigging of  the market, were rising dramatically.

The Accused, therefore, was a failure who lived amongst failures.  So he did not see Thatcherism as providing opportunity.  It was the creation of a state restricted to dispossessed working class slaves - without any bosses.   The social system itself was the boss.  The Accused saw himself as victimised.  He had been born without the right to income because he belonged to no indigenous social class and his having lower income than those who were born into social classes being forever the excuse for impeding his efforts to reverse the discrimination.  He did not see himself and others with resources inadequate for them to be working class to be inferior or worthless burdens upon society but rather considered the classless as essential for the evolution and long-term survival of society.   Thatcherism, through increasing working class income through encouraging debt and the consequent rise in cost of living (particularly in respect of the cost of accommodation) was taking from the classless, giving to working class and irretrievably widening the gap which had to bridged to rise from classless to working class.

The Accused thus burdens the author with much theory intended for this chapter.  It is necessary for the reader to know, he claims, “what it feels like” to understand the story.  Throughout his life he constantly been aware of  his insecurity, inferiority and meagre prospects, constantly victimised.   His socio-economic status so much differed from that supposedly experienced by the reader.  It is not easy to give the reader an awareness of  this unusual situation and the tens of  thousands of words that are intended to elucidate the theory do not appear to the author to provide a potential clarification.  The author will nevertheless try to review some of  the relevent aspects of discussion.

The Nazi ‘Degeneracy Theory’, which was openly advocated prior to World War ll and which is so again considered society, as John Bowlby put it in l969, to have evolved to survive.  Bowlby appears to consider this survival to be in the context of  an immediate cataclysmic military or economic threat which perhaps requires an immediate and authoritarian response rather than an adaptation on the part of the society.  Thus it is the society as a whole that has evolved to a supposed perfection and there is not a separate evolution or adaptation of the individual human being.  The society is a machine (or Swiss Watch) and the individual has very precisely predetermined (and limited) structure and behaviour whereby he fits as a cog into the Swiss Watch.  This stereotype is established through membership of and moulding within a social class (by what Bowlby describes as The Mother).   Those not born into social classes or who do not take up the designated class function do not fit into the machine are the ‘degenerates’ and must be discarded (and not permitted to reproduce).

Foreigners are classed as degenerates and not permitted a place in the society.  Degeneracy Theory however makes an exception in that the imported foreign slave can perform a useful function in avertig the greater danger - that of eccentrics from other indigenous social classes invading and even taking control of classes other than their own.  The foreign slave must be bought from an approved slave agency, not arrive by his own steam, must be employed in some precisely predesignated function and no other, discarded when used and not allowed to reproduce, though while being used Immigrant is put into an economically superior position to the indiginous social classes (which, in practice, may include Recently Discarded Immigrant or Second Generation Immigrant) which it is being used to keep down.  Used Immigrant is replaced by Fresh Immigrant from slave agencies.  It is preferable for such  Immigrant to be so-called ‘Illegal Immigrant’, easily disposable.

The British Government, during World War ll, because of the Public School’s poor record in military leadership, introduced policy and legislation to recruit people not of  Military Officer Class origin to  military officer class function - on the basis of skills and aptitudes recognisable outside that social class rather as being appropriate rather than their being ‘suitable’ or possessing the characteristics of that class which were internally regarded as the appropriate criteria of selection.  Those who were likely to espouse this ‘competitive’ route were likely to be unclassified (such as the Accuseds) rather than Working Class.  There was however a post-war reaction to such reform to the degree that the ‘competitive’ routes were more a means of identifying the classless, rendering them economically inferior and ensuring their destruction.

This reaction was in part a consequence of economic decline.  Resources had to be provided to placate the social classes, to provide them with employment, income and at the least the belief they had security and there was nothing left over for the classless.   It was also unrealistic to suppose that it was possible to provide immediate employment and income to the social classes and then to put the unclassified through a lengthy training programme, for which they were not paid, with the intention that their cognitive rather than algorithmic approach would eventually modernise and restore the British economy.  The incumbents, the classified (or ‘normorans’) would guard their territory and emphasise what was possessed by them and not by the unclassified (that is, jobs, incomes and normoranic rather than cognitive paper qualifications) was the criterion of social status and of provision of  opportunity.  However, the supposed revolution had also all along been clandestinely sabotaged.  Nobody was to be given opportunity ‘competitively’.  They either succeeded through social class or club membership or through parental money or influence.  The degeneracy theory (or ‘eugenics’) was reckoned to be from time to time unpopular with the ‘volatile electorate’ and it was necessary for the ‘right-thinking’ to exert invisible influence on government.  Gas-chambers, firing-squads and compulsory sterilisation might meet with some opposition and the right-thinking saw greater hope in government intervention into the economy to ensure that the degenerates did not have sufficient income to survive and reproduce.

Critics of  Mrs Thatcher accused her of ‘demolishing the Welfare State’, which they supposed to be a creation of  the post-war Labour government.  But the Neodarwinist ideology had become so ingrained into propaganda that the critics did not produce a very good case, if any case at all, for preserving the Welfare State.  The proposition that the militaristic society prevailed in the competition with other societies prevailed and attempts to remedy inequalities or discrimination were seen as charity and a burden on the community.  The leading Thatcherites, such Maggie herself and Sir Kieth Joseph, countered by claiming that it the Welfare State was not an exclusively Labour Party creation and that it was set up in accordance with the principles now espoused by Thatcherism, not the now allegedly socialist principle of extending a minimum and adequate standard of  living and security to all.  Few took such claims by Thatcherite gurus seriously - but the gurus were quite right!  The Welfare State has been discussed in volumes dealing with  the l940s.  However, the Beveridge Report on which the ‘Welfare State’ was based did assume an ideology of utilitarian neodarwinism.  It recognised the need to preserve the workforce or Working Class.  They were to be given adequate support to tide them over periods of individual or mass unemployment.  Nevertheless there existed also a concept of the unemployable or degenerates.  Thatcherites encouraged the notion of a tribe of  ‘scroungers’, of deliberate paracites who refused any available work who were to be penalised by social security payments not being generous or readily available or through the victims being penalised by being forced to conform with some unrealistic ritual of supposedly training for or seeking forever the work which was permanently denied.  This provided a justification.  But the original Beveridge proposals were more openly directed against the supposedly socially useless, people who would never be employed and would never be offered employment whose survival and reproduction was to be limited by restricted state support.  There was never any intention of  bringing realistic opportunity of  employment to those refused employment and The Accused was to find that legislation and tradition was forever directed against him finding any means of  employment.  Irrespective of  his talents, he was a member of no social class and never to be offered a job.  It was impossible for those chronically unemployed who relied exclusively on state benefits to crawl out of  their hole.

The Labour Party dropped the ‘Clause 4’ of its constitution, according to its more loyal members, in response to Thatcherite propaganda and the supposed need to project a Thatcherite image to win elections (or to curry favour with Rupert Murdoch).  Clause 4 referred to the right of the working class to benefit from and to gain adequate security from their labours (and for it to be a priority of government to ensure that the necessary paid labours were available).  This was supposedly to be sacrificed on the alter of ‘competition’, the need for unemployment to be preserved to keep down wages and costs.  The working class is defined as those who depend on being paid for their labour and their dependents.  It was generally assumed in the l970s and l980s that under that definition all were working class and that the poor or the unemployed were also working class.  They depended on paid labour - but were not offered any.  But this interpretation is incorrect.  The Working Class were those who had paid jobs, who could be described as privileged to work - a closed shop which guarded its exclusive right to employment.  The Trade Unions prevented mental hospital patients from receiving work and being ‘rehabilitated’ and even prevented them from performing paid work within the hospital workshops themselves.  They supported legislation preventing the unemployed becoming homeworkers.  The excuse was that they were preventing exploitation, employment of  people on a low wage.  But work which earned a low wage was the only paid work which such people had available.  Clause 4 was intended to maintain a closed shop, not to preserve the right of all to earn a living.

Barbara Castle, who in l974-5 was Minister of Health, supposed the National Health Service to be the greatest advertisement for the Welfare State and the jewel in the crown of socialism.  The reader has learnt that NHS was ab initio sabotaged through Nye Bevan succumbing to the wiles of Lord Moran and his agreeing to terms demanded by the BMA’s gerontocrats.  The medical profession were the inventors of  Degeneracy Theory and its most intransigent and dedicated advocates.  South African whites in the l970s described their country as the ‘Citadel’, the last defence against what they regarded as a misguided world- wide sabotage of  supremacy by the true blue white master-race.  The medical profession similarly was The Citadel.  It admitted to itself only those with the required genealogy, the true Military Officer Class, and it was compulsory to abide by Degeneracy Theory ideology and practice - or else to be extinguished.  There might be inferior castes of  medics, such as foreigners working in less favoured NHS hospitals, but the intention was for them to be just that, not ever to invade the territory of  the True Blue.

Pre-World War ll psychiatry was indistinguishable from Degeneracy Theory.  The old asyla or mental hospitals were concentration camps for the unemployed and homeless.  It is difficult to provide an intelligible definition of  those who entered the mental hospitals which conveys to the modern reader the concepts that were meaningful to the population of an earlier era.  People are aware of social inferiority, fear social inferiority and do not dare stick their noses into the excuses for fear of being likewise branded.  The great fear of being pscyhiatrised as well as an awareness of  the actual reasons rather than the excuses was built onto the concept of  the victim of psychiatry and the prejudice and discrimination meted out to the victims, although only a manifestation of people’s collective attitudes, was seen as if it was a real or objective entity.  Authority or society decided that these people were to be regarded as vermin and what authority or society decided was inevitably an objective reality.  In theory, however, ‘moral deficiency’ and synonymous diagnoses used in pre-1948 psychiatry mean ‘homeless, unemployed and not supported by any family’. These were the people who were born without social class membership or who had rejected the roles within their social class that were available at birth.

The l948 Mental Health Act supposedly reversed the previous criteria of who was to be the legitimate subject of psychiatry.  According to the old ideology the robot or cyberon was the required norm.  The great factory needed narrowly specialised machines without any intrinsic intelligence, perception or will who were controlled entirely by outside forces - they were as computers controlled by impulses flowing down a wire from a hierarchically higher computer.  Under the new ideology however consciousness, intelligence, perception or individual decision was supposedly no longer psychocrime and it was now the person guided by influences outside his control who was the alleged madman and the previously condemned classless pscyhocriminal who alone was not insane.  No person whose actions were deliberate rather than outside his control or who claimed to be so was to be psychiatrised.  He could be punished for his actions but he was not to be afflicted with the permanent changes to mental processes and social status that accompany psychiatry.  Or that at least was the theory.  The medics could hardly be expected either to abide with or understand the new ideology.

It is usual for addiction to drugs or alcohol to be compulsory for memberships of social classes and to be an instrument whereby the required stereotype or docile behaviour is inculcated.  The classless person, whether this classnessness is compulsory or supposedly voluntary, may be thrown into a gas chamber or otherwise eliminated.  Or his poverty may expose him to criminals and muggers, whom Neodarwinism sees as ethnic or social class cleansers rather than pscychopaths.  Their victims are regarded as the guilty (and truth regularly perverted to make it appear so).  Nevertheless the classless may be drawn into society as a social class of  their own, with a drug-induced stereotype, with the drug-addiction and stereotype a condition of survival.  It has previously been explained that the social or social class system is hierarchically organised with the relationship between the upper and lower hierarch defined by the two laws of heterosexualism - money passes from man to woman (or up hierarchy) and treatment passes from woman to man (or down hierarchy).  [It has also previously been explained that there exists a ‘homosexual’ or male-dominated phase in which these processes are reversed, completing a cycle or ‘heterosexualist St George’s reaction].  The victims are at the very base of such a heterosexualist hierarchy.  Modern psychiatry creates drug-induced ‘schizophrenia’ in which the victim is incorporated as the lowest subclass of the class of doctors and nurses and adopts characteristics common to the class as a whole.  The current method of psychiatric diagnosis still uses the consequences of  discrimination or poverty as the criteria whereby what is now called ‘schizophrenia’ is identified (though the medic lives in a very world and may not be aware that he is doing so) and the subsequent effect of the drugs justifies the diagnosis.

The reader has already learnt that it is compulsory for medics to believe that this ‘schizophrenia’ is inherited.  Naturally, just about everything is ‘inherited’.  What happens to the parent happens also to the child.  The medic however must believe that the alleged ‘schizophrenia’ is genetic in the sense that the patient carries genes that ensure that irrespective of  circumstances, whether or not some adverse economic or environmental factor or experience exists, the ‘patient’ will develope schizophrenia.  There is nothing to prevent medics redefining ‘schizophrenia’ so that the word refers to only carriers of some gene.  It can then claim that the great majority of diagnoses in previous eras were mistakes - or can just forget about them.  But as matters stand, the schizophrenia gene theory is ridiculous.  The author wishes to add to his comments in previous chapters that despite the ‘heredity’ the diagnosis of schizophrenia is very effective in attaining the Degeneracy Theory end of impeding reproduction.  The author cannot currently recollect a single person diagnosed as suffering from schizophrenia producing children.

To investigate whether or not Thatcherism promoted a ‘classless society’ it is necessary to review some of the concepts which are used in discussion about social class.  This includes the distinction between capital and income.  Earlier more theoretical volumes expained economics in terms of  the laws of  heterosexualism and that human effort does not ‘create wealth’.  Wealth or energy is is produced by the sun or is inherent in the earth (where it is also largely derived from the sun) and human effort uses it up or reduces it.  Work reduces potential.  The education of a human (such as into the requirements of a social class) also, by creating a specific object, reduces potential - whereas the uneducated classless person or one who undergoes the process which the classless endure in place of education, an encouragement of cognitive processes rather than adoption of stereotypes and algorithms, retains greater potential or adaptability.  The higher in social hierarchy, the greater the adaptation and the less the adaptability (or ‘intelligence’).  However, it can be useful and practicable to regard ‘capital’ as being that which produces and ‘income’ as what is produced (and used up).  Such theoretical concepts are satisfactory so long as they are used with an eye also to what happens in the real rather than conceptual or theoretical world.  Thus a field can be seen as ‘capital’ and the potatoes which the farmer extracts are income - though some are returned to the ground to produce more potatoes and remains as capital.  Or ‘capital’ can be seen as what the farmer owns and the ‘income’ as the benefit it provides for him or that which provides a person with a sustained income and means of survival (such as membership of social class) can be seen as her ‘capital’.

  The explanation given here is a simplification but not misleading.  Capital is that which produces and income is what is produced (and consumed).  Thus a field is capital and the potatoes the farmer digs out of the ground are income (though some are put back into the ground to generate more potatoes and are therefore capital).   In modern communities, however, it has become customary to measure both capital and income as if they were quantities of  money or to suppose that there is an isomorphism between actual capital and income and the money that represents it.  Income is not the same as ‘profit’, a concept used predominently in money accounting.  The meaning of  of ‘profit’ differs according to context but signifies, approximately, income beyond that necessary to maintain the status quo, including the managers and workers of the conern which may be making the profit, or at any rate, what is left over after some criterion is fulfilled.  This criterion unders ome definitions does not, in the long term, include maintainance of status quo or not entirely.  Or the profit may be the income derived by some outside party not regarded as entitled to what is not profit, such as those who have set up a concern or whose capital has contributed to it or who have bought the share conferred by that capital.  Companies are under a legal obligation to pay regular sums in money to those who have provided ‘loans’ (or those who have bought the right off the original lenders and taken their place) whereas they are under no obligation to pay the shareholders who theoretically remain owners of the company (or possess its ‘equity’) and as such have an obligation to repay those who provide ‘loans’ with what is theoretically their own property, though they have a ‘limited liability’in that they can lose no more than their shasre in the company.  What goes to lenders therefore is not profit whereas whast goes to shareholders is.  On the other hand, in smaller companies owned by worker-managers and their families the dividend on shares is also the wage.  Although ‘income’and ‘prfoit’ are neither identical concepts nor fixed in their meanings, much theory is based on the asumption that they are - and on the limited liability company model.  The reader, whether naive or a sophisticated theorist, may not have noticed any difficulties arising from this confusion.  But the author is obliged to mention it.  Nevertheless the tendency to think in purely monetary terms instead of whast the money supposedly represents and the failure to distinguish between capital, income and indeed expenditure (misrespresented as ‘investment’ or capital) has caused much confusion and is a threat to Western economies.

Mrs Blake is informed that if she buys her house, in which she lives, for £1000, with borrowed money, and sells it for £2000 she has made a £1000 or 100% profit, income or increase in capital.  Whether or not she she is in on an upward or downward path depends on her circumstances and may not be evident unless her life, including her life thereafter, is examined as a whole and may be independent of or the cause of the profit or loss on the house rather than created by it.  Nevertheless it is very unlikey that she has made a profit.  The replacement house has also gone up in price and she has to pay the government, agents, middemen and opportunists their cut - a cut which with rising prices is apt to be greater.  Inflation is likely to reflect a worsening of the lot of the population as a whole rather than betterment.

Mrs Jones may invest £1000 on the stockmarket and then sell the stock for £2000 and suppose that she has thereby earned £1000 or made a  £1000 profit or increase in capital.  Or, more likely, she and everyone else on whose behalf  £1000 is invested in a pension fund may be told that because prices are rising the stock is now worth  £2000 and that she has made a £1000 or 100% profit (or income or increase in capital).  Somebody may make a profit - probably the pundit or bookmaker - but it is very unlikely to be Mrs Jones.  Stock prices go up because people buy and they go down because people sell.  If Mrs Jones shares go up in market price, this is because neither Mrs Jones nor anyone else is selling.  As soon as they do, the price drops!

It is more realistic to measure the value of capital in terms of the income it generates.  If Mrs Jones shares remain the same except for the price and the company directors and pundits have not been engaging in their habitual rape and mismanagement then the income remains the same and the capital remains the same.  In the monetary world changes of interest rates change the ratio between valuation of income and capital - so that if interest rates go down the same shares cost more (even though they are still the same capital).  Thus in the l990s companies were told that their pension funds were making profits because the price of stocks and shares was rising and they stopped paying into their pension funds.  In fact, it now cost more to generate the same income and they should have been paying more and not less into the funds!  Wealth can be assessed as either capital or income but if capital is measured the assessment has to be based on income.  It is incorrect to follow the example of modern accountants and to place a valuation on income and then to add it to another valuation for ‘increase in capital’ which is really just increase in price.

Though this is an error so absurd that it is hardly credible that anyone should perpetrate it, it is commonplace to suppose that ‘value’ and ‘price’ are the same thing.  If somebody’s house or share certificate goes up in price, the pundits claim that it has gone up in ‘value’.  The same mistake is made again and again and again and people are swindled again and again in the same way.  Nobody appears to learn - and everywhere there are propagandists who tell the punters that they are  gaining value because prices are rising whereas in fact they are losing - and nobody contradicts the pundits.  It is necessary to ensure that only the most stupid survive in the supposedly civilised society since only they can be exploited by such fictions upon which the maintainance of money flow and the wealth of yuppies apparently depends.

Another common error that arises from the monetary model takes the following form.  Santa owns l00% of the shares in Claus plc which owns the arctic and antarctic ice-caps.  He sells a few of these shares on the stock exchange and on the basis of the price paid Santa’s remaining shares are worth 300bn pounds.  The cry goes up that Santa should sell his property and use his 300bn to feed the starving millions.  As a matter of fact Santa’s millions are not going to increase the amount of food available for distribution and, even if there is a surplus available, the money is going to be used to feed and embellish the social classes with a right to distribute and it is most likely that the price of food will rise and that the starving millions will become even more starving.  

Another concept that causes confusion is that of ‘property’.  There exists a notion recognised in law of recognised ownership or ‘equity’ in which some person is entitled to say ‘I own this property’.  But does he really or is it really true that nobody else owns it?  Bernard Robinson, an older pupil at the Wyggeston School would tell The Accused in the l950s that Professor Wittgenstein was in the habit of taking his pupils into the park and asserting:-

     “I give you this oak tree as your property - provided that neither you nor your agent approach, touch,  interfere with or influence it in any way”. 

‘Property’ is the (secure) facility of a person or group to use the ‘property’ or to gain an income from it irrespective of whether it is in law owned by the person or someone else, rented, leased, pubic or common property or owned by the government or crown.  It is also, within a social class system, inherited by descendents.  This may be very important since in practice a person may have nothing and gain nothing other than what he inherits.

Theorists also have misguided notions about what constitutes a ‘social class’ supposing that it can be identified in terms of the wealth or income of the class members, the members of a ‘higher’ class supposedly being richer than the members of a lower class.  The ‘property owning class’ is supposed not only to be wealthy but to have high income.  A social class however is not defined by the amount it earns.  None earns more than is necessary and compulsory to maintain class membership.  A social class is  group of people who, together with their descendents, have a monopoly over some means of survival.

In former times capital was identified with land and income was the produce of land - and was owned mainly by the military officer class or aristocracy who delegated rights of use and income to dependents sometimes seen as members of other classes, though it may be more realistic to regard them as sub-classes (or it became so when a major distinction arose between those who depended on the land and those who depended on factories).  The military officer class persists, or at any rate was still evident in the l960s and is a hierarchy of sub-classes.  It depends on what is openly recognised as property generating an income and that property belongs to a small number of ‘patriarchs’, owned by matriarchs, upon whom all others depend.  It was usual for members most of their lives to be without what would nowadays be regarded as earned income or ‘unemployed’.  This dependency on the patriarch ensured control over class members - and there were strict regulations, the Laws of Matriarchy, that determined what was obligitory to become and remain a patriarch.  The young of the military officer class were educated at the patriarch’s expense at the Public School and the patriarch financed the younger members during their early careers (or through their entire lives).  The failure to pay non-patriarch members of the MOC, it costing money rather than earning money to pursue a career, persisted in the medical profession even in the l970s within NHS hospitals though The Accused greatly undermined the tradition (from which activity he did not benefit).  It is a mistake to regard the MOC as better off or wealthy enough to buy independence and freedom.  Like as social classes or sub-classes they are prisoners, must be exactly as class membership requires and cannot escape.  The ‘income’ of the accepted class member is no higher nor lower than is necessary to maintain membership and if there is any deviation from imposed class stereotype the membership and means of survival is lost.

The industrial working class originated as a slave labour force for the factory and robotic machine-like behaviour was necessary to conform with the needs of the factory.  They had income without visible property or capital.  The working class was not so much afflicted, as has been claimed, with low income but with dependency on income from employment - living under the threat of unemployment.  The working class overtly owned nothing.  All was rented or paid-for with loans upon which interest was paid (or, at any rate, the dependence on borrowing came later).  Loss of class membership and unemployment resulted in loss of this property.  It was compulsory to retain class membership and to survive to spend all that was earned or more immediately.  This necessity and dependence on employment ensured that the working class kept their nose to the grindstone.  WC were required to perform ritualistic repetitive activities and were paid for all they did - by quantity or hour.  That which earned such income was also regarded as ‘work’ whereas anything not generating an immediate and guaranteed income was not work (and nothing that was not work was performed).

The WC can be regarded as representing income and the MOC as representing capital (or apparantly so).     It is possible to keep down, abuse and exploit workers by the threat of unemployment.  This was so amongst the NHS doctors amongst whom The Accused worked - foreign doctors being imported or available for importation in unlimited numbers and the workers therefore having to put up with however they were treated.  The public school or ‘senior’ section of the Medical Profession had its own protected monopoly into which others were not able to intrude.  However these doctors may not have been employees of the NHS so much as of the foreign governments that paid their grants and we do not know for certain to what degree they were insecure and classless.  The Accused himself however was classless and under this threat.  If the other doctors were really threatened with unemployment then they were not a social class.  The Working Class was at least in some countries and in some occupations or sub-classes able to establish itself as a true social class (or group of subclasses) with a monopoly over means of earning a living.  As such working class income presented a threat to military officer class capital.  

Money circulates.  The boss pays the worker to build a bicycle and then the worker hands it back when he buys the bicycle off the boss (at a higher price).  Prices do not depend on dollar bills burried by Romans a thousand years ago and which nobody knows about nor on money that lies idle under Santa Claus’s igloo but on money actually in circulation.  But prices depend not only on the amoung of money in circulation but on the speed at which it circulates.  In The Accused’s unpublished l965 textbook of economics Dr Pfefferhower’s Guidebook to Extortion, the accused claims that circulating money has an ‘energy’ measurable in the manner of energy in other contexts as half the mass multiplied by the square of  speed.  It became necessary forever, to maintain the conditioning, to raise working income and prices.  The MOC r rural property class had all along been aware that their existence was threatened by the working class wage.  Disreali in his novel ‘Sybil’ refers to the threat of working class wage to rural economy and also the dependency of  WC on physical strength - so that children or young people earned higher wages than the middle aged or elderly.  Child labourers were supposed to be fabulously wealthy and legislation was introduced to curtail them for this reason and not to prevent exploitation.  This great rapidy circulating mass of working class money threatened to enter MOC economy and to increase prices beyond those realistic to the MOC itself and thereby to destroy the MOC.  Barriers were initially maintained, with differing working class, classless and MOC economies, with differing expenditures and differing prices but broke down during the Thatcher era.

However working class were able to organise themselves into a true social class - to establish monopolies - and to maintain the conditioning it was necessary forever to raise income and, correspondingly, prices.

The MOC or rural property class were all along aware that their existence was threatened by working class income, that in working class economy wages and prices were at a level with which MOC could not compete and that there was a danger of  WC income destroying MOC property.  Disraeli in his novel The effect of this WC takeover includes an undervaluation of capital relative to income - to it becoming difficult for industries which extract wealth or primary producers, such as agriculture, mining or electricity generation, to survive while ‘service industries’ make enormous profits.

If WC subclasses maintain monopolies over occupations or means of survival, then they effectively are owners of capital, not merely recipients of income.  If they have a guaranteed income, they have capital.  The ideology attributed to Karl Marx is one of recognising this ownership or of making it more obvious - and justifying it.  The worker is seen as ‘creating wealth’ (which he may not be doing at all) and that entitles him to the entire wealth produced (that is to say, capital).  The value of what is produced is measured as what the worker is paid for it.  If the worker presses a button on a machine that produces a thousand pairs of shoes a second, then he owns all the thousand shoes per minute or their equivalent while nobody else, including the inventer of the machine, earns or is entitled to anything.  It becomes preferable to be a specialised machine with limited function and those more adaptable are to be eliminated.  The encouragement to spend all that is earned, to pay higher and higher prices and to misrepresent inflation as a great boon and growth of wealth began as con-trick to keep the WC in its place but with the deification of WC has become the entire economic system.

However, if work justifies the pay and the right to survive, then the appropriation of that work or monopoly over paid employment is also justified.  Thus Marxist revolution may differ little from Nazi evolution.  Social classes or normorans, their accepted members, do not create.  The unclassified create.  They have to do so to survive when all else is appropriated by social classes.  The means of survival of  the social classes becomes obsolete and they then steal or take over what is created by the unclassified, adapt it to the reuired ritual form of working class employment and expel the unclassified.  

The Accused as an unclassified person living amongst those who depended on the black economy and the victims of psychiatry had attitudes that differed from those that might be accepted.  Potatoes at a supermarket may cost ten times or more the amount that is paid the farmer.  This is because a succession of paid services are provided or supposedly provided during the transport of the potatoes from the farmer to its presentation to the customer in the supermarket.  But The Accused could not afford to pay supermarket prices.  He had to obtain the potatoes from the farmer directly.  From his point of view he was in respect of potatoes as well as other commodities and services being forced to pay for services which he was being prevented from providing himself and which he neither required nor could afford.  He was being forced to pay people on incomes much higher than his own at their rates - and their work was thus theft, the use of force to maintain a monopoly and deprive others.  The classless were forced to work much harder than the normorans to survive, but because their labours were not paid they were not considered to be creating wealth or contributing to the economy.

From The Accused’s point of view, Santa Claus did not own the polar ice caps at all.  If they turned out to have some use - if, for instance, frozen dinosaur was found beneath it, then perhaps hordes of unclassified might move in to procure and eat it.  However soon International Dinosaur with its normorans, highly paid directors and slave labour from approved Immigrant Human Resources Provision Agencies would move in, the unclassified would be tipped into Arctic and Antarctic Oceans and Santa would be put into an old peoples’ home.  However, if  Santa Clause’s really had some money which he donated to feed the starving millions, then that too would would merely be appropriated by the social classes, those with established monopolies.  If there existed an unconsumed potato mountain that might be distributed, then the remedy, from The Accused’s point of view, was the opposite of a Marxist revolution and contrary to the principles of accepted economics - the making of this potato mountain accessible to the unclassified for distribution to themselves and others.  

The Accused in his latter years is plagued with memories - of events which supposedly precipitated his supposed present misery.  He is to be found crying for help as he relives these events in his mind - help that nobody provided.  Thus the Accused recalls being informed by this mother when he was four or five years old that he wanted to be  doctor.  Then and subsequently this ambition seemed to The Accused a recipe for chronic unemployment, poverty, homelessness, loneliness and eventual death from starvation, exposure t the elements or violence.  His subsequent life was dedicated to the futile attempt to escape from this maternal ambition and its likely consequences.  But then The Accused recalls as a schoolboy being branded, ostracised and condemned as ‘son of a doctor’,  ‘not working class’, ‘your father will pay’.  The Accusation is forever with him:”Not working class!  Not working class!  Not working class!”.  The early school-leavers, the alleged WC, were to be given jobs, guaranteed incomes for life, secure homes, the right to marry and set up families and were to be paid while acquiring whatever ‘qualifications’ they needed and would not be victimised for obtaining them.  It was made clear to The Accused that he would never be offered any paid employment nor income from any source.  The Accused would have no choice but to enter university - a university designed originally for Military Officer Class youth subsidised by their parents.  The Accused would be victim of the parental means test on students’ grants - and paid nothing.  The Accused’s parents could not understand what was required and would not pay.  The Accused’s only hope was to obtain  a scholarship.  But the scholarships which The Accused earned were taken away because he was ‘son of a doctor’ ‘not working class’.   The Accused was defenceless because of  his parents constant intervention in and control of his affairs.  Accused-mum would pretend that The Accused would be or was financed lest ‘people will say we cannot afford you’.  They would intervene to insist that The Accused did not need or deserve scholarships - and mothers were all-powerful.  The Accused at university was so handicapped by the parental means test on grants that scholarships were no longer a possibility.

The Accused therefore saw himself forever as trying to catch up with the early school-leavers, with the working class.  Whatever progress he might make was cancelled through the incomes and psychology of the early school leavers forever increasing prices.  From The Accused’s point of view the WC or members of social classes were born with the right to earn a living or to survive, a quantity of capital on which they earned interest.  This invisible capital in 2003 terms is to valued at approximately a million pounds per person.  This was the initial capital every individual needed to survive, to bridge the gap between unclassified and WC or for the unclassified to join WC - and because The Accused did not have this initial capital he was continuously sabotaged in his efforts to acquire it.

However, although The Accused wished for the security of WC, though perhaps not the price of that security, he retained the nature of  the unclassified and he did not have ambition income beyond what was necessary for security, survival and whatever missions he saw himself commissioned to perform in life.  He did not believe that those with the greatest talents or who led or organised others should should make what he regarded as extravagant demands.  He supposed that those with greater intelligence or talent should be able to survive on less rather than more than others.  He would therefore when applying for positions which the reader may see as prestigious but which The Accused saw as requiring some capacities which he only he could provide insist that he did not want the enormous salaries offered.  He would offer to perform for a much lower amount - but on his terms.  His objective was to perform some particular task.  He would say that needed to be employed for say, three years, within which he would set up what was necessary - and then leave and he would ask for a free hand and working hours of  his own stipulation.  He did not realise that the employed were expected to be greedy, that greed was a condition of class membership and that that if the candidate did not ask for considerably more than he was worth he would not be employed!  But the major deficiency was the absence of the driving licence.  With every job a wage for the car came with the wage for the person and, therefore, the candidate had to drive a car. 

The Accused believed that the unclassified, those who belonged to no social class or who were persecuted were inevitably unrecognised.  He saw them as particularly likely to be found amongst university graduates whereas conventional sociology brands university graduates as privileged.  But the Accused’s thesis is reasonable.  University graduates were likely to have generous parents, to be above average intelligence or prior to commencing university studies, at the termination of compulsory education, , more educated or better informed than contemporaries.   It is to be expected, and expectation is thoroughly confirmed by objective observation, that if like is compared with like, that those who are able to attend at the age of sixteen to earning a living will fare better than those waste valuable years at university.  Those who do not belong to social classes, who must enter university because they are offered no alternative but are neither, as working class, supported by the state or as military officer class supported by parents can be expected to perform worst of all.  Sociologists write about an era when universities were crammed full of Military Officer Class and take a retrospective point of view of discovering that those in military officer class occupations were educated at universities.   Those who did not have additional advantages to the supposed boon of attending university and their failures are ignored.  They are written out of existence.  This is despite the universities of the l950s having been for military officer class who were to enter military officer class occupations - occupations which at their early stages traditionally required parental subsidy rather than providing a wage.  The Accused claimed that those who entered university ‘competitively’ - by their own efforts - were those branded as privileged and so accused when refused employment whereas the actually privileged, the members of social classes, encountered no such discrimination (that is, if they were proceeding within their own social class).

The Accused did not see Thatcherism as the creation of a property owning democracy of equal opportunities.  He saw it as an enactment of pre-World War ll Degeneracy Theory principles - the creation of a slave state with only one social class, the Working Class, with all others excluded.  Or perhaps there was also a second category or pseudo-class, the first generation immigrants espoused by Degeneracy Theory, preferably ‘illegal’, who must be prevented from reproducing and when used replaced with Fresh Immigrant from Approved Slave Merchants - definitely not people who come by their own steam.  The immigrants however a temporary measure.  They are there to displace and  prevent the survival of indigenous degenerates or trespassers from other classes.  Margaret Thatcher during the latter part of her reign was heard to lament to her European colleagues that they could get rid of their Used Immigrant but she could not get rid of hers (she claimed) because (she claimed) they were British Citizens.

The Thatcherite may claim that he promoted ‘class mobility’, that those with talent and effort rose from the indignity of working class to become ‘middle class’ and, indeed, whereas formerly it was taboo to claim to be ‘middle class’ and an insult or condemnation that ensured osctracism to accuse anyone of being middle class, suddenly now those who had been claiming to have been ‘working class’ described themselves as ‘middle class’.  What was and is meant by ‘middle class’ is not clear.  It has been used for members of occupations which employ the classless and have competive entry - but whose members do not have the inheritance of means of survival that belongs to true social classes.  The term has also been used for Military Officer Class and for Degeneracy Theorists who were MOC but pretended not to be but to be a superior intellectualised offshoot or master-race.  Thatcherite WC  however did not become ‘middle class’ other than in the sense that ‘middle class’ was the new name for ‘working class’.

The reader has learnt that the pre-l975 junior hospital doctor earned a low wage wage, from which there were dramatic creative deductions, which was not a wage per  hour or item per item recompense but the same amount irrespective of length of duties and the nature and quantity of duties performed.  This was the traditional Military Officer Class Pattern.  This was also all that was available to classless (or the genuinely self-employed - who were classless).  Classless, if they eked out a living at all, were to be found in conjunction with MOC rather than WC.  Classless got what was left over or what they devised for themselves in the world of MOC or outside WC.  WC did not want their occupations because the pay was too low.  Under Thatcherism (though this had started prior to Thatcherism was a Marxist or Nazi revolution in that WC took over what belonged to the classless and it has also been the Accused’s contention that they took over occupations which formerly belonged to or might be expected to belong to MOC.  They however remained WC and the characteristics of WC were imposed on the former classless (or MOC) functions.  They now carried high wages.  The WC had long incorrectly believed that these functions already carried high wages.  They now ied high wages because they were WC or were now attractive to the WC who had formerly shunned them because the wages were too low.  It was impossible for classless to compete with WC.

It was believed by WC that society was a hierarchy in which those higher in the scale were the more educated or intelligent and earned a higher wage.  This intelligence by their perception however was not a real intelligence but more an indoctrination, habit training or acquisition of algorithms via an education similar to their own, an intelligence that was bought with money and inculcated in prestigious schools and universities.  This was a misunderstanding.  The highest per capita wage is earned by classes or subclasses that perform the simplest, most basic or most specialised and algorithmic functions.  These are the higher social classes and in a battle for possession will always displace the lower.  Functions of management, leadership, adaptation, invention or intelligence were the prerogative of classless, inferior and lowly paid - that is the people who actually exercised such functions rather than figureheads, public figures, people who sat on committees or who were awarded knighthoods. The WC fantasy was now turned into reality and people with such functions, or supposedly so, actually did earn large amounts of money.

This workingclassification of intellectual functions led to, as the unclassified saw it, a lowering of standards.  One of the most obvious examples is that of teaching.  To the educated classless of old, refused a living in all occupations, the lowering of standards in the l980s was beyond belief.  It was not just that an ‘O’ level was no longer worth an ‘O’ level - but a degree was no longer longer worth an ‘O’ level... that is to say, a degree in teaching, the sine qua non of the modern teacher - a class vetting rather than what was formerly known as a degree, a device that excluded Not Working Class.  Education was everywhere replaced by the algorithmic training course, the ritualistic specialist education in tying shoelaces or whatever was the highly paid field of expertese or science for which the WC was to be paid a wage.  All occupations were open only to those who had attended the training course and had the certificate - and the training course was open only to the social subclass to whom the occupation belonged.

Although there was a working class, there was no boss.  The socio-ecomomic system or Great Factory was the boss.  The system did not exist for the humans but the humans existed to serve the system and their existence was permitted only if they were of use to the system.  The Accused had been taught during classes in industrial psychology at Cambridge that it was considerably cheaper to cultivate a farm full of women who produced babies and to replace obsolete humans with new human differently programmed than to rely on factory built robots and to replace obsolete cyberons with new cyberon.  But if the function of the human organic normoran is only to work in the factory, then evolution of the system threatens his existence.  Not many workers are needed, if indeed any at all.  The normorans, the class members, are given closed shop jobs with working class characteristics and are paid wages and survive while the unclassified are eliminated, but many of these jobs are unnecessary or play-acting.  Moreover chimpanzees surely are more readily trained and are born with less troublesome psychocriminal or classless characteristics to weed out - though the author does not wish to insult chimpanzees.  These chimpanzees, however, will be creating wealth while the remaining humans will not be and will be classless, redundant and expunged.

But the function of the system is to circulate money.  The boss pays the worker to make a washing machine and the worker buys the washing machine off  the boss, handing back the money.  Economists tell us that the Great Factory can only function efficiently and at a profit if there is continuous production, continuous consumption, waste and planned obsolescence.  The WC is also the consumerist class.  For that purpose the human organic normoran is ideal.  The human normoran has the capacity not possessed by a chimpanzee of being easily persuaded, to come to believe anything and live in a fantasy world in which they believe they are prosperous, happy, secure, well-fed, ever increasing in wealth - anything which the unsophisticated classless would suppose to be obviously false - and the WC are easily persuaded to spend, spend, spend on whatever they are told to spend - which is, after all, their tradition.

The spend, spend, spend was built into a concept known to the Thatcherite as the ‘market economy’.  This is portrayed as free enterprise governed by market forces which are themselves directed by the needs, demands and choices of the consumers.  There is a competition which keeps down prices and a multiplicity of products from which the normoran can choose.  In fact ‘market economy’ is another name for retail monopoly.  The normorans buy what is produced and which they are told to buy at the price that the monopoly determines - and it is an economy in which the greatest reward is given to the salesman.  The Thatcherites portrayed the market economy as one of universal prosperity and wealth.  Countries with other systems, such as the Soviet Union, believed what they were told and believed that they saw in other countries this great wealth and happiness enjoyed in the market economies and imitated them.  However those who lived within them saw a different picture.  The practice did not seem to accord with the theory.  The richer a country, the poorer its poor.  The great factory did not ‘produce’ or ‘create weath’.  Nor was it true that the classless played no part in it.  They were its victims.  The great factory used up wealth.  It was destructive and wasteful and it had to take away from some to maintain the alleged prosperity of the many.  There were always people being pushed out and converted into classless.  It was also paracitic on other peoples and other countries.

Those who lived in the ‘market economies’ saw also in their own countries drug addiction, gangsterism ad criminality.  Those who imitated it, to their surprise, were to see it too.  Thatcherism was built on neodarwinist principles.  Although everyone was WC, some were more WC than others - the incomes (and expenditures) of some were greater than others.  People were seen as competing with one another rather than cooperating.  It was survival and reward for the fittest.  In accordance with Neodarwinist theory, whatever a person earned was what he produced and what he was worth.  If they appropriated more than others that meant they were better.  Athough there were no bosses, only WC, there were the company directors on whose behalf the government passed reams of legislation to enable them to award themselves wages of  amazing size, all manner of bonus and ‘incentive’ schemes and the right to plunder pension funds.  The free for all eventually became an embarrassment to the economy and Mrs Thatcher for a while imposed a very high rate of income tax on the raking it in company directors - but the company directors just responded by inceasing their wages so that they now earned the same after tax as they did before - but they did not reduce their wages when their income tax went down again.  The plunder was organised by the Neddies or Non-executive directors, a club of true blue W.C.s of the New Order, or maybe the old order, who travelled around from hotel to hotel from company booze up to company booze up, were decorated with knighthoods and lordships and whose ambition was to land the jackpot - to become a company chairman.  The greedies were constantly re-elected at company AGMs and the agenda would consider entirely (except for approval of the dividend, if there was such a motion) of proposals to embellish the greedies which were passed by large majorities.  This was because the Neddies were in league with and appointed by the other great scrougers, the pundits who managed other peope’s money and cast the votes.  The practice and ideology preserved and justified the top of the hierarchy, the biggest scroungers.  But those at the bottom of the system looked up and also swallowed the ideology and what they saw and heard was criminality, justification of criminality and reward for criminality.  If taking for those on top justified the taking, if it was for them the law of the jungle and survival of the fittest or who took most, if for them it was superior to be the mugger and inferior to be the victim, then so it was for everyone else.  A whole generation grew up who had never experienced nor understood any other ideology.  Dependency on drugs and alchohol is part of the class system.  If those who could afford the drugs and booze were entitled to be drug addicts and alcoholics, then so was everyone else.  That, at first, was not too inconvenient for the pundits.  If those at the bottom of the ladder were destroying themselves and each other - so much the better (supposed the pundits or the system).  The pundits just closed their eyes and pretended it did not exist (or even encouraged it).  It did not affect them - other than maybe providing them with a justification for awarding themselves more jobs.  But barriers broke down - the criminality eventually comes to affect everyone just as the surrounding circle of poverty contracted eventually threatened everyone.

The Thatcherite society was one without bosses, The Accused assures us.  Perhaps it would be more accurate to say it was a society without leaders.  Mrs Thatcher nevertheless described herself or allowed herself to be described as The Leader.  There is within social classes a ritual of acting the part of the leader or Great Bully or dictator but when examined in practice this role-acting can scarecely be described as leadership.  Leadership is a function of the unclassified.  The propagandists however played on the normorans need to be given orders and decided that Mrs Thatcher had to be portrayed as The Leader.  Nobody had described himself as a Leader since Adolf Hitler - but since Mrs Thatcher was a woman Private Eye Magazine referred to her not as the Fuhrer but the Fuhrerin, spelling it however Fuhrerein, which is either a clever joke or some language other than German.  It is true that a Fuhrer may also be a busdriver or a tour-guide and is therefore not quite the same thing as a Leader, but the previously unacceptabe concept of  The Leader in the sese of  The Transmitter of Orders,  which had already been a                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                               secret aspect of Military Officer Class psychology, was suddenly assumed to be a necessity that had always been recognised and the propaganda merely emphasised that Mrs Thatcher was the biggest and best or ‘strongest’ leader and it was not questioned that leaders or obstinate dictators were required or desirable.  ‘Leader’ became a popular word in the English language and all manner of job adverts appeared for ‘leaders’ and ‘team leaders’ - with functions that could be described in the language of the personnel industry but incomprehensible to those brought up in former eras.  The CV was a great embellishment of  Thatcherism.  The author does not claim to be able to translate personnellese in its entirety into intelligible language - though there were those who conversed with each other in fluent personellese - so presumably it meant something.   It is known however that a gerund or noun signifying an action was always followed by the particle ‘skill’ - such as ‘driving skill’, ‘writing skill’, and ‘communication skill’.  In other languages different particles were used - so that in the language of policemen it became ‘ driving offence’, ‘writing offence’ or ‘communication offence’ and in the language of medics it became ‘driving disorder’,‘writing disorder’, and ‘communication disorder’.  To the linguist it may appear that one language can translate into another and that a driving skill, a driving offence and a driving disorder are the same thing.  But personnel officers, policemen and medics lived in different worlds which were restricted to their own concepts and perceptions.  There does not exist in the world of medics a driving skill or a driving offence and the difference between the languages is more substitution than translation.  Also, the simplistic is enumerated on C.V.s.  The normorans lived in a world in which very little happened (or at any rate there was very little that was perceived or to which there was reaction or a medley of concepts or events were perceived as only one).  To be normoran it was necessary to experience the limited gamut of events that belonged to normorans.  The ability to speak into a telephone thus was a ‘communications skill’.  The normoran was not told ‘You will sit in a office and have to do whatever there happens to be to do in an office’ but the necessary skills were enumerated - the sharpening pencils skill, the making tea skill, the flashing the legs skill...and it was necessary to have experience in each of these skills and a certificate to prove it.  A negative was rendered by preceding a gerund or word signifying an activity by the word ‘computer’.  Thus ‘illiterate’ was rendered as ‘computer literate’ and ‘innumerate’ was rendered as ‘computer numerate’.  And of course, irrespective of the job for which an application was made, it was necessary to have a full driving licence.  That was the universal symbol of being a normoran or belonging to a social class.

The Thatcher era was an age of salesmanship, role acting and appearances.  Appearances counted because there was nothing beneath and the normorans were trained to respect the apparent or superficial rather than reality.  Politics to the normorans was a play on a stage and the Mrs Thatcher was projected with the role of The Leader.  It suddenly became not merely permissible but derirable to tell lies or deceive.  Instead of the people deciding, the people, in all aspects of life, were to be persuaded or conned.  This was ‘public relations’ or ‘marketing’ or, in later eras, ‘spindoctoring’....And there had to be a war to win and to prove the strength of the leadership,  Tony Bliar, Margaret Thatcher’s great imitator, also had a war (in concert with George W Bush), though people were then beginning to see through the ploy.  Even John Major had a war.

Together with The Leader came the party manifesto.  Previously nobody had supposed when the voted for the members of a political party that they were voting in a referendum.  When there is a referendum the existing government asks the populace to vote on a single issue: “Doyou wish the British Isles to become part of the United States of America”.  It is common for a large majority to be required for ‘approval’ of the referendum - perhaps eighty per cent.  If the question is ‘Do you want to be ruled by the Great Dictator’ there is invariably a 100% majority, or maybe 120%.  Or there may be only a 99.9% majority because voting is compulsory and 10% of the voters on the register are dead.  If so, the government makes sure it gets it - or usually so.  It has become a belief that the government automatically resigns if the referendum is lost.  This hardly seems necessary.

However the referndum may seek approval of a package of issues:-

(i) abolition of all taxation.

(ii) minimum wage of £5000 a week.

(iii) social security benefits, without questions being asked, to equal the minimum wage.

(iv) maximum working week of ten hours.

(v) retirement pension of £10,000 a week at the age of thirty five.

(vi) free access to all internet pornography sites.

(vii) the entire population to be thrown into the Atlantic Ocean.

It may be that people are asked to vote for each item separately, but it is more likely that they will be asked to vote on the package as a whole - yes or no (though the wire on the voting machine leading from the no button may be disconnected).  If there is approval of the package as a whole then the government is said to have a ‘mandate’ for each item, or at any rate the word ‘mandate’ surfaced with Thatcherism.

A political party prior to an election may publish a similar list - a ‘manifesto’ of policies (which nobody reads).  It may be that in the Tory Party manifesto there is some unpopular item for which nobody would vote if there was a referendum.  Maybe nobody approves of the abolition of taxation.  In that case none of the voters would even hear about that item during the election campaign or the Tory Party would vigorously deny any intention of going ahead with that aspect of the manifesto.  But it so happens that there is also an unacceptable item in the Liberal Party Manifesto - £5000 in free vouchers for goods sold by Marks and Spencers.  Similarly in the Labour Party manifesto there is the unpopular ‘50% of price of all package holidays’ and the Scottish Nationalist Party has ‘Our Computer has selected you personally to win the major prize in our lottery’.  Whatever party gets in there will be some item in the manifesto for which there is universal disapproval.  So it does not follow that because the Conservative Party has been elected that a majority of the population approve of the complementary tickets to massage parlours.

Previously nobody had taken any notice of manifestos.  They didn’t even know what a manifesto was.  They voted Labour because they thought Labour or Conservative because they supposed that Labour or Conservative were their lot and represented their interests.  They thought they knew the parties and what were their motivations and customs and would not have taken anything in the manifestos that contradicted that very seriously.  Nobody had supposed that parties were obliged to put into effect everything that appeared in their ‘manifesto’ and indeed party leaders might openly say that they wouldn’t.  Time would tell whether a particular policy was popular or practicable in the circumstances that arose.  Government was expected to abide by the will of the people all the time, not just to conform with what allegedly had been their will on some previous occasion.  There were items in Tory manifestos which indeed were unpopular at the time of elections, such as the introduction of a poll tax and of ‘value added tax’ (which in Marxist language means ‘income tax’).  The voters would be told that there was no intention of abiding by these items.  At any rate, so the politicians said, though nobody heard them - since nobody was told or realised these items even existed.  Then suddenly it would be ‘Hard Luck, populace.  We will do as we wish.  It was in the manifesto.  We have a Mandate’.  The Labour Party also had a ‘manifesto’ full of things which were not going to happen such as universal peace, prosperity, disarmament and happiness.  If people turned out to want peace and happiness then maybe a Labour Government might pass a law to that effect, but the chances were that people would not want it or that Rupert Murdoch would veto the proposal.  The Tory propagandists would then rave ‘You have peace and happiness in your manifesto’. ‘Yes..er ..we thought it was a good idea, but...’.

Banking or finance is the traditional stronghold of the classless.  Historically only criminals and degenerates were permitted in law or by principles of religion to lend money.  Also, only criminals and degenerates could be trusted.  But banking was now workingclassified - taken over by WC.  The Accused would meet occasionally during his journeys the ‘Yuppies’, the illiterate innumerate teenagers now employed in the money industries or to look after and appropriate other people’s money - glorified salesman.  A salesman should not be sophisticated enough to to perceived the obvious deficiencies in his own propaganda.  The Yuppie was always ‘with’ somebody - such as Hambro’s Bank or the Fire Auto and Marine Insurance Company.  He would also be ‘in’ something with an impressive name - derivatives, personal risk cover or whatever.  Yuppies were great heros, earning millions of pounds in commissions.  Since these commissions came out of the other people’s money that was being managed, the other people might have had reason not to be so gullible.  Banks were eventually to have numerous accidents with their computer-numerate, computer-literate yuppies though the yuppies were then middle aged and no longer sixteen years old - but still computer numerate and computer literate.

The great mainstay of Thatcherism however was the policy of Bread and Circuses or as it is mendaciously known, ‘low interest rates’.  This is a combination of low minimum lending rate, supposedly low mortage rate, low or non-existent interest on savings and an unrestricted flow of lending which may, in fact, be at very high interest rates, though the punters are under the impression that they are low (which, since the punters are never going to pay their debts, they are).  Although economic values changed in the l980s and Bread and Circuses is consistent with Thatcherite ideals, it came into discredit when it led to a devaluation of the pound (and ‘withdrawal from the European Exchange rate mechanism’) amid embarrassing publicity - this was in l992 after a required hike in interest rates was delayed to avoid John Major losing the General Election.  Bread and Circuses however was not a constant feature of Mrs Thatcher’s reign and, despite being discredited, became a mania during the early twentieth century, Britain, Japan, the United States and the European Community - all of which had some ancient banker to reduce the interest rates - competing with each other to ruin their own economies. Japan was generally considered to have won, or to have reached the winning post first.  They started it.  It was only after the Japanese economy had been declared collapsed that George W Bush and Tony Bliar me-tooed in a big way.

In ancient times central banks (such as the Bank of England) were part of government though usually regarded as independent and governed by classless penpushers who organised affair’s according to what they saw as the interest or economics of banks.  Some people deposited money in banks and other people, or the same people, borrowed money.  The bankers saw themselves as responding to laws of  supply and demand.  Interest rates hovered around a steady five per cent.  If savings greatly exceeded lending, then equality was restored by lowering interest rates, which discourages saving and encourages lending.  It was compulsory for the lending banks ( or ‘clearing houses’) themselves to deposit money with the central banks and they determined the ‘bank rate’, since called the minimum lending rate, the interest paid by the central bank itself.  The peripheral banks would then make adjustments accordingly, up or down, of the interst rates they themselves charged and paid.  The central bank would however in determining its interest rate respond to the suppy and demand criteria of the peripheral banks rather than political pressures.  There was no need for this.  The banks had vast reserves, including money deposited by Isaac Newton in the eighteenth century from which he had made no withdrawal for many years and was not expected to.  The money lent out in any case would come straight back into the banks and the transaction might take place only on paper - and there was nothing to stop banks inventing money.  But bankers, being degenerate unclassifieds, put a praemium on long term stability and survival.

It is true that central lending rates were also manipulated as part of government economic policy.  Stability of exchange rates or of the value of currency was taken to be an objective and although inflation became inevitable some effort was made to curtail it.  If interest rates went up that increased the value of money and reduced inflation and if interest rates went down the value of currency went down and there was an increase in prices.  This can be described also as regulation of the money supply.  If  interest rates are reduced, there is more borrowing and more money in circulation (and therefore also increase in prices or inflation).  There were and are published statistics which supposedly are a measure of the money supply (which bankers try to keep stable) but these seem to be more a measure of the amount of money in circulation rather than of the momentum with which it is circulating and might be misleading.  Interest rates might also be cut to encourage supposedly ‘investment’.  Conventional economic theory suggests that there can be no investment, growth or construction for the future without borrowing.  Laws of supply and demand suggest that in an ideal market ecomony there is zero profit or there cannot be any overall profit, every profit being everyone else’s loss - and it is profit, what is not otherwise needed, that is invested.  This conclusion however relies too much on a monetary model of the economy without taking the nature of actual transactions simultaneously into account and overlooks that the value of money is continuously variable.  It is quite possible for there to be investment without borrowing though this would also imply a simultaneous or consequential increase in the value of money - that spent on investment not being available to drive up the price on items that are not ‘investment’.  The increase in money supply is far more likely to encourage waste than productive investment.  Interest rates may be raised to counter ‘overheating’ or an extravagant spending spree (which will be accompanied by much debt).  Interest rates might also be lowered to encourage some social policy or to raise levels of  employment.  However by Bread and Circuses standards the variations in interest rates and interference with the instincts of the degenerate bankers were slight - except as what were intended to be temporary measures to counter crisis which were also consistent with the principles of stability which were then espoused by bankers.  The effectiveness of these measures, at least in the long-term, other than as tricks with which to outwit speculators and rival national bankers, is also very limited.  Government policy did not materially differ from the judgements bankers made in their own world according to their own principles and by modern standards government interference slight.  Bankers were more likely to be accused of obstructing policy of governments rather than to be seen irresponsibly cooperating with electioneering policies guaranteed 

Thatcherism,or at any rate what was purported to be Thatcherism but actually was a world wide movement by the Yuppie Industry, however rendered central banks ‘independent’ - that is to say, they were governed by government nominees who shared government ideology and economic theory and who abided by government edict and policy.  Newspapers, pressure groups and politicians told bank governers what they had to do.  The administrations of Ma Thatcher and Toney Bliar consited of ignorant lawyers.  The most intelligent in the British Isles had become scientists and been thrown upon the rubbish hesap and the stupid, to whom the money was allocated, became lawyers and others without a capacity to perceive reality and to recognise the inevitabilities of logic.  They thought that science consisted of infallible certain knowledge such as imparted by teachers at Public Schools and confused scientists with Experts, the paid spin-doctors of  vested interests and social classes and were guided by the propaganda of the Experts by whom they were surrounded, whose authority and reliability was proved, according to Thatcherite principles, by their incomes.  They were misled and there was an inadvertent abandonment of previous principles.  Or perhaps they were not as stupid as they pretended and the abandonment was deliberate.

The aristocracy of old wanted their money, hidden under their beds,  not to lose its value when they were too old and infirm to go out raping and pillaging.  If the Lord did without a wild boar and a wench when he was thirty years old with the intention of having the necessary means available to obtain them when he was eighty years old he would have felt cheated if his coins turned out fifty years later to be devalued.  It is true it would not have done him a great deal of good to feel cheated, but the lords and, indeed, the serfs on their estates, felt a great deal happier supposing thast their coins retained their value - and their confidently saving coins under the bed facilitated rather than depressed the wild boar industries.  According to conventional Thatcherite economics, the lords would have been withdrawing capital from the market by putting it under the bed and depressing the industries but really this did no more than keep down prices and ensured that old men got wild boars and wenches as well as young ones.  They knew that so much could be spent now and that so much had to be saved until later.  It is true that the oid men had to do rather more than save money under the bed to ensure that their offspring would not eventually snaffle the wenches and wild boar in their entirety - but nevertheless there was a principle that money should not lose its value.

So it seemed desirable that money should have some intrinsic value that did not depend on its use as money.  The pound sterling consisted originally of one pound of ‘sterling’ silver.  The abbreviation ‘l’,  nowadays rendered ‘£’ is short for ‘librum’ or pound in weight (and remains ‘l’ in Italy).  Henry Vlll had lots of silver plates and when he gave them away to pay for unprofitable wars had to grab more of them off monasteries.  It might seem to the reader that if  coin represents boarsand wenches in addition to its own content of silver it must be worth more than its content of silver is worth just as silver.  If  Henry Vlll claimed that his coin consisted of a certain weight ot silver, it was widely expected tocontain less and condemned as ‘debasing the currency’ and to render the coin worth less than its face value.  Coins containing silver were minted in Britain up to 1948 and they were considered to be worth more, not less, as silver than they were as money.  Hence the law to which reference has been made against ‘defacing the coin of the realm’.  British paper one pound notes still bore an inscriptioned signed by the Chief Cashier of the Bank Of England promising the bearer the sum of one pound sterling (that is, silver) on demand.  Ths author does not know what was the procedure for demanding this silver nor whether anyone ever demanded it.  Is so, however, the silver was worth considerably more than the pound note!  However, by the l940s the government and bank had decided that the pound note represented a quantity in gold - and there did exist gold sovereigns (pound coins) worth more as gold than as money.  Theorists have suggested that gold and silver have little use beyond being money or money-equivalent butthat the inflation inprice of gold and silver has been due to an increasing number of countries over the centuries trading in metallic currency or with countries that use and demand it and of being obliged to keep reserves of such foreign gold and silver currency.  This does not sound like a very convincing excuse and it may more be that it is in the nature of monetary economy that money always devalues.  However,this belief  that money should have an intrinsic and stable value determined by its contents or metals, represented by the coins and  possessed  by those who issued the coins, was held very strongly and all felt that the vrious stages whereby this principle collapsed were great catastrophes.  The stability of the world economy and the dignity of the British Empire was seen as depending on the stability of the pound sterling (as it was still called) and its maintainance of a real rather than symbolic worth as a quantity of gold.

The major sources of gold produiction were within the British Commonwealth (in Australia and South Africa).  Gold was bought and sold in London by those licenced to do so and te British government fixed the price of gold - with the aim of maintaining the value and stability of the pound sterling (as it was still known).  There resulted thus an official and an unoffical market with different prices.  Whether it was through necessity or the greed of governments attempts to fix theprice of gold were during the Thatcher era abandoned.  People were told this was progress and they did not doubt.  The Bliar government went one stage further in selling off a large proportion of Britain’s gold reserves when theprice was low (which it would have been when it was being sold en masse also by other governments) and when the government was pursiuing policies likely to accelerate the fall in valueof money.   There was considerable reason to suppose this was bad business as well as abandonment of cherished principles, but there was nota murmur of dissent or criticism. least of all from the government poodles appointed to the Bank of England’s governing committees (There was one committee appointed to sell gold and another to lower interest rates).


The old principles emphasised the need or alleged need for currency to remain stable and for the pound not to be devalued. Inflation was seen to be an evil and interest paid on  savings was supposed to at least counter the effect of inflation.  It supposed to be unwise for people to spend beyond their means and wise to save to ensure survival during the latter or leaner years.  The government was seen as having a responsibility to maintain the value of savings or pension funds.  Those who saved were considered more prudent that those who squandered andit would have been considered unjustifiable theft to take away from those who saved or who were obliged to save to pay a praemium to those who bought or squandered.  The new Bread and Circus Policy contradicted all these old shibboleths.  But it did so apparantly through succesfully promoting deceits and propaganda or, at every stage, new excuses, and with, apparantly, an ignorance of the consequences.

The Bread and Circuses policy of Margaret Thatcher was one of ‘low’ minimum lending rates.  The rates however then still bore some resemblance to tradition.  In the era of  Tony Bliar and George Bush the interference of politics and what was effectively gangsterism of organised robbery of the prudent by the spendthrift reached the point of absurdity.   There was a competition between three old men presiding over central banks in the USA, Britain and the European Union.  There had previously been a bread and circus policy in Japan, with minimal or negative minimum lending rate,which had proved a debacle, but nevertheless the Bush administration contrived in July 2003 to lower its lending rate to 1%, which not even George Bush could have claimed to have been below the rate of inflation.  Although the bank rate is described as a ‘minimum lending rate’ it does not follow that punters who saved their cash were paid even that amount by banks or building societies.  If the minimum lending rate was 3% in the UK (an absurdly low rate that might be encountered in the Bliar era) then savers might be paid 0.001% or nothing at all.  At the same time, the rate of interest charged punters, members of the public, who borrowed money, were likely to be considerably higher than the bank rate.  If the minimum lending rate was 3%, the punter might be paying fifteen or twenty percent, or perhaps thirty per cent or even considerably more.  The punters neither knew nor understood what they were paying.  Thatcherism brought with it the legitimacy of trickig and swindling people.

Low interest rates classically encouraged borrowing - but they did so because the borrowing punters were actually paying low interest rates.  But during the Thatcher and Bliar Bread and Circuses orgies, there was continuous propaganda ‘Low interest rates!  Low interest rates! Lower them even more, Silly Old Man Bank Manager, or you will regret it!’, but the punters were in fact not paying low interest rates.  There no longer existed the former system of regulation by supply and demand.  The punters were encouraged to borrow unlimited amounts of money.  Everybody in the country received every day by post offers of  several more credit cards.  The dead, dogs, people in prison, Barbie dolls... all received offers of credits cards .. and they obtained them and used them.  Shoppers in clothes shops were eagerly laden with goods and all was on credit.  When it turned out they could not pay the money owed, the shop (or credit company acting on their behalf) would just offer to lend more money.  It was more, more, more!  There was no limit to what was lent punters who did not have the remotest chance of repaying.  Similarly with the credit cards.  If the punter could not pay the interest on the loans he was just given bigger and better loans.

If a Blairite punter borrowed money off a bank he was not going to pay it back.  However, the chances are that nevertheless the money would circulate a bit and then end up back in the bank - or the borrowing may just have been a paper transaction within banks.  The author does not know whether or not banks can safely go on forever recording profits when they are lending out larger and larger amounts that are nevr going to be repaid.  But that was the policy.  If  the punter was lent money at 15% interest, then that interest was dutifully recorded as the bank’s profit.  If the interest was not actually paid by the punter, the bank lent more  money to enable the punter pay the interest and the interest on the extra money was recorded as profit as well!  The published balance sheets of Banks or Bank-Building Societies certainly suggested that bank assets considered entirely of astonomical quantities of supposed money lent out, which was classed as assets and from whence banks gleaned their current cash was a mystery!

The Blairite Bread and Circuses policy was accompanied by a great tribe of  pundits who subsisted by taking off the punter’s their money and telling them that they were investing it in some product which was expected to go up in price or which had previously gone up in price.  Typically the pundit would buy stocks ad shares on the punter’s behalf.  Propagandists would encourage punters to buy bonds which were already expensive, which had supposedly already grown massively in price, misrepresented as value.  The pundits would also in concert buy the most expensive shares.  There was a formula by which they abiding and which even became law whereby if  a price was excessive because the foolish were buying it was compulsory to buy more (if the price went down, it was compulsory to sell).  Details of the various absurd and obvious mistakes (or frauds) which the pundits were perpetrating and which the punters and propagandists apparently did not suspect were contained in a series of press circulars issued supposedly by The Accused’s financial advisor Ms Gloria Goldenlay - and they should be consulted for the details.  But a catalogue of  ‘financial products’ were sold which involved the pundit buying shares en masse, which drove up the price, and his claiming that this put up the price and therefore the ‘value’ of the holding and that he had made a ‘profit’ on behalf of the punter.  The pensions, annuities, life insurance, split capital bonds, with-profit bonds.... Everything that was sold or forced onto the punters succumbed inevitably for the same reasons: increase in price is due to people buying and not increase in value - and the price goes down again when sold.  It may be possible for one or two people to make a profit from the various games of the financial pundits but it is not possible for everyone to do so  and where there is a great army of greedy paracities charging fees to mismanage the punters’ assets and a great army of company directors and their advisors filling their pockets, the punter is bound to be rooked.  Despite every financial product e

eventually proving to be a loss to the punter for exactly the same reasons and it having been obvious when the product was sold what would happen (though not one propagandist said so) every debacle was greeted as a new surprise and the general formula linking them all was never recognised.

Punters were persuaded or compelled by government regulators to buy ‘financial products’ which depended on ‘FT100’ tracking.  The ‘Financial Times l00 share index’ is based on the prices of shares in the hundred largest companies quoted on the London Stock Exchange, valued in terms of current share price, each component weighted by the size of the company.  FT100 trackers keep their sharesholdings so as to reflect the current content (with weighting) of the FT100 index.  It is very unlikely that anyone will make a profit for nothing (as was advertised) and punters neither understood the market forces affecting stock prices nor the manner in which the index was calculated.  Shares pass into the index and out of it as prices go up and down and numerous firms formerly in the FT100 index even in the less confused past had beeen liquidated.  The stability of the index does not reflect a stability in price of the component stock.    Punters in the long run are far more likely to lose than to gain.  FT100 tracking provides a mechanism for curtailing losses.  The shares are sold when they pass out of the index, hopefully before they collapse altogether though the routine is the least appropropriate for ‘speculative’ purposes - and the constant changes cost money.  The index depended predominently on the price of overvalued shares in a few large companies and FT100 increased their weighting.  Vodaphone shares, a mainstay, were trading at at least three times their reasonable valuation and there was also to be a collapse in the price of another mainstay, British Telecom, and a third, Railtrack, one greatly praised as a star performer, was to be liquidated (though through government intervention rathr than failure of the business).  FT100 provided a ‘consensus’, a custom invariably practiced by pundits which, since they were all doing it, could not be regarded as malpractice or mistake.  If it had not been practiced on such a grant scale it would have been an excellent ‘defensive’ policy, a minimisation of losses, but it was not a way of makig profits.  The FT100 index indeed did go up for much of the Thatcher and Bliar period but the pundits panicked when it fell.  They panicked because they were ordered by regulators to panic and because they paid themselves enormous bonuses out of the imaginary profits.  It would have been wisest, once having decided on the policy, to hang on and wait.  Reduction of interest rates incrases the price of  fixed interest debentures (loan stock) and the pundits responded with the absurdity of selling equity and buying loan stock, declaring that because its price was rising, it was worth more.  Although everyone lost out, even those with greater sense, pundits did also show some extraordinary bad judgement.  The losses on the various financial products were less than might have been expected.  It is true that once the schemes had mopped up any redundant money that might be floating around, saving or investment into shares became much more an activity again of the degenerate or not working class or of the person compelled to save, but those who lost out were compensated (to a degree) so that instead of there being a survival of the fittest in the sense of penalisation of the most gullible, the losses were thus transferred to the classless.

The Bread and Circuses Policy was theft from those who saved or who were obliged to save to give to those who squandered.  The reader has been warned that what might be expected to happen in a model of the economy based on the behaviour of money (and perhaps various supposed economic parameters or statistics which the gamesmaster feeds into the model), even a realistic model and one in which the parameters are rationally defined and calculated (as opposed to a model designed by pundits, economists or experts) does not necessarily  correspond to what happens in the real world.  It may even be that there is a hidden anti-lunacy mechanism which protects the world from the Expert.  However, in the crude terms with which we regard the world of money, we suppose that if somebody gets something for nothing, then somebody else has to pay for it.  The pundits believe in the reality of money and therefore in the world as they understand it this is true and they are in no position to justify themselves by discovering suddenly that money is symbolic and has no value - that if the factory produces the goodies there is no unstoppable rule that prevents the pundits from using them up without paying for them.  That somebody has to pay is in fact what happens.  He existing classless may have to pay, people in other countries may have to pay, existing unemployed or old age pensioners may have to pay, the spendthrift WC may himself already be paying - but most especially, the punter will pay through loss of value of his future pension.

The Bread and Circuses policy will also inevitably promote inflation or increases in prices.  How the pundits could believe or pretend to believe it could lead to anything else is hard to fathom.  Nevertheless, in the Bliar era, in the days of  Bread and Circuses Lunacy, central banks’ management committees were presented by government with ‘inflation targets’ - rates of inflation that were unbelievably low - and supposedly these targets were attained or, at any rate, what was supposedly attained in the view of the sceptic was hardly any more credible.  In fact, the committees were presented not only with an inflation target but a catalogue of  what were claimed to be the current values of various economic statistics or parameters and told at what figure the computer had decided they must fix interest rates to maintain the target!  But active intervention has never yet managed to control inflation.  It may delay it but in the long term or when events are viewed over years rather periods of five minutes the inflation remains.  The author asserts that in the case of the Bread and Circuses Policy the claim that inflation was being kept under control could not have been true and was not true.  The pundits believed however that increasing prices were desirable in two areas, price of houses ands stock market prices.  In both cases there was a pretence that increase in price reflected increase in value and that it was possible to cash in on the ‘profits’ created by the increase in prices.

There grew up in the l980s propaganda that increase in house prices is the first sign of ‘economic recovery’.  There are times when the Industrial Machine curtails its production, there is unemployment, people may find themselves reduced to poverty and they do not have the income to make purchases to ‘stimulate’ production and the economy and restore employment, incomes and, supposedly, standard of living.  The Great Machine may not necessarily produce anything useful, but nevertheless that is how it works.  When ‘The Economy’ is active and there is income and expenditure flowing around, prices go up.  The story that the price of  houses is the first to go up is open to doubt and may just be a fiction or a matter of how the figures are compiled.  But it does not follow, however, that, as was claimed, that artificially increasing house prices (or any prices) reverses a ‘recession’.

The minimum price of  a house (the same house) rose within the first four years of  Thatcherism from £2000 tio £40,000.  The price of  houses depends on, or came to depend on, the amount that was paid out in mortages, which in itself also had some relation to income and interest rates, particularly so ab initio, before the whole mechanism went out of hand.  This provision of mortgages and the lowering of interest rates which, supposedly faciliated bigger and better mortgages, was advertised as a great boon - though all it did was put up the price of houses.  The reader has learnt that government in 1973-4 acquired a clandestine interest in the private housing market.  The mortage had formerly been a Military Officer Class and classless defence.  Punters saved money in building societies and then were given loans to buy houses - and regularly so at relatively low interest rates.  This meant that their housing was cheaper than the rented accommodation of  WC (who did not bother about mortgages).  There were tracts of inner city housing whose price was kept down either because mortgages were not available or because if anyone bought them they paid cash.  They were homes for the degenerates, what was left over after the social classes had had their pick.  Government policy now closed the market in such houses or artificially drove the prices to levels that classless could not afford.  The government presented Housing Associations with billions of pounds with the openly declared purpose of increasing the price of  houses.  The mortgage was extended to WC who were encouraged to abandon renting and instead to take out mortgages that saddled them with much larger payments in interest, reduced their security and increased their responsibilities.  The Tory and Blairite policy of encouraging immigration also drove up prices.  The flooding of the housing market by the working class wage - a monetary momentum far greater than that of all other classes and non-classes combined, plus pro rata award of mortgage, drove house prices out of classless reach.  The mortgage rates were said to be ‘low’ and clamours for ever lower interest rates were combined with affirmations of the boon of  ever increasing mortgages and house prices.  It is not certain however that rates were lower than in the pre-Thatcher era.  Rates of around 7% were initially advertised - which was higher than the former ‘middle class mortgages’ but nevertheless at the current level of inflation, giving away money.  However,, on closer inspection it would turn out that these rates were an advertising gimmick, applicable only for the first year, after which there was a sharp increase - and there were penalty charges if the punters repaid early (which means that the notion that there was a lower rate during the first year was deception).  There was eventually a ‘collapse’ in the price of houses and  punters found themselves with ‘negative equity’, with houses now worth less rather than more than they had paid for them (with a large amount still due in mortgage payment remaining). Despite that all was forgotten and the Bread and Circuses in the Bliar era, egged on by pundits and journalists resumed.  If  interest rates went (supposedly) down and house prices and consumer spending went up that was good news.  If  not, that was bad news.  Mortgage rates as low as 3% were quoted, with predictions that they would be even lower.  The author does not have information as to what they really were.  Banks and building societies were competing with one another for ‘share’ in the ‘mortgage market’ and selling bonds (not to the general public) on which they were paying interest of 8% or more, more than they were allegedly charging for mortgages.  So they were not only collaring the mortgage market by giving away money they were unlikely to get back but were in their own accountancy giving away the mortgages at a loss - though this was to some degree countered by their paying little or no interest to savers (though some former building societies behaved in a manner that suggested they did not want any savers).

The price of shares routinely goes up when interest rates go down and down when interest rates go up - because the dividends and earnings per share (not all is paid in dividends), in the absence of Lunatic Directors, remains the same.  It is true that it was a mystery who, if anyone, was paying these low interest rates (apart from the interest being paid to savers, which, despite being below inflation, was taxed!).  Even the Bank of  England itself charged rates higher than its ‘minimum lending rate’ but the rule did apparently persist during much of the Thatcher period.  Nevertheless, during that period companies were sustaining unrecorded losses because of failure to take the high rate of inflation into account.  Goods would be produced for £1 and be sold for £2, with a £1 profit recorded, even though the same goods now cost £2 to produce.  Company balance sheets and profit and loss accounts can also be somewhat mysterious, amongst other reasons, because they take account of payments not yet paid and receipts not yet received.  A company’s profit is apt to be a small amount compared with the sums involved in the administration of the business as a whole - so small that they are within the limits of error - whereas losses when they come or are discovered are enormous.  In the early years of  Thatcherism laws were passed authorising directors to pay themselves all manner of bonuses and perks which then might not even be revealed to the shareholders and might themselves be sufficient to cause persistent losses.  Eventually many companies turned out to have debts that could not possibly be repaid at their current levels of income.  There were two salvations for the companies which also, while being a set back for punters, did not wipe them out and gave them some chance of  long term recovery - or betterment.  One salvation was the gradual devaluation of currency which under the new floating exchange rate conventions was possible and the other was the companies’ facility to ask shareholders for more money.  The punters may have bought their shares for £1 and imagined that they were still worth £1 (or they may perhaps years in the past have bought them for 1p, which the name for what was now £1).  The company (that is, the shareholders or those voting on their behalf) would then reduce the nominal value of its shares and admit that they were now only worth 2p a piece and would give the shareholders the opportunity of  buying for each share they already held, ten shares at 1.8p apiece while large institutional investors would buy many more shares at 2p apiece.  The shareholders might lose their l.8p, but in some cases the price, in the inflation that followed, rose to previous levels.

Bread and Circuses however resumed and, in the Bliar era, companies had the opportunity to pay off their ever-increasing debts by printing more shares and selling them off to existing shareholders and perhaps also others at the greatly inflated prices then prevailing.  The price of the shares might then fall, but the punters would have been far better off in the long run than they were as a result of what actually happened - the borrowing of more money.   Amongst the reasons for this debacle was the propaganda asserted that it was bad business not to have debts and spending of money was conceived to be ‘investment’, not waste.  Government regulations and taxation also encouraged debt.  Company directors were forever claiming that it was cheaper to raise money by loans, which depended on share price, than it was to sell shares.  The dividend payments on shares (at current prices) were at a much lower rate than the interest paid on the loans and, if the directors were right, this could only be because their agents were charging excessive prices for share issues.  A further reason was that directors’ so-called long term incentive schemes depended on increase in share prices (over three year periods) - which led to gerrymandering of accounts and a reluctance to sell shares.  The Thatcher administration had legalised the purchase by companies of  their own shares.  This was done on a grand scale.  It seemed to be merely artificial maintainance of share price but pundits insisted it was ‘returning capital to shareholders’.  The reader may recognise that this is just another ploy to make something out of nothing and cannot possibly succeed and that the money should insted have been used to repay debts.  However this ploy, at least in the short term, did result in increased earnings per share in some cases, even when company profits were going down.  However, the real reason for these share prices was not that the company was reducing the number of shares to increase the price and earnings per share but to accumulate shares to be given or sold to directors via their numerous bonus and incentive schemes.  When the price of shares went down companies now recorded the reduction in supposed market value of their own shares which they were holding as ‘losses’.

The major reason for companies constantly acting against the shareholders’ interest was however that the pundits were holding the shares on their behalf and voting on their behalf.  The ‘yield’ (dividend divided per price) of  a FT tracker stock - paid on the shares, before the pundits had taken their massive cuts, bonuses and fees (plus Value Added Tax).  The pundits needed money to keep the punters happy with what was supposedly income from the stock they held.  So the pundits forced FT100 companies into what The Accused calls the ‘voluntary windfall tax’, what was known as a ‘capital payment’, a ‘return’ of  suppose capital from the company which was claimed to exist because of the high share price - for which money had to be borrowed!  Eventually, Bliar and Bush, or the old men who presided over their central banks, were claiming that the objective of  their desparate interest rate cuts - or one of the objectives- was to increase share prices but the prices did not respond.  Company debts were no so high that it was more that the prices were low because the shares were not worth any more, not because of  the market fluctuations that occur irrespective of value.  Debts were so great that nobody had any confidence that shares were worth buying at any price.  The punter’s fear is that a company will go into liquidation, with no payment at all to the punter.  He can live with a loss if the shares remain and they can creep back up again in price.  Inflation is always great enough for share purchase to be preferable to cash saving (or at least some share purchase) - and inflation and loss is an inevitability of  life.

The pundits to some degree flummoxed themselves, or, at any rate, the punter with what came to be called the dot com bubble.  It was expected that in the long term at any rate there would be a great increase in the use of the internet and of mobile phones and everyone wanted to get into the act before it was too late.  There was a great scamble in particular for the ‘dot com shares’.  These were shares in companies which traded on the internet or claimed they would trade on the internet.  In general such companies would be selling something on the internet (or claiming they would do).  Mail order was becoming increasingly unpopular and expensive and, other for those who lived in remote locations, relatively unpractical and inconvenient.  There was no reason to suppose that the internet would make mail order any more succesful.  The ‘entrepreneur’ who set up a dot com company might issue himself a million and ten shares.  He might then sell ten of the shares at five pounds a piece and then the remaining million shares would be valued as worth five pounds apiece and the scoundrel was dubbed an ‘internet millionaire’.  If he had forsight and was lucky he might sell all his shares and really become a millionaire (for a while).  It is now claimed that the ‘dot com bubble’ was fuelled (as the silenced cynics had always suspected) by a few large financial companies collecting commissions from the sale of  worthless shares or a few individuals working within these companies.  The journalists who condemn the bubble forget that newspapers were full of propaganda advertising these worthless products (as they were in succession for all the worthless products).  The price of shares glorified during the ‘bubble’ was recorded by economists as ‘growth’ in the economy and everyone patted themselves on the back.  The collapse of the bubble was therefore ‘recession’ and a cause of unnecessary panic and a justification for Bread and Circuses.

The interests of pundits led to a great deal of unnecessary panic and unnecessary worsening of the situations created.  The consequences of  the great investment in mobile phones and in dot com shares were predictable and it should have been the plan all along to live with the losses and not to jump from the rooftops.  The emphasis on shareprices and the criteria by which directors were paid bonuses overestimated the catastrophes of reduced profits.  If a company makes a profit, however low, it is surviving and in a perfect free market it is expected to make a profit of zero.  If punters have shares in their telephone company or supermarket they are paying much more money in bills to the telephone company or supermarket than they are receiving in dividends and it is not a horror story for them if the profits go down as a result of competition - but it is a horror story when directors waste resources on unnecessary and futile schemes intended to restore the profits.

The pundits claim that Bread and Circuses had been effective in controlling inflation.  This deserves scepticism and even should there be some justification in the claim the punter must fear an eventual comeuppace.  Inflation is measured via various versions of the cost of living index - the cost of the average person’s expenditure.  This surely is likely to be equal to whatever he earns (including the income provided by loans).  It represents some supposedly typical person and also is periodically adjusted to include what people actually buy rather than the items that they bought in the past - so that there is an inherent tendency for the actual (or supposed) expenditure to be taken as the baseline and for the index to remain constant.  Much that was formerly cheap and which people can no longer afford (such as food) has been taken out.  For the unemployed rent and cigarettes are the main expenditures (though they may receive government benefits).  Those with jobs do not smoke cigarettes (which is a feature of poverty and anxiety) but they have the additional expense for the car.  Rent or the cost of housing constitutes at least half of the weekly expenditure.  If house prices are rising in exponential proportions it is hard to envisate their not being an increase in cost of living.   Increase is house prices is accompanied by not only increased rents (and mortgage payments) but increased taxes and costs of maintainance (and inceased overheads for businesses).  There is some ambiguity as to how house prices and interest rates are included in versions of the cost of living index.  If mortgage interest rates go down and, in consequence the price of houses goes up, this is recorded in some versions as a reduction rather than increase in expenditure.  Currently the government is rumoured as intending to fiddle the books and to justify further interest rate cuts by taking on a measure of cost of living used in Europe which takes more account of the price of houses but to do so without retrospective adjustment of  existing British figures, thereby recording an imaginary drop in cost of living.

In the l970s and l980s the prices quoted in the cost of living index were more those encountered by civil servants compiling the index shopping at Harrods in London.  Indeed, they did go round Harrods to compile their figures.  There was a great variation in the price of the same goods according to the incomes of the people to whom they were sold and although the poor were poor they were paying prices which might be a tenth or less than those quoted in the index.  Thatcherism closed down the subsidiary markets with lower prices and it was poorer people, or those with lower incomes, the Not Working Class, who were most aware of inflation.  In the Bliarite era, irrespective of whether in theory they could be managing on less, people in fact find themselves spending at a far greater rate than before.  Everybody ends up paying for the cost of the drugs and for the mobile phones, whether or not they are drug addicts and whether or not they own a mobile phone.  Everyone has to pay for the vast increases in council tax - and, indeed,, the Bliarite government presides over a great plethora of taxes and local and central government greeds.  In so much as they depend on savings or capital, people are making great losses and are earning significantly lower incomes - and there are forever increasing personal debts.

The author doubts that the pundits are really trying to combat inflation.  Rather they are conducting a marketing excercise to dupe the population.  Maintainance of  the value of money is important to those who do not earn a living through their work, or do not yet do so or do so no more.  People have little vision of what will happen tomorrow.  They are even being persuaded to ‘unlock’ their pensions in advance.  The government and punters seem to be guided more by an ideology in  which only the current worker is reckoned to be useful whereas the rest are useless and disposable.  There has been some pretence that the value of currency is still being maintained, but with floating exchange rates it is possible for devaluation to be gradual - or even invisible, since the value of currency everywhere is going down, with relative values maintained.  British businessmen, or some of them, are forever whining that the pound is too ‘strong’ and as it is successively devalued they moan that it is ‘too strong’ at the new rate.  The European Common Market has on several occasions been the pretext for devaluation of the pound and the present government apparently hopes to solve its problems and to diminish debts (at the expense of those without debts) by joining the Euro-zone with a concomitant devaluation.  The claim that the pound is ‘too strong’ is another way of saying that British workers and company directors are supposedly paid too much, but there is little substance in the claim that devaluation increases exports and increases wealth.  In practice the prices are just put up.  The Bread and Circus Policy is believed by some to stimulate the economy in the sense of stimulating local production and increasing exports.  In practice however it is much more likely to increase imports and debt to other countries.  Although politicians no longer seek to maintain the value of currency (and therefore also are in favour of  inflation) they perhaps still do not wish to be dramatically caught out.  John Major fought a general election at a time when it was obvious that unless interest rates were raised there would be a sharp devaluation of the pound.  To avoid losing the election, interest rates were not raised (or they were not raised soon enough to trap speculators) and this was attributed to orders by Chancellor Kohl of  Germany to buy pounds.  He said that this was not politically motivated but part of a custom or agreement between EC members to maintain the levels of each other’s currency.  The eventual outcome, however, was a sudden devaluation and ‘withdrawal from the European exchange mechanism’ which pundits now say was a considerable embarrassment and last straw for the Tories (or would have been if Tony Bliar had not become leader of the Labour Party).  However they do not say very loudly that this happened so suddenly because the government forgot to raise interest rates as a precaution.

Bread and Circuses can also be expected to lower the pensions people eventually receive, assuming they live long enough and they receive pensions.  Everything points in that direction.  Company pension funds are government regulated.  The government in the l980s legislated to the effect that these funds were company assets and it became legitimate for company directors to remove them - which they were to do on  a grand scale, though there is little evidence that Robert Maxwell ever did so.  During the recent ‘bear market’ the government also instructed companies to value their funds in terms of  ‘market value’ in addition to income and to make unrealistic projections of increasing market value on the basis of anticipated stock market price increases.  Any such sustained increases would be a reflection of inflation rathr than value.  The overvaluation of shares resulted in failure of companies to make payments to the funds (which was in accordance with government instructions).  The introduction of more realistic accountancy practices made company directors whine that by a stroke of the pen company profits had been converted into large losses - and this was an excuse for abandonment of pension schemes, in particular inflation-related pension schemes in which pay-out more reflected final rather than average or initial annual income.  Bread and circuses per se results in a lower income at the same price, but additionally many of the companies whose shares contribute to pension schemes are heavily in debt, have losses or low profits or are unable to pay dividends or have gone into liquidation.  The government itself is also moaning that it anticipates that it will be unable to pay pensions (despite their skill in extracting taxation) and is suggesting that people continue in employment until they are seventy or seventy five.  It is not easy to find employment in Britain and many would be delighted to be offered work before retiring age let alone up to the age of seventy five.  But they need pensions because such work is not available.  It is difficult to avoid the conclusion that the government knew all along that pensioners would pay for Bread and Circuses but that they saw old people as useless and to be euthanased in NHS hospitals (a practice for which there has been much propaganda).

There is much to engender a suspicion that the government has its own motives in promoting Bread and Circuses.  At the time of this revision (July 2003) there are rumours that the government will be able to raise loans cheaply on account of the supposedly low interest rates it has promoted.  It has certainly very  much reduced the interest payments on its own National Savings schemes.  An explanation for this in old fashioned economic theory is that it is being done deliberately to discourage savings and to increase the money supply.  The present government also claimed that it was its policy to pay off its debts and not to borrow money.  It has done so, but as far as this policy is concerned, off the books - though currently it is finding itself the victim of its own Bread and Circuses policies.  It could be that the government has been motivated to borrow money cheaply rather than or as well as to discourage savings.  National savings has set the lead in anticipating reductions in interest rates - in some cases reductions which do not take place (that is there are reductions because of imaginary bank rate cuts as well as real ones) - and in these reductions being in proportion to what was previously paid greater than the proportional reduction in bank rate.

The Accused however had had his house confiscated by Nottingham Council and the Alleged Bullying Liar then refused to hand over compensation, even the paltry amount he had supposedly offered (despite being obliged to do so in law) and was faced as the immediate necessity for survival with attempting to replace the house in a highly inflationary market in which government policy had cut off the supply of the cheaper and most suitable houses.  He was therefore motivated towards his own interpretation of  Thatcherism.  Its purpose was to restict the country to working class slaves.  Not merely did these have the characteristics supposedly required by the Great Factory but - as was more important - they had been educated to be compliant and gullible enough to squander their money exactly as was required or ordered.  It would be made impossible for such as The Accused who were born classless and had to find the capital to bridge the gap between classless and WC or to accumulate enough to earn a living ever to do so.  This was done by 

providing the wage earners with extensive loans in addition to their incomes - thereby driving up prices to levels which the classless could not reach.  The purpose of these loans was also to enslave the WC.  They would always be under threat that they were required to repay and would be kept at the grindstone and unable to rebel (though, in practice, they would never be required to repay).

Thatcherism was portrayed as creation of a property owning democracy - people were encouraged, supposedly, to amass capital and become self-sufficient.  The WC traditionally are not permitted to own equity.  They expected to receive their wage, spend it and then return to work in dire need of further wage.  The Accused did not believe that Mrs Thatcher was encouraging the ownership of property.  He believed her aim was to create a society in which nobody owned property (except, perhaps, Dennis Thatcher) and all were dependent on the state or Great Factory.  Much was made of  the ‘right to buy’ offered to council house tenants - at prices that were at a discount to current inflationary levels, but still expensive by recent standards.  The council tenant paid a rent, but he had a tolerant landlord, had security of tenure (which remained in the family) and the landlord provided all necessary maintainance and services for free.  The tenant who ‘bought’ his home would not own it.  It would belong to a building society or bank to whom he paid more in mortgage repayments than he had previously paid in rent.  He was now responsible for his own maintainance and if  he was unemployed did not receive housing benefit and was under considerable risk of eviction.  Mrs Thatcher would moan about the unreasonable teenagers who abandoned their protective middle class home to live on the streets - but Thatcherism introduced the custom of it being necessary for old people to sell their homes to pay for their now customary hospitalisations and old people’s homes and the errant teenagers did not have a secure good middle class home on which to rely!  Increasingly also the cost of houses was so great that surrender of the house to money-lender at point of death was part of the terms of  possession (to say nothing about the death duties).

Property may be collectively owned.  There existed the nationalised industries, the property of all, irrespective of circumstances.  Mrs Thatcher made great play of it being part of her liberal policy to ‘privatise’ these to allow competition and encourage efficiency.  Actually, this was a policy inbuilt into the Treaty of Rome and the world movement towards globalisation and away from authority possessed by national governments.  The punters were offered, if they were earning a wage and could afford it, the opportunity to buy a share in what had been their own property - but only a fraction of their previous share.  The great majority went to the pundits.  The WC were given the opportunity, if they bought these shares, to sell them immediately at a profit (a quantity of money immediately to be squandered) - which, if they bought the shares, they did.  Mrs Thatcher claimed she was creating a ‘share owning’ democracy.   Her reforms did result in WC money being poured into the stockmarket.  But in her era the percentage of  individual shareholders - also in the ‘privatised’ companies - was reduced to lower levels than ever before - consistently less than ten per cent.  There would be in any large company two hundred shareholders controlling over 90% of the shares - the company directors and the pundits who managed other people’s money - and they manipulated events in their own short-term interests.  There was also everywhere reduction in common property through its removal, or the services provided, or denial of access.

Mrs Thatcher claimed to be ‘reducing income tax’ (or at any rate, this was eventually hatched up as an electioneering assertion) and to be ‘reducing public expenditure’ or the waste of  money on the ‘public’ as opposed to ‘private’ sector.  It was supposed that ‘income tax’ meant ‘tax’, even apparently by people who did not pay income tax.  The real ploy however was that supposedly people did not notice ‘indirect taxes’ whereas they might notice income tax.  So they would be told they were paying less income tax and then be rooked, without noticing it, by ‘indirect taxation’.   The policy was criticised by some, though not to much effect, on the grounds that income tax was a ‘just’ tax because those on low income did not pay it whereas indirect taxation was unjust because the poor paid just as much or, in proportion to their income even more.  Mrs Thatcher was not averse to collecting whatever tax she could off everyone and ‘indirect taxation’ need not necessarily penalise the poor.  The Accused in his l968 London Hospital Gazette article ‘From Viet till Armageddon’ argued that taxation was artificially increased through its inefficiency through the same money being taxed repeatedly throughout one cycle of circulation.  He suggested that there be only one tax, what is today called corporation tax, though he envisaged this in the form of the state owning a 40% interest (as far as dividend receipt was concerned) in every large industrial concern.  It is not clear however that there was really low income tax during the Thatcher era and National Insurance Payments, which rose considerably, were not classed as income tax, though that is what they are (and, as Nye Bevan used to say, ‘There aint no fund’.  There is not a separate pension fund financed by the National Insurance contributions into which people ‘pay in’).  Indirect taxation was also likely to become an excuse for creative government greed.   The Tories, since economists tend to be Marxists (which Thatcherites are too, though they deny it), set up their own Institute of  Economic Affairs which thought up potential taxes on everything.  There would be a charge for parking a car in the grounds of a NHS hospital, a fee to come through the door, a fee to use the lift, a fee to talk to the ward sister, a fee for removal of waste, a fee to travel along the road to the hospital... If they had their way ninety per cent of the population would have been tax collectors.  An industry grew up of highly paid advisors who thought up new fees and taxes.  Taxation rose to levels never reached before - though the Bliar administration was even better at extracting taxes.  Also it is a mistake to distinguish between the ‘public sector’ and the ‘private sector’ (in the context of the policy of ‘reducing public expenditure’).  The public pay either way and if services are privatised or curtailed, then the punter gets less for his taxes and has to pay for the rest additionally.

Post-war policies had been aimed at maintaining WC full employment and industries had become means of subsidising workers as much as means whereby they were paid for their services.  Obsolete industries were being preserved.  Mrs Thatcher justified her policies in neodarwinist suvival-of-the-fittest terms and ordained that ‘lame ducks’ should henceforth be denied government assistance and be encouraged to perish - and the workers in obsolete industries were to be discarded (or, possibly, retrained, though there were doubts that that was the intention or that it was practicable).  In so much that there was such a policy it seemed to The Accused a mistake to introduce it suddenly and to dispossess people, families and communities which had formerly enjoyed a security in the occupations to which they were born.  The Accused also did not believe that Mrs Thatcher was promoting a society in which there was evolution and opportunity or reward for ‘enterprise’.  The cake was reserved for WC in existing enterprises.  If there was to be evolution or progress it was to be by the unclassifieds’ route, through building up gradually, initially on very low income - and Mrs Thatcher was destroying the sub-economies in which prices were lower, enterprise depended on community cooperation rather than money and in which there was access to raw materials and facility for people to cater for themselves instead of employing highly waged WC.  Mrs Thatcher claimed to be opposed to government interference and to promote free competition - but actually did exactly the opposite.  At the same time she did not believe in government - or the legitimate functions of government.  Politicians possibly are not expected to know how to run power stations (though The Accused as inclined to think they should) but they are expected to remedy injustice.  It is the government’s responsibility to counter the free for all in which some are victimised or have lesser rights or opportunities.

Thatcherites claimed to promote ‘individualism’ and claimed that in this they were following the lead of the author of the first textbook on economics, Adam Smith.  The works of Adam Smith are even more voluminous, long-winded, boring and crammed with minute details than Karl Marx’s Das Kapital and it is doubtful that anyone knows what Adam Smith thought or wrote, though as far as the author is acquainted with his writings he is not aware that Adam Smith advocated knifing-in-the-back competition rather than cooperatio, though there is probably an argument in favour of every point of view on earth somewhere in his work.  Nobody appeared to doubt that Mrs Thatcher advocated ‘individualism’.  Discussion surrounded only the pros and cons of individualism.  But, surely, The Accused was an individual.  The classless, if unsullied by psychiatry, are individuals.  The notion of the individualist was of a person striving to better himself by earning more money in the WC hierarchy.  But all people in this hierarchy were exactly the same.  The foreman may earn more money than the hindman.  But it is not so as they experience.  Each person is a slave whose behaviour is entirely determined by the regulations who earns exactly enough to maintain his class membership and right to survive - and no more.  The Rolls Royce is just a glorified bicycle and the palace a glorified bed at the Salvation Army Hostel.

It seemed to The Accused that Mrs Thatcher’s ideology consisted of good ideas.  In words, they did not differ greatly from his own.  But she did not understand them and was a relatively unsophisticated lawyer under the influence of Experts and that her policies were in practice the opposite to what was intended.

The Accused did not approve of  Thatcherite neodarwinism - since, after all, he was classless, a loser rather than a winner and he also considered himself as capable of performing the activities permitted to the winners more effectively then they did.  Neodarwinism emphasises the perfection or adaptation for survival of existing forms and the need to preserve stereotype and eliminate variation.   It also sees existence as a competition in which the winner by ruthless methods is the ‘fittest’ who survives and deserves to survive.  This ideology is attributed to Charles Darwin but precedes Darwin and can be more associated with his relatives and his grandfather.  Darwin had to write for a living and to be heard and to do that it is necessary to be a fascist.  The personal journals of  Darwin and Wallace, who promoted the notion of ‘natural selection’ and these are more critical and inclined towards evolutionism.  However it was the German biologist who Auguste Weissman who was regarded as and derided as the evolutionist.  Whereas neodarwinists emphasise the short term survival of some individual, species or community, evolutionists think more in terms of long-term survival and the survival of organisms and environment as a whole rather than somebody’s private war,   This is a viewpoint in which the existing ruler is not the fittest who survives but the unfittest who is on the way out.  Evolution depends on variability and adaptation to new circumstances and arises out of the currently less adapted or specialised rather than from the existing master -race or perfect form.  Weissman distinguished - though it may be a theoretical or artificial distinction - between the germplasm which was ‘eternal’ (that is, did not age) and maintained a variability, and the morphoplasm, the boss, parent or current perfect fully grown organism whose function was merely temporally to preserve the germplasm though it was adapted only to current circumstances and each morphoplasm individual was of  limited duration.

The Accused considered the normorans, or ‘protective system’ to be the equivalent of  morphoplasm and the unclassified to be ‘creative system’ or the equivalent of  morphoplasm.  The long term evolution of society or adaptation to new circumstances depended on the unclassified.  The unclassified person was offered no existing means of survival within a social class and therefore had to discover his own means of survival and to do so not in the artificially created reality of  the encapsulated class or sub-class system but through understanding of actual reality.  The unclassified had to retain capacities with which humans are born - the psychocrimes of  objective perception, intelligence, appreciation of logic and of personal decision - whereas these qualities were drummed out of the normoran and replaced with the habits required in the factory, a narrow specialisation.  Unclassified’s had characters known to psychologists as ‘creative’ ad nomorans had characters known to psychologists as authoritarian, though in fact they also had the unclassified’s ‘creative’ personality in the absence of anxiety and in situations outside the machinery upon which their survival depended.  The ‘creativity’ of  the unclassified did was not the production on some conveyor belt, nine to five, of some definable and sellable object.  The unclassified had to work much harder than the normorans, and all the time, but their activities were more a muddle and whatever they produced or discovered was the product of their collective activity over generations.  Their morality was altruistic rather than a competition - and in The Accused’s view the neodarwinists’ emphasis on competition was misguided, it was an attempt by the normoran to use illegitimate means to earn the right to perform functions of which they were not capable, because money was offered for functions and they wanted money.  People in such a society saw themselves in competition with other similar societies but the end result of this would be not the survival of the winner or fittest but the survival of none of them.  Monetary wealth and power was the reward for being a normoran (or the price or necessity).  These normoran, in the Accused’s view, possessed privileges to which the unclassified were not entitled  and should not consider themselves entitled - since they had other privileges instead.  But the unclassified should be allowed to survive, for which purpose it was necessary to preserve communities that were below WC level in their monetary expenditure - and they should be permitted to perform their own legitimate functions, which meant that these functions should not be workingclassified and glorified with an elevated working class wage. 

The author has inadvertedly ommitted some references to aspects of Thatcherism that were included in the original version of this chapter.  The author apologises that it may not yet be adeuately revised.  One Thatcherite slogan was that previous policy of ‘government interference’ had resulted in unnecessary preservation of ‘lame ducks’ in industry.  The Accused also claims that much of industry had become a means of subsidising WC while the industries themselves were unnecessary and operating at a loss or as a burden to the unclassified.  He also claims that a sudden drastic removal of security from WC communities with a work ethic and with skills that might one day again be needed was cruel and unwise.  Nevertheless he claims also that reforms such as those after World War ll, when many industries and services could no longer survive without government invention  as well as those Mrs Thatcher served to preserve closed shops which would otherwise have been obsolete and have been replaced - and that there was intervention by Thatcherite government which preserved the past and industries and power cliques which would otherwise, in a more truly competitive situation, have perished, to be replaced by endeavours of the unclassified.  The winners are never applauded until after they have won and may have become obsolete despite paying themselves a great deal of money and belonging to influential cabals,  Those whom Neodarwinism sees as the fittest who supposedly survive and must be helped to survive may those who have become obsolete.  The author may also not have fully explained the Thatcherite attack on property in the aspect of property held in common.  The public were once supplied with public baths (in which to wash themselves), public toilets, public cinemas, public park benches, public waiting rooms and left luggage offices.... Excuses were now invented to provide such facilities within people’s own homes but not as common property to those who did not have them within their homes.  It might seem that in the l980s everyone in Britain had a television set, a washing machine, central heating, hot water system, electricity and/or gas, bath and toilet.   Some might point out that the people describing themselves as homeless increasingly to be found begging on streets were extraordinarily well and cleanly dressed and washed.  They seemed in some manner to be provided with all the facilities that were now provided in the home or bought rather than provided to people as collective facilities - and it might be concluded therefore that there was such provision to all.  The Accused did not have all such supposedly essential facilities available in the l980s (particularly not so during winter) and there was no way this could be effectively remedied.
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