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The Tories had effectively propaganised the importance of not raising income tax through the electors

supposing that  ‘income tax’ and ‘tax’ were synonymous.  They would not notice indirect taxation, their advisors had recommended, and this could be raised by any amount that the government chose.  Mrs Thatcher had supposedly created a world record in taxation, but anything Mrs Thatcher could do New Labour could do better.  The greed of the Blair government put the creativity of the Tory’s Institute of  Economic Affairs to shame.  There appeared at first to be good purpose in the ‘windfall tax’.  This was intended to pay for improvements in education without risking election losses through threats of higher income tax.  The privatised nationalised industries were believed to be making excessive profits and to be meting out massive handouts to their directors and even to be paying higher dividends than expected.  Profits were already taxed but it seemed to be in a good cause.  The companies proved to be not nearly so disasterously affected as they squealed they would be - or did not need to be - though the debts which were thus sustained may have contributed to the irresponsible attitude towards debt accumulation that was to ensue.  It turns out however that the amount of windfall tax was determined by the product of number of shares in issue and current market price (market capitalisation).  This appears to reflect an ignorance of the economics or accounting and a blind unthinking dogmatism, an ill-considered left wing vindictiveness which accompanied the Blairite Toryism.  Share price does not reflect the value of the company or its profits or anything else that might justify a tax on the company (other than perhaps its ability to borrow money - since banks took share prices seriously).  Share prices had gone up (since there had been reductions in interest rates, which reduce the value of money).  If  the punters had bought the shares at issue price and now sold them they would have had to pay so-called profits tax (or might have done) and then they could either waste the money or invest it in some other shares whose price would go down when prices went down.  But they were not selling the shares and were dutifully holding them in the public interest despite the fact that prices of shares in the former utilities were for the most part of collapse or vanish altogether!  A futher atrocity was the selling of licence fees for ‘third generation mobile phones’ by auction.  If mobile phones were going to be profitable then the government was going to rake in a great deal of tax.  But to tax the mobile phones in advance?  Wasn’t the government supposedly encouraging investment and expansion of industry rather than kidnapping the required investment?  This was combination of greed and sheer ignorance.   The government was jumping on the bandwaggon of  the irrational explosion in the prices of  worthless internet shares, shares in anything vaguely connected with the internet and computers or with telecommunications.  This imaginary wealth in the form of share prices of worthless companies was recorded gleefully by the U.S.A. government as ‘growth’ - and when the prices in shares in worthless or imaginary companies collapsed the U.S.A. government was worried because growth was no longer so rapid (So they had to have a war).  The government shared the illusion that these as yet non-existent mobile phones were a source of  unlimited profit, the equivalent of several thousand worthless internet companies, and that their greed was fair game.  Other governments copied the brilliant British idea.  There was little reason to suppose that mobile phones were a very profitable scheme.  They had never been considered economically viable in the past, though used on the battle-field and even then orthodox telephones had been cheaper and more effective than radios.  People were finding it imperative use mobile phones now that they had become available, but the prices charged were prohibitive, sustainable only by a debt economy.  A mobile phone bill was perhaps ten times the amount of a  comparative landline bill - and those who phoned up the mobiles from landlines were similarly rooked.  Mobile phones to a considerable extent were used by people who could not possibly pay for them - and because the landliners were phoning mobiles they could not raise the money either.  There was no certainty that these third generation phones were to be the next phase in commercial application of  technology.  Probably not.  These third generation phones were to be toys whereby at great expense the illiterate could send text messages or perhaps they would transmit television pictures or images of  the speaker’s nose, but the essential function of  telephone, as Ms Gloria Goldenlay pointed out in her press circulars, could be more effectively and cheaply effected by other methods.  The telephone companies feared that they might miss out if  they did not purchase the expensive licences.  The Accused at the time of the auctions decided that if he were chairman and dictator of  British Telecom he would not pay for the licences.  He would instead at some later occasion buy one of the companies that had taken the risk.  But the actual chairman had no choice.  It was not that critics would dance up and down  with mockery should be prove to have been the solitary misser-out in the bonanza but the non-executive directors, business consultants, trust fund managers and the rest of  the pundits would have sacked him immediately and he would have been a pariah and victim of mockery and derision irrespective of  the eventual outcome.  Company directors and fund managers were regularly being sued or sacked for not making stupid decisions such as heavy investment in internet stocks which in the very short term might be apparantly plausible.  However once the money had been spent, the companies were committed to pursuing the ‘third generation’ option irrespective of  whethe it was the ideal technology.  The British government indeed in other contexts openly forced industry into adoption of  supposedly futuristic technology about which the government understood nothing beyond rumour and propaganda.  British Telecom spent ten million pounds on these licence fees.  When the share-price valuations of  the subsidiaries or mobile phone companies they had been buying up cascaded, the British, French and German (privatised) telephone companies were faced with very embarrassing debts and were forced into the fire sale of much that they had accumulated.  Some said that the mobile phone licence fees were going to cause an industrial recession.  Some said they did.  The Blairites increased the taxes imposed on oil companies, introduced taxes to exploit the boom in house prices they had engineered and are currently planning even more prohibitive taxes.  They were even unprincipled enough to sell a licence for the manufacture of  ‘cannabis based’ pharmaceutical products.  Another notion, very reminiscent of the Insitute of  Economic affairs, is the suggestion which the government has advertised on several occasions that criminals should be charged ‘on the spot’ fines, that is to say that if they pay Mr Blair one hundred pounds they can be drunk and disorderly, if  they pay two hundred pounds they may mug an old lady and if they pay three hundred pounds they may rape a traffic warden!  It hath verily been said by historians that there was nothing the Blair government was not prepared to do for money!   At local level too despite the neverending increases in council tax, there were always ways of  getting more - such as charging council-tax payers to park their cars on the pavement in front of their own houses!

Press circulars were produced in profusion by the Joan of Arc Office’s economic advisor, Ms Gloria Goldenlay.  A series of these appeared under the title Pepsabent.  A ‘PEP’ is a Private Equity Plan, later to be renamed ISA (Individual Savings Account).  The title ‘Pepsabent’ is explained by the rhyme, adapted from the adverts of Pepsadent toothpaste:-

“You won’t know where your money went

If you didn’t know that Pespsabent”

A punter was permitted to invest up to £6000 a year into a tax free PEP.  The reason why the Peps (offered as package by pundits) were bent was that copious investment of other people’s money by institutions had driven share prices to a level where the average dividend income from FT100 shares was two per cent.  The income from the most popular and most bought shares such as Vodaphone, Railtrack or Glaxo-Wellcome might be considerably less or zero.  The tax rebate was twenty per cent of  this dividend income.  Gloria Goldenlay claimed that not merely did the various fees paid by the pundit to the punters exceed the tax-rebate but the value added tax on these fees exceeded the tax rebate!

Ms Goldenlay however under the heading Pepsabent pilloried also a series of  other frauds which were based on the notion that increase in share prices reflects increase in value or that a past history of increase in the financial times (FT100) index justified current purchase of  bonds invested into shares at current prices or linked to the FT100 index.  The mistakes have all been made before though they have born a different name, with the obviously unviable furiously advertised by pundits, journalists and financial advisors only then suddenly to be labelled by the same people as a fraud.  Those who rely on fund managers to buy their shares rather than their buying themselves and knowing what they are form a very unrealistic picture.  Overvalued shares contribute disproportionately to the FT index (or any other standard index).  When the shares of  companies in the index are falling they pass out of the index and those prices are rising enter.  This means that the index does not reflect the fact that historically a high percentage of  component shares have cascaded to zero when the firms collapsed.  It may be that severe losses can be avoided by ‘index tracking’, buying or selling shares within the index so that the number of shares owned is proportional to price (or the investment is proportional to the square of price) and all are sold when the share drops out of  the index, though this also a ploy which in terms of  real value is bound to lose.  Experienced stock exchange punters are likely to be sceptical of claims about rises in indices or average measures of  share price, but even if  there really were a multifold increase in price over ten years, then the share would still be the same share irrespective of  price and the current investment is an expensive share with a low income.  Shares are cheap because they are being sold and expensive because they are being bought.  The shares bought on the punter’s behalf by the pundits have risen value and perhaps continue to rise because the pundits are buying them and if they were to sell the price were to go down.  ‘You will make a profit’ implies that the shares are being sold.

After the banks had been privatised, the next scheme for a share-out of goodies was intended to be the dissolution of the insurance companies.  But those who hoped to cash in were obliged to buy ‘with profits bonds’.  The punter would be told invest so many thousand pounds and earn eight per cent interest a year.  Indeed, over a period of  five years, the punter was repaid an amount equal to eight per cent of  the original investment.  However then the punter, at the end of the five years, would be paid the original sum plus a multiple of the increase in FT100 increase - up to a pemissible maximum.  Or alternatively - the original amount minus the entire proportional loss.  However, from this was subtracted the amount already paid in supposed annual ‘income’!  There was little likelihood of the punter other than losing.  However, there are further general considerations.  Stock market prices go up and stock market prices go down and so it continues, up and down and up and down until the share passes into liquidation.  There will be a few punters who by buying and selling (which involves paying a part in fees to the pundits who are in a far better position to rig the market or profit) make a profit.  But most of  them will make a loss.  If the punter is not buying or selling then current price is of no relevence.  The realistic value of  the share is measured by the company’s earnings per share.  The punters buy for their bonds shares with a high price/ earnings ratio.  The pundits charge fees which are going to exceed the income earned.  In no sense are these bonds going to make a ‘profit’.  

The Accused owned some bonds, though not ‘with profit bonds’ and they had chosen because the company’s investment policy was not to buy expensive (high p/e ratio) shares and it was not an FT100 index tracker.  However, newspapers would publish league tables of the ‘best performing’ bonds.  Those which had sustained the greatest price increases (on account of increase in price of the component shares) were given the highest marks and highest recommendation to potential purchasers.  But the ‘best performing’ bonds were also those that earned and paid out the lowest income.  They were not the best buys but the worst.  Nevertheless bond managers wanted to be in the league tables and therefore the policy was changed to allow purchase of  the expensive shares.  The Accused was apalled to read the bond manager openly recorded boast that he was selling relatively cheap shares to buy shares in vodaphone - then the most expensive shares on the market, with a high p/e ratio and no dividend.  It did not occur to the manager that this might be an unwise ploy.  Within three months the price of  the vodaphone shares had fallen from over three pounds to under one pound.  Bond managers also, as do all experts, hide behind consensus.  Everybody makes the same mistake and so nobody can make an error.  So all of them relied on the FT100 tracker bond and this bond which was originally sold under the stance that it was not a tracker bond and was an income orientated and not a share-price orientated bond also found itself managed as if it were a tracker bond.

The prospectuses read by Ms Goldenlay describing ‘with profits’ bonds implied at times that the income or dividend paid on the shares was not paid to the punter at all, neither before nor after management fees, and just confiscated by pundits.  Most bonds, unit trusts or investment trusts however paid an income from dividends.  But it was not these dividends, if there were any after fees were paid, that was projected as the attraction of the bond.  It was the allegedly expected increase in share prices - an expectation which was considered justified  in proportion to prices of the shares bought by the bond managers already having risen,a low income being thus seen as a recommendation rather than deterrent.  The ‘with profits bonds’ were being forced onto everyone.  There was nothing else in the market.  Banks and building societies were full of with profits bond salesmen.  Adverts came through the door almost in the profusion of credit card adverts and offers of loans.  With hindsight they were declared by journalists who shortly previously had been enthusiastically praising them as fraudulent.  A collection of other products was also declared to have been fraudulent - endowment mortgages, split capital trusts, annuities, mortgages... everything, in fact, sold by the financial pundits.  What had made them ‘fraudulent’, though this was not openly admitted, was that they depended on the notion that the price of a share is also its value.   The limitations of these products was obvious.  The pundits however overlooked them and the journalists overlooked them.  There was a solid consensus.  The only voice of dissent, the only expression of what retrospectively declared obvious, was Ms Gloria Goldenlay.  For that she received no reward.  Had the finance industry had a General Medical Council she would undoubtably have been declared to be unfit to practice and subject to a paranoid personality disorder.  The victims of  these alleged frauds, however, were, for following the bandwaggons, awarded compensation - at whose expense?  

Ms Gloria Goldenlay read company reports from beginning to end and expended time and effort to decoding what the signified.  In response to this she also issued press circulars in order to protect The Accused’s interests - though these seem to the author more to be letting the cat out of the bag, showing how worthless the shares held by The Accused really were.  The Accused in fact neither bought nor sold shares in accordance with the advice that might be seen to be implied in Ms Goldenlay’s circulars, even though Ms Goldenlay’s advice would turn out to be right.  The Accused claims that he had  neither the time nor the resources to do so.  The Accused also on several occasions attended annual general meetings of companies and expressed Ms Goldenlay’s views on her behalf.

Whatever was done by one company was done by all others, whatever appeared in one company report, however absurd, appeared in all others.  The company directors appeared to be the servants of  the finanical advisors and their current consenus - and for this advice, and for the manoevres they recommended, the advisors, who for the most part were also the accountants, received millions of pounds in fees.  Companies were, Ms Goldenlay claimed, plagued with Neddies - Non-Executive Directors.  These belonged to a club, claimed Ms Goldenlay, a club in which ineptitude was in proportion to the honours awarded.  A Lord was thus awarded a greater Idiocy Quotient (I.Q) than a mere Sir.  This was verified by their performance at company AGMs.  The Neddies did not represent the shareholders, but were recommended by and served the financial advisors, the pundits.  They were paid to hire the pundits for advice and the advice of the pundits was in the short-term interests of  the pundits, not the company or the shareholders,.  They were there to milk the company into bankcruptcy.  Neddies attended a dozen or more board meetings a year and also sat on sub-committees - which would provide them with first class hotel accommodation and a nosh-up.  If a Neddy collected enough Neddidoms his life was a permanent free holiday.  The Neddies did their duties by voting mega-awards to the Executive Directors.  The motions before AGMS would concern entirely the payments to directors and the directors’ interests.  The institutions - the pundits - who belonged to the club routinely voted for them.  If a Neddie wined and dined sufficiently he could then acquire his life’s ambition, the goldmine office of  Company Chairman.  The Chairman was employed as a spin doctor to impress the punters with his titles, his Peerage or Knighthood ad to recite his spiel which was written before him on  a piece of paper or on a screen (and which might already have been published in the Annual Report, though it is not likely that he wrote it).  Chairmen knew or understood nothing whatsoever about their companies and the performance of  some of the most highly famed and titled, Ms Goldenlay assures us, was inept beyond belief.  There was a need, Ms Goldenlay insisted in her circulars, to get rid of the Neddies who represented the directors and the pundits and were against the interests of  companies and shareholders.  Shareholders - the actual holders of shares- should elect the Neddies, not the pundits who had control over other peoples’ funds.  Successive government committees, however, projected the notion that Neddies were indendent, represented shareholders and exerted control over the executive directors (who were usually very impressive) and progressively increased the power and menace of  the Neddies.

The supposed trauma of  the Windfall Tax FT100 companies, one by one, paid out the Voluntary Windfall Tax.  This consisted of  paying shareholders large ‘capital payments’ in addition to dividends.  Unrealistically high share prices seemed to be the justification for this too - and there would be corresponding reduction in share price - and in company assets.  Ms Goldenlay declared in her circulars that as a shareholder she had not asked for this.  She was merely being paid her own money through a transfer from company assets.  The payouts were taxed but not so if  they remained in the company.  If she had wanted to sell her shares (a capital payment is equivalent to a forced sale) she would have done so.  If she wanted cash rather than equity she would not have bought the shares.  The pay-outs increased the company’s debts and they diluted the holdings of existing shareholders, putting the directors in a position to print more for themselves.  Shareholders were being robbed to pay the pundits.  The real reason for the Voluntary Windfall Tax was that pundits, the managers of  unit trusts and similar, were buying shares at so expensive prices, prices which they themselves determined by their purchases, that there was a trivial dividend yield.  They insisted that companies paid them this cash so that they could pay the bondholders what they believed to be their dividends.  In fact they were not being paid dividends at all but being repaid capital in such a manner that a high proportion was filtered into the hands of the pundits and government. They were left with less capital - which they would eventually discover.

Ms Goldenlay boldly criticised companies’ Voluntary Windfall Payments (VWP), subsidies at the shareholders’ expense to the punters.  Some of these, Ms Goldenlay claimed, did not have the money to pay out.  They were pursuing risky investment programmes and, in realistic terms, after the VWP they had negative assets.  Ms Goldenlay preferred the cash or potential cash to be retained by the company to back the investments.  To pay the VWP the company had to borrow money, often paying eight per cent or more interest - and the shareholders were effectively paying this interest - and then this money was handover to shareholders who were expected either to buy shares at the current excessive prices, to buy back their holdings at a loss or to put it into the bank and receive less than two per cent interest.  Surely it was within the mathematical wit even of a company chairman to recognise that to borrow money at eight per cent interest and to reinvest it at two per cent interest was to make a loss.  Ms Goldenlay laid into the British Energy company which made such a payment.  The British Energy Company owned Britain’s nuclear power stations and, at that time, only nuclear power stations.  Ms Goldenlay had read very lengthy documents produced by the American TXU (Texas Utility) electricity company.  The impression gained was that American companies were doing whatever they could to offload nuclear power stations.  The reason appeared to be that there was a risk of an unpredictable flood of  lawsuits from people claiming to have been irradiated, lawsuits which tended to surface when the stations were being decommissioned.  Meanwhile British Energy was buying up North American nuclear power stations.  This could be a profitable gamble, but the more obvious policy was to spread risks by diversification into non-nuclear power stations and into companies which sold electricity directly to companies instead of merely producing it and selling it to suppliers (or which did not produce it at all).  In modern Western economies the ultimate producers made losses whereas salesmen made massive profits.  If  British Energy chose to pursue this policy which did not spread risks it should plan also for the possibility of having to maneovre through periods of losses and therefore it should not be giving away (borrowed) money.

The former nationalised industries also were in the forefront of a craze for continuous mergers, demergers and reorganisations.  These manoevres each transferred millions of pounds into the hands of the pundits who organised them on behalf of  the companies.  So in realistic long-term accounting this was again robbery on a massive scale inflicted by pundits, or financial advisors, upon punters, or shareholders.  This very expensive manner of conducting a business was not necessary.  The after tax ‘profits’ of a company (and its dividends) relative to turnover or alleged company assets are small, even within the margin of error.  If  there is a loss, however, it is massive.  Those who own their own shares rather than allow pundits to manage their funds will find that for a few years a company will make profits and then suddenly it is overwhelmed with losses that exceed the total profits over decades.  Industry survives only through the continuous devaluation of money.  Directors may thus fear that one section of a company, by making a loss, may bring down the rest.  However it is possible for subsidiary companies to be limited liability companies in their own right and for their liabilities not to bring down the companies as a whole.  If  the company is organised so that this will be the case, this is because the directors have chosen for it to be so, have borrowed money for one company by mortgaging the assets of  another.  In that case, this cross-liability remains after demerger.  It is also possible for companies to come to arrangements with each other without the costly routine of  paying the pundits to administrate a reorganisation.

Pundits use such phrases as ‘realisation of  value’.  This may be achieved, for instance, by asset-stripping or by division of companies into components.  Again this is a short term quasi-profit but for the punter or shareholder a long-term loss - though a profit for the pundits who organise the carve-ups.  The value of  assets is the same whether openly ‘realised’ or not.  Demergers are often justified on the grounds that the share price of  components, when added up after the demerger is greater than the share-price of the total before demerger.  If so, this is another instance of the typical short-termism whereby punters dupe the pundits.  Increases in shareprices are relevent only if the punter is buying selling.  Shareprices are high because lots of  people are buying.  Shareprices are low because lots of  people are selling (or because no business is being transacted).  Given this clue, the reader will perhaps work out that she might make a profit by continuously buying shares on the cheap and selling them expensively but the chances are that she will not.  The great majority of punters will not and those whose assets are managed by pundits who trade I large amounts will not.  There is no easy profit to be made by holding shares, if, indeed, any profit at all.  It is a necessary means whereby the saver guards his assets against inflation, but in the world as it is, not a very effective method.   The punter, frankly, will lose whatever he does.  Mergers are often justified by the pundit’s calculations that sackings save money.  The compensation payments are so high that it is cheaper to keep the workers on doing nothing.

There are situations where there is  rationale for a merger or reorganisation but continuous shillyshallying is organised swindling by the pundits at the expense of companies and punters.  Punters will have been particularly mystified by the manoevres of  electricity companies which Ms Goldenlay calls Musical Chairs.  Electricity companies and power stations have been changing hands so frequently that pundits have never been able to keep up with who owns what.  One explanation which originally presented itself was that governments and regulators try to break any form of  monopoly or cartel.  This includes vertical integration.  Thus, for instance, the producers of gas or electricity should be separate from those who purchase it wholesale in pipeline and from those who sell it to smaller customers.  If two hundred people in progression are taking a profit, it is argued, this cheaper to the ultimate customer than if  there is just one.  However companies which have demerged supposedly to abolish such vertical integration have regularly then immediately engaged in programme of  acquisition, in each of its former parts, to restore it.  Electricity companies have also been engaging in mergers because Experts among the pundits have decided that eventually there will be, worldwide, only five electricity companies - and each team wants to be one of the five!  But no rational explanation has been found for the continuous musical chairs of power stations, so rapid that the ink is not dry on one sales contact before the next is initiated.  Ms Goldenlay reports that if enough Annual Reports are read (USA as well as British), cats occasionally slip out of the bag.  Ms Goldenlay alleges, firstly, then a power station was sold by company A to company B to company C to company D, then even if it not then again sold back to A, it continues to be administered by A.  Company D pays continuous ‘management fees’ to A.  But, to return the complement, there will be some other power station owned by A for which A is paying ‘management fees’ to B.  Secondly, Ms Goldenlay assures us, the profits of electricity companies depend on the prices negotiated with local regulators.  Regulators allow companies to recover money invested by means of the prices they charge.  There are some investments - known as orphan funds - which companies cannot recover.  This includes the construction costs of some power-stations.  However, if the another company buys the power-station, it may be able to recover the orphan funds!

Companies, according to Ms Goldenlay, have a ‘Board of Management’, which runs the company, which meets frequently and whose members are in touch with one another continuously, and a ‘Board of  Directors’ (to which some executive managers also belong) which is irrelevent to the business itself, consists of paracites, deals only with money-manoevres and whose function is to enrich the pundits and theselves.  They can be regarded as the company’s Public School - the superior class, with superior stupidity and superior ignorance, but it also has a pundit-made spindoctoring vocabulary to which is attached consensus pundit theory and delusion.  The Chairman at the company meeting can be given five demerit marks for every occasion on which he reiterates the phrase ‘shareholder value’ - or, in plainspeak, shareprice, that is, today’s shareprice and not that in five years’ time.  [Strictly speaking, ‘shareholder value is a comparative term - the increase or decrease in market price of a holding all the dividends and capital payments from which have been reinvested into the same shares on the date of the payment].  The Chairman is not referring to any value from the realistic point of  view of the punter.

The executive directors (and possibly also the Chairman) are given a handout if the ‘shareholder value’ increases over the (usually three year period) of the so-called long term incentive scheme (one of  a great catalogue of multi-million pound perks).  Modern bankers also lend money in proportion to the share price or call in loans when share prices fall.  A more realistic measure of company value would be desirable.  This is an incentive to gerrymandering shareprices, raising excessive loans and then facing bankcruptcy or confiscation by the bankers when the share price drops.  

The long term incentive schemes and the various fiddles attached are amongst the greatest threats which punters face.  Not merely does ‘shareholder value’ over the stated period breed extra payments to the directors but they make a profit on their share options.  The option is to by the shares at some time in the future (no more than a few years) at the price on the day on which the option is issued (or less).  So he can just buy and sell or cash in the option if it is convenient.  In the days when bosses owned companies they were motivated to make sure the companies succeeded, since their own incomes and survival depended on it.  They wanted the companies to survive forever and were not driven on either by the prospect of cashing in on large amounts over a short period of time and they did not concern themselves with real or imaginary measures of increased value over some limited period of  years.  The maintainance, forever rather than immediately, or eventually rather than immediately, would perhaps be relevent, but not share price.  

There are a number of  ways in which the ‘shareholder value’ can be wangled or attemptedly wangled.  The Accused, on behalf of Ms Goldenlay, attended an AGM of  the Rank Organisation to speak against one of these.   The Rank organisation, as has been previously related, had a history of blunders.  Rank had bought a playground in Florida at a price, for which loans were raised, that exceeded the value of  the rest of the firm.  A softly softly approach might be more desirable than the risk of the entire company through grandiose ambition.  However, the pundits persuaded the directors that there were numerous very rich already sacked company directors roaming the world seeking leisure.  A great explosion in the leisure industry was predicted on the back of  the mass unemployment of  yuppies.  They would all be queuing up to look at statues of Snow White and Micky Mouse.  This did not come off, not immediatly anyway.  The pundits had another rule that if such a mistake was made, the company should not just make the best of it, agree that its assets were devalued and find some limited profitable use for the orphan assets.  Instead it was desirable to lose more money by a mass sale.  There was a further rule that companies should always retain the assets with the highest profits on turnover and sell the assets which made the least.  This can be flummuxed by accounting errors or by this year’s high performer not being that of future years.  It also diminishes hedging or spreading of risk - though pundits do not like conglomerates or spreading of risk because some subsidiary is always going to make a loss (though the unit trust manager will have shares in all whether they are owned by the same company or separate).  But it is a matter of fashion.  There was a craze at the time for companies building casinos and selling everything else - though whether or not Rank’s policy was ideal we do not yet know.  Rank however had been buying its own shares.   All companies were buying their own shares.

Before Thatcher it was illegal for companies to buy their own shares.  It was now legal for companies to engage in such price rigging.  Ms Goldenlay suspected that shares were being bought by companies en masse in order to present them to directors.  More recent evidence gives grounds for such suspicion.  Companies have a bank of shares, the DFF (Directors’ Fiddle Fund) from shares are held which may needed for various bonus and incentive schemes or which are held in trust for directors.  Readers who are not yet prepared to believe how absurd are the conceptions of  the pundits will be astonished to hear that companies record increases and decreases of  market price of these shares as profits and losses (Unless they are on the market, they do not have a market price).  The pundits however insist that companies buy their own shares to ‘increase shareholder value’.  If the share costs ten pounds and if  the share represents a fraction of  the company worth then pounds (assuming that it is so and that the assertion is meaningful), then there will be administrative costs and fees paid to the pundits.  Therefore the company will not only have parted with the ten pound but extra value which is shorn off the actual value of  the remaining shares (as opposed to current market price, which could be anything!).   So Ms Goldenlay was hardly likely to vote for this alleged method of ‘increasing shareholder value’.  The pundits at the time were in all annual reports, not merely the Rank annual report, claiming that share buybacks were preferable because ‘loans were cheaper than equity’.  Presumably what is meant by this is that the pundits charge excessive fees for issue of shares, far greater than the fees charged for arranging loans.  The pundits in either situation would be taking the lion’s share.  But this was hardly relevent.  The company was borrowing money (or not paying back loans) in order to buy shares.  The interest payable on loans was at least eight per cent per annum.  The company did not have to pay a dividend if it did not choose to, but the usual ratio of  dividend to share price - the price at which the company was buying the share - was around two per cent. In the case of the Rank Organisation, admittedly, it was higher but most of  the companies which were buying shares were incurring an increase in interest otn debt that greatly exceeded saving on dividends paid on the shars being bought.  The Accused was surprised to find that Ms Goldenlay’s views were also those of other shareholders attending the meeting.  The Accused had said that he had not asked for his money to be wasted this way.  He owned so few shares that it was not worthwhile his selling his holding.  He could do so only if  he bought more shares cheaply.  It was not in his interests nor for any other shareholder’s for the price to be artificially raised.  What was in their interest was for shares to be cheap so that they could buy them cheaply.  This is another instance of  the interests of  shareholders being damaged to promote those of directors and pundits.

The Rank Oranisation’s Directors confessed that in any case they were not going to buy any more shares.   Nobody wanted Rank Organisatin shares and the company bought them relatively cheaply - thugh Ms Goldelay felt that they should have been allowed to drop by market forces to below two pounds, at which point she would have bought them.  Companies at the time of the so-called bull market should, however, not have been buying shares but selling them.  They should have been selling shares rather than borrowing money.   A shareholder is ina position akin to a partner in a business.  He puts his own money at risk.   He does not have to be paid back.  By selling overpriced shares companies could have raised cash cheaply.  Or they could have issued shares to pay for their take-over bids.   (Sir) Chris Gent of Vodaphone bought up company after company with overpriced Vodaphone shares.  The Cordiant Advertising Company, previously in negative equity, put itself pack into objective existence by buying companies with its own shares.  Mr Martin Sorrell of the larger rival WPP whose dividend yield was so low that it could not even be seen with a microscope, except perhaps one owned by a Vodaphone or drug company shareholder, also boyught companies with shasres.  Cpompanies which were later to be embarrassed by debts could have avoided this by issuing when the going was good, or even when the going was bad, a rights issue.  Here the shareholders are given the option of buying newly issued shares in proportion to their existing holdings at a stated price.  This is a useful weapon where a company is in severes straits and its debts greatly exceed its existing assets.   The company may issue a few hundred times as many shares as it had before and the new shares may be sold for a fraction of penny whereas the former shares, now also priced at a fraction of a penny at one time sold for pounds.  The company effects restarts as a smaller company and has to build its way up again.  The punter has no reasonable choice since, if he does not cooperate  he is going to lose his money anyway.  Monetary inflation is such that there is a reasonable chance of the punter’s shares returning to their former price or, at any rate, of his inthe long term not making a loss in terms of figures.  Inflation cures everything - or apparantly so (Though in fact, the punter, whatever happens, loses).  Company directors were beset with pundit-dictated consensus dogma.  In their phobia of rights issues they could not be shifted.  One excuse was the absurdity that it was cheaper to borrow money.  However, they also did not wish the shar-price to go down.  They did not wish to miss out on their share-price-related bonus payments.  The pundits wanted to sell their bonds claiming to punters that share prices always rose.  The outcome was that whenthe bubble eventually burst shareholders (and the companies) did very badly.  Lenders of cash and bondhholders had priority.  The punters may not have had the opportunity of a rights issue but at a last resort the bankers and bondholders were given cheap shares in place of their money and the holdings of former shareholders became worthless.  The Law insists that if new shares are issued they must be offered to existing holders, in proportion to their holdings, at a supposed market price and at a price not lower than the nominal value of the shares (the amount printed on the certificate as in “two hundred fifty pence shares:  when there is a desparation  rights issue the shareholders will pass a motion reducing the nominal amount.  The additional price above the nominal amount is a ‘praemium. Hence the term ‘share praemium account’ for money thus received in company balance sheets).  Thisright (hence the term ‘rights issue’) cannot be cancelled without a vote of  approval by the shareholders.  AGM resolutions are nothing but motions to embellish the directors and this particular motion is regularly to be found on the sheet and receives a large majority from the punters - and from the pundits who are not likely to know any better (though most punters  automatically vote against verything the directors propose).  This enabled the directors to award themselves more and more shares and to diute and devalue the holdings of existing holders or punters.  The chances are that the shares are too expensive anyway, but punters should not vote for this motion.  

The hated foreigner, Robert Maxwell, was accused of raiding company pension funds.  The reader has been informed that this was legalised by the Tories.  Previous discussion suggests that this became common practice once it became legal but that Robert Maxwell did not do it.  In l997-2003 companies were, Ms Goldenlay tells us, raiding pension funds, misusing pension funds and failing to pay into pension funds.  The reader may have spotted that the pension funds buy company shares which pay an income in the form of a dividend (or dividend plus retained earnings).  Shares go up in price and shares go down in price but they remain the same shares with the same value.  It is obvious therefore that if the price of shares goes up then the pension fund, to purchase the same shares and to obtain the same dividend payments, must pay more money.  Similarly, if  the price goes up it is not realistic then to suppose that the ‘value’ of  the fund has gone up and that the shares can be cashed in to generate more money for pensions.  In more rational times share prices are inversely related to interest rates and prices can be standardised by multiplication by the minimum lending rate.  If the Financial Times Index has any value then standardisation can be formed by dividing the stock market prices by the index.  Capital value is best measured in terms of income and if income has not changed then capital should be regarded as unchanged.  However, the annual reports of  all companies were publishing ‘valuations’ of pension funds by pundits who were identifying price with value and increase in price with value and the assumption that this ‘value’ would rise by 6% a year!  Then they compounded the additional error of  having computed ‘value’ this way, by assessment of capital by the unreliable method of  price, they added to this are further projected increase in capital by a calculation of  increased income (which is in itself a measure of capital in its entirety).  The suggestion that less has to be paid into pension funds because share prices have gone up is ridiculous.

There pension fund advisors, surely were innumerate yuppies who were pressing who were pressing a button to unleash a computer program.  Instead of paying millions to such drones could not the company directors buy the program themselves, or write it or perform the simple calculations with pencil and paper and without a calculating machine?   Company directors earning several million pounds a year and supposedly so brilliant that that payment is justifiable investment surely can be expected to understand simple logic - that it not profitable to borrow money to buy expensive shares and that if share prices go up the pension fund has invest more money and not less!  But not so!  The error in pension fund computations was first publicly pointed out by The Accused with reference to International Power plc by The Accused when applying in l991 when applying for post of  Non-Executive-Director of  the Bank of  England and then in a speech at the AGM of  the Lattice Company (with reference to Lattice and National Grid).  The pundits blamed the shortfalls they discovered in their pension funds, however, not to their failure over several years to pay in (since the government regulators, as might be expected, had made the same mistakes as well) but to the introduction of a new accounting standard.  This accounting standard, pundits were claiming, was going to drive companies into bankcruptcy and was forcing them to close down pension funds or stop paying pensions.  The underlying cause of  the threat to pensions, however, was the Blairite bread and circuses low-interest rate high debt policy for which it was necessary to pay for current extravagance with future pensions.  The company directors borrowed money as if it was pouring out of a water tap and they squandered it, stole it and gave it away to pundits as if was pouring down the plug-hole.

Accused-mum, since she lived in North London’s Jewish enclave, bought a sigle-company PEP in the Supermarket Chain set up by the local Sainsbury family.  She had had done so in part because she supposed that what was then the country’s largest food emporium was a business that was worth more than, say, a fly-by-night firm that sold washing -machines on hire purchase or life insurance, or the South Sea Bubble Company.  She supposed therefore that the shares were worth more.  In this her logic was not faultless.  She did not determine the price at which the shares were bought.  They were just supplied by the PEP merchant.  Similarly she did not determine the price at which she bought shares in the privatised utilities.  The government determined the price.  She did not understand the criteria whereby the appropiratieness of a buying or selling price might be assessed.  When Accused-mum studied economics a ‘safe’ company was called a ‘blue chip’.  This was then believed to be ar reference to Smith’s Potato Crisps.  There would be in the packet a portion of salt wrapped in bllue paper - a blue chip as opposed to the crisps themselves, which were also chips.  People always bought potato crips and, therefore, the company was expected regularly to pay a dividend.  This would be a regular dividend or one which rose by a regular percentage ever year.  J.K.Galbraith in his ‘New Industrial State companies motivations to maintain such a regular dividend - so that shares become akin to fixed interest debentures.  He sees large companies as monopolies which can fix their own profits and is not in the manner of Ms Goldenlay an expert on the gerrymandering of figures.  As a matter fact the ill-advised mania of company directors to cash in has undermined this philosophyof stability,  However, were a frim is ‘worth more’ inthe sense that it has a long-term reliability, that is also reflected in the price of the shares and the shares in a ‘good’ company will also havea lower dividend yield and higher price/earnings ratio (which is a price/earnings ratio and not one of the complex parameters elucidated to punters when propagandised by pundits).  In former years the yield obtainable from shares, when adjusted for what was believed to be subjective risk, was low when compared with interest that could be obtained on cash and, intendedly, did not differ from share to share.  Accused-mum, however, evenif fortunitously, did not have bad judgement.  She bought shares in companies which she herself patronised.  This meant that it was in her interest for the company to be in a competitive market which drove down both prices and dividends.  The benefit to the consumer of a low price outweighed the compsnsation of higher dividend - and a very low proportion of the loot would in any case be meted out in dividends.  But the shares, to some degree,provided a hedge against overcharging.  This was particularly obvious in the case of British |Telecom which, originally, was a licence to mint money rather than a drain for funds spent on mobile phones where the punter was rooked both as shareholder and as user.  The Accused added to this shareholdings in Somerfield and Alldays.  This was intended as a hedge within the a sector via a holding also in competitors, though these were more high risk shares, the shares in ‘safer’ food emporia being either unobtainable on the British Market or inordinately expensive.  Thisa was bad management in the sense that Ms Goldenlay was unable to pick up shares in Marksand Spencers, a much better buy when they were inordinately low.  But shares in Marks and Specners never were that cheap.  They cascaded however considerably from their peak.  Marks and Spencers are also the major emporium of clothes.  There have been a succession of rivals which have been fashionable and which have claimed pro-temp to be making enormous profits and whose share prices pro-temp have gone through the roof but fashionable retailers for the most part have relied on high prices and a market of profligate credit card holders - and fashion - and they have come and they have gone.  Punters would not have erred in preferring the cheaper shares in Marks and Spencers.  

The Accused’s adjustments were not, for the most part, a great success.  Alldays organised itself by by setting up separate companies which were suppoosedly independent and which were contractred to retail Allday’s goods.  The central organisation, however, indemnified the independent companies against loss and were obliged, if necessary, to  buy these peripheral companies into direct ownership.  At the best of times a high proportion of the takings of retail industries goes walkies, according to Ms Goldenlay, not so much into the hands of shoplifters but into the pockets of staff.  The staff are mini-compmany directors and have all manner of official and unofficial fiddles and perks.  Alldays’ arrangement was particularly vulnerable. Why should they pay profits back to Alldays?  The regional subsidiaries were in a position akin to that of the former nationalised industries - thast they were better off claiming that they were losing money and asking the government for more.  Ms Goldenlay did not say this was happening, but it might be expected.  Small ‘convenience stores’ also could not compete with the supermarkets.  They had much lower turnovers and higher prices.  At any rate, it was evident that some Alldays Stores were not competing, had too low turnovers to merit adequate arrangements for security or even to justify the employment of staff and the cetnral company or local organisation would insist on dumping in goods in shops which nobody wanted to buy.  During a period when all retailers were making substantial real or imaginary profits the company shares stood at three pounds and were paying substantial dividends.  Profits can be imaginary.  They frequently are computed on the basis of inflows or outflows which have not yet taken place (or, to put it another way, are not based on them).    Has the reader ever tried to keep track of  her own finances?  How can a large company keep track?  Company accounts are guestimates.  The punter has to read them in full but, nevertheless, the eventual judgement is one in general terms - is the company surviving or isn’t it?  Will it be Found Out - and, if so, when?  The punter’s curse is thast he knows thast they will all be found out - but he does not know when.  When it is Found Out, even if it is innocent, the punditsd and vultures will suddenly swoop down in the manner of a GMC devouring a scapegoat.  Alldasys, however, was always regarded as particualrly vulnerable.  It’s regoional companies were losing money.  It had to borrow money to buy them.  It then made a profit on sales but it seemed that no amount of profit could possibly pay for the interest on the loans.  Nevertheless other firms have been in the burnt to a cinder (the author almost said ‘in the doldrums) and have risen from the ashes.  What about the great Advertising Firms with accountancy that matches their personalities - in almost permanent negative equity?  If indebtebted companies hang on long enough, experience teaches us, they will be saved by devaluation of currency.  Todays’ companies reckon their shortfalls in billions and the millions of the l980s are chickenfeed.  If Alldays were making a profit on sales, then how much more must have gone walkies?  (Is it really possible for a company to make a pound profit without 99p going into the pockets of staff, directors and pundits?  And banks do not want to blow whistles.  There are too many whistles to blow.  The stqandared method of dealing with impending company collapse is to ask for money from the shasreholders - for each share openly to be recognised as only worth one hundreth of its previous value and for the shareholdrs each to buy a few thousand more at the new price of one tenth of a penny.  Punters soon forget that this happened or the pundits who manage their affairs do not tell them.  Monetary inflation cures all ills   The banks were going to get more of their money back if the company went on trading but the share price dropped lower and  lower.  The Coop eventually bought the company and, as part of the deal, gave the shareholders five pence per share, which was considered generous and unnecessary.  A vote by shareholders to approve this was avoided through the company going into receivership for a few minutes before it was purchased by the Co-op.

It was possible to construct a hedge not so much by buying Marks and Spencer Shared directly but by buying shares in suppliers of  Marks and Spencers.  Companies that manufactured textiles or clothing were notoriously dodgy and their chairs accordingly relatively cheap in terms of dividend paid or, at any rate, the dividend once paid.  Sometimes the collapsing company pays a dividend for the past year knowing very well it is going to go bankcrupt during the current year, shares are bought cum dividend and the losses are not as great as the reader may suppose.  A similar situation arises with mining companieswhich have an accountacy of their own in which the punter is effectively buying a share in existing the capital, the remaining marketable reserves, and in effectively to receive a series of capital payments until the supply eventually runs out.  While this is going on the market price of the commodity may be reduced, whereas previous accounting has been based on a higher valuation and the company regularly registers massive losses.  The Accused’s first purchase following his mother’s death was, with his own money, shares in PEX.  Nobody expected PEX to pay a dividend and, if it did, other than for show, the punters would have secured a sizeable income.  These were cheap shares and the Accused in accordance with former custom invested around a hundred pounds, or so he says, paying a low commission.  The age of dealings in amounts less than a thousand pounds was soon to evaporate.  The pundits took advantage of this by offering punters with small and unsaleable holdings (such as in the privatised industries) facilities to sell, supposedly at reduced commissions (or, at similar commissions to increase their holdings).  However, they sold at ‘market price’ - that is to say, whatever price they chose.  Punters did not realise that serious buyers and sellers name their own maximum buying or minimum selling price.  Punters might have been better off cutting their losses by hanging onto their holdings in an inflationary world in which the money paid for the shares was no longer a significant figure.  Punters were also likely to follow bad consensus advice that appeared in the propaganda media (such as to sell British Gas shres when  it turned out that the company had contracted to buy supplies at a price greater than the current selling price -which after all they had known might happen).  PEX was a local Leicester fir and the Pecks were were well known in Leicester, and, formerly to the Accused’s.  This was a matter of exerting responsinbility, of supposedly buying a voice in the management of the company.  PEX produced socks and supposedly had a monopoly in childrens’ socks - though these were manufactured in Belfast, with an EC grant, in a factory that received numerous awards for enterprise.  The firm was bought by the mega-rich Compte de Monte Christo,supposedly the only Itlain Chairman or Chief Executive of any British company.  The price haved and the Accused bought a few more thousand shares.  Thecount issued and bought millions of shares.  There was a rights issude, the comany made arrangements for production in third world companies (as did all clothing manufacturers) and the shares even went up in price and there was even a (nominal) dividend.  The only variety of Count that existed had its titles awarded by the Vatican and all Counts lived in Switzerland.   It did, admittedly, sound like a fairy story.  The price of PEX shares fell to two pence.  The Accused was saved from losing more money by buying at this price, however, because the Count went round buttering up jounnlists and pundits and there appeared overnight newspaper articles recommending purchase in the previously unknown shares and it turned out that the only shares potentially for sale were those held by the Warburg company which had underwritten the rights issue and was not going to sell them at a lower price than it had bought them.  There also apparantely were no market makers (jobbers or wholesalers) known to stockborkers.

Then sddenlly the company announced that Marks and Spencers, in their reorganisations aimed at countering their reduction in profits, had sacked them as suppliers and they apropos of nothing suddenly had losses of over three hundred million pounds.  This, they said, was on account of write off of the value of socks they had already manufatured which they had intended to sell to Marks and Spencers.  Workers  in Leicestershire PEX factories then found that their paycheques bounced - and then that the factories were closed and they were locked out.  To this day nobody knows what happened to PEX (though their socks ares still for sale).

Ms Goldenlay proclaimed that shareholders had responsibilities and that they should buy shares to exert those responsibilities and not to join the Pundits and Directors in going for the short-term bonanza.  They were there to exert control over the pundits and directors and to counter their instincts and bandwaggons.  The Accused sufficiently followed Gloria’s precepts to invest regularly into doomed stock.  Accordingly he accepted both of New Labour’s privatisation offers - British Energy and Railtrack.

Supermarkets, and, indeed, retailers in general, found themselves making lower profits than before.  The reason for this was supposedly that competition between retailers had driven down prices.  This led to panic reactions.  A good rule for punters is never to buy from a shop that advertises.  The Accused would say that he did not wish to pay the Asda Price - a price that included the cost of advertising.  Even Sainsbury’s decided to advertise, thereby losingmoney.  At the time of writing there has been a great deal of publicicy surrounding Safeway.  This supposedly has performed badly and Morrissons wish to buy it - with the result thast everyone else wants to buy it as well.  It trnsout thast £30m a year is spent on sending round colourful leaflets advertising current offers - goods nobody wants at prices nobody wants.  Punters go into the shop to dicover the prices.  Supermarkets in their panic were forever refurbishing stores, forevever placing goods in locatins where regular customaers could not find them.  Existing customers went to a particular supermarket out of habit and the shillyshallying would give them the idea of going to the commpetitor instead.  Ms Goldenlay discovered that there was a regular cycle in the fortunes of every supermarket.  They lowered their prices so that they could compete, but this meant eventually that demand exceeded the rate at which the most sought-after items could be replaced on shelves.   Then custom would slump again.  This put the company into a panic but really the same thing would then happen to the rival and the customers would eventually come back.  There was a curse of business advisors, one of whose ideas was that when customers had been enticed by cheap  prices it was then possible to cash in by putting them up again - but only for a  while.  More recently confusion has been caused through jourmalists claiming that the Iceland company had cooked its books by recording both items in a two for the price of one offer in their so-called comparative like for like figures which supposedly measure increase or decrease of sales.  Most supermarket profits are made out of alocholics anyway.  The experts said tht the second item should not have been counted.  Really so? Punters entering an Iceland shop would be regaled with theoffer ‘two bottles of coke for a pound’ - and the same bottles were thrity pence each at Sainsbury’s.  A two for the price of one sale,two bottles for a oundd - is a slale of two items, two bottles at fifty pence each!     Supermarkets thrive on the sale of cheap bread.  The cost of bread is extortionate - oftenof the order of a  pound a loaf - and if the punters wish to slim they can buy a smaller version of the same loaf for two pounds.  The sale of a loaf at say fifteen pence therefore is a magnet to punters.  But clever managagers do not put the cheap bread on their shelves, particularly if the nearby competition do not do so.  Or they put it on the shelves only occasionally.  There were other routine cheap products - including margarine, which when sold cheaply, to conform with price-fixing regulations, was called ‘spread’.  It could alternatively be sold under another name, at a great price, as face-cream.  The purpose is to get more money out of supposedly trapped customers.  For a while it worked.  But customers who bought the cheap items would also pile into their baskets products costing another ten pounds and if there were no cheap products they eventually went elsewhere.  Punters were put to a great deal of  trouble having to tour the supermarkets before deciding in which to buy.  Ms Goldenlay advised against constant changes and schemes supposedly to attract customers.  Everybody was wasting money this way while the total number of customers remained the same - and the schemes lost rather than gained custom as their immediate effect.  The pundits who supposedly guarded other peoples’ interests encouraged changes and schemes because they personally were making money out of  them.

One of  the pundits favourite means of exploiting companies and shareholders was to create and profit from the obsession with brand-names.  Sure enough it was unwise to sell Sainsbury’s products in Egypt in stores named Sainsbury’s.  But it is the author’s recollection that the pundits branded them Sainsbury’s.  The most famous example is that of  the Post Office, which registered a great loss, supposedly in preparation for privatisation, entirely attributable to the brainwaves and charges of pundits.  This included the brief adoption of  the name ‘Consignia’.  It is not true, as journalists claimed, that ‘Consignia’ is meaningless.  ‘Consign’ means ‘post’ and ‘consignia’ rhymes with ‘insignia’.  The pundits who were paid millions probably got the name out of  Roget’s Theosaurus.  Similarly ‘Hyder’ is neither meaningless nor the name of a Welsh goddess but a Greek word for ‘water’.  The Accused bought shares in Corus, before it was Corus, because he supposed that if manufacture of steel became uneconomical the economy would collapse anyway.  The share-price duly collapsed as losses mounted.  This was blamed on the ‘strong pound’ - that is to say, the steel was too expensive.  Corus is a wind, or short for ‘corrosion’ or ‘corusticate’.  That presumably came from Roget’s Theosaurus too under ‘everything connected with steel’.  However numerous names were meaningless.  The reader, moreover, if working for the Derbyshire Oil Corporation will refer to the company as D.O.C. , but for all the punter knows it might be the Dead Ostrich Corporation.  Computers can accommodate 17576 variations of three letters and punters had to put up with just about all of them.  Company names were changing so often that nobody knew what what.

Punters, company directors and propagandists seemed, like medics and the G.M.C. to live in a world of  their own, divorced from reality and there was some need for shareholders at A.G.M.s to acquaint them with reality.   The press swallowed and repeated uncritically anything that was uttered by pundits or appeared in company reports.  When Sainsbury’s were hit by the falling profits, they supposed Homebase to be the jewel of the crown and Harry Homebase was made Managing Director of  Sainsbury’s.  This could not have made things worse.  The Sainsbury family had retired and was replaced with True Blues - but they did not do too much damage.   Sainsbury’s annual report proclaimed that Homebase prices were so low that if punters found products were elsewhere sold more cheaply the company refunded the difference.  Sure enough, Homebase brand could not be bought at Wilco, even though Wilco brand might be identical.  The Accused passed this information to the till girls at the local Homebase.  They confessed that they had never heard of such a scheme.  If it existed, they said, they would be spending the whole day dishing out refunds.  Then suddenly it was discovered that Homebase was losing money, Harry Homebase retired and Homebase was sold off!  Somerfield commissioned pundits to discover that what attracted customers was low prices, not loyalty cards. Loyalty cards were low down the list.  Of course they were!  But this was not cause for meddling.  The customers were already there and they collected Argos points, one penny for every pound spent.  So Somerfield abandoned the existing Argos points and for a while the existing cheap brands mysteriously disappeared and the firm introduced, amid much advertisement, the Megadeals, for the most part products nobody wanted, not even at the reduced price.  When the American Wallmart Company bought Asda the pundits were in a panic at what would happen to other companies supposedly unable to compete with lower American prices.  Why did they never compare the Asda Price with that of competitors?  If Sainsbury’s had wanted to open a warehouse in New York and ship the goods from across the Ocean it could have done.  It probably did.  All large companies were international.  But British punters paid British prices with British pounds, British staff had British wages and British invisible earnings and British shops paid British rents and taxes.

There was no Lord Somerfield.  There should have been.  Somerfield is an ideal name for a baron.  Somerfield Supermarkets, however, had been set up by a Bristol Grocer, and he was presumably very good at selling groceries, and therefore not inept enough to be Lord.  And perhaps not rich enough to buy a Lordship.  But he now had a minority holding and he as being pressurised by pundits because the company profits were reduced and giving in to the pressure.  The share price had fallen from over three pounds to less than fifty pence - or was to do so.  The company was making a profit nevertheless.

Gloria Goldenlay took issue with Lord Somerfield.  The term ‘profit’ is used in varying senses.  Let us suppose that it is the extra earnings the company does not need which can be siphoned off by directors or paid in dividends with impunity.  It is left over after paying for the product, the wages, enough to enable the directors or owners to survive, sufficient for investment, to pay off debts and reserve or necessary safety margin.  The reader will recall from her school Economics that in a truly competitive ‘free market’ this profit shrinks to zero.  This is not per se a catastrophe.  The Somerfield profit is believed to have shrunk precisely because of such competitive forces and the directors, pundits and punters were now having to pay less for their weekly groceries - and, if the share price was to go up, they would have to pay more.  The low Somerfield dividend therefore represented a favourable situation for punters!  Ms Goldenlay advised Lord Somerfield to be satisfied with what he had got - or, to use the cliche which was to become popular, if it ain’t broke don’t fix it.  Profit amounted to a low fraction of  turnover.  Increase or decrease in profit was an even smaller fraction, hardly even within the margin of accounting error.  It was easy to point out expenses which were unlikely to be recorded accurately where a small alteration made a great difference to profit.  If the company was making a profit - any profit - it was surviving.  If the firm was making a loss, the shareholders would soon know about it.  Losses did not come in little amounts.  The whole company would be wiped out.  Lord Somerfield should leave well alone.  If  he compared his own accounts with those of venerated FT100 companies with debts covered by imaginary assets he would discover he was not doing too badly.  Pundits who were obsessed with share prices and created panics on account of temporary variations were concerned only with their own interests - and could not even see them clearly.  Lord Somerfield should leave well alone.  Lord Somerfield should leave well alone also because in the free market, as in the evolution of animals, each shop, whether it was apparant or not, became adapted to its own niche market, to a particular group of customers.  Not merely had the market as a whole being idealised but each component had been idealised.  There were no more customers than existed in the market and interference with individual shops could only lead to loss of custom.

The panic over reduced profit impinged upon existing difficulties facing the company.  It has bought the QuickSave chain.  The pundits had apparantly overlooked that punters patronised QuickSave because it was cheap.  The average punter would pay the Asda Price because he was told to.  Only a few looked around to discover the cheapest prices and bought at the cheapest shop - only those who had to. It was a niche market.  The QuickSave customer shopped at Quicksave because it was Quicksave.  Mistaken attempts were being made to convert it to the ‘Somerfield Fascia’.  There were no savings to be made by changing  Quicksave to Somerfield.  Other errors were made by failure to understand that shops and customers were adapted to one another.  The slogan ‘big shopping basket’ began to flood Somerfield’s reports.  The Big Shopping Basket Customer had a car, shopped in an out of town hypermarket and piled into the basket a superfluity of useless or expensive commodities - dozens of cans of beer, always the most expensive brand available, pre-packaged ants’ portions of meals to be cooked on microwave cookers, expensive slimming food.  Not all shops specialised in these customers or could expect large numbers of them.  Then suddenly there was a volte-face and Somerfield decided it would become a ‘convenience store’.  It was having an attack of the Management Advisors.  Look what happened to Alldays!  Small local shops with lower turnovers and higher prices were finding it difficult to compete.  There already were convenience store chains and Sainsbury’s and Tesco were getting in on the act with their own specialist niche shops.   If Somerfield had supposedly failed in its own speciality, why waste money converting to somebody else’s?   Lord Somerfield decided that he would sell the least profitable shops.  Really?  He could sell what other companies wanted to buy.  Companies wanted the big shops with big turnovers, economies of scale and prices lower than those of companies with smaller emporia - the more profitable shops.  If the punter looked round about the average Somerfield Store he would find a Tesco, a Sainsbury’s and an Asda.  Who was going to buy these shops?  Whoever did so would be after the ones where there was no local competition - the more profitable shops!  If shops were sold there would be reduced overall turnover and reduced economies of scale.

Fortunately, within days of  Gloria making her views known Lord Somerfield resigned and her policies were adoped.

In the year 2000 any schoolboy could become a ‘billionaire’ by setting up an ‘internet company’.  So would the chap who set up the internet company on behalf of the schoolboy, though this service may not have been one requiring much skill or expense.  An ‘internet company’ was a glorified mail order company - and mail order companies were not doing very well.  The schoolboy was a billionaire because his shares were selling at £100 apiece and he himself had several hundred million of these shares.  However, to get the cash he had to find a ‘venture capitalist’, a naive punter invited to attend get-togethers of ‘venture capitalists’ and ‘entrepreneurs’.  At any rate, the venture capitalist might afford two or three of  the shares. The wonders of these internet shares poured from the pages of  newspapers.  “Buy shares in Conco.con.con. now when they are only £200 each, before they go up to £50,000 next week!”.

The Accused strolled in to the Leicester Reference Library and espied sitting in front of the TV screen projecting share prices a friend he had not seen for years.  Shares in Colt Telecom the Accused was proudly informed had risen to £35.  The Accused was worried that the friend had perhaps bought the shares at £35, anticipating that they would go up next week to £70.  This was perhaps a reasonable expectation.  But should be then sell them for £70 or wait until the week after when they stood at £140 or the following week when they stood at £300?  Nobody knew when the share-price would suddenly drop to five pence.  It was useful perhaps for those who had bought shares at five pence to sell them at £35 - though they would have to pay a lot of profits tax... and in these situations it may prove more difficult to sell the shares than the propaganda suggests.  The author does not know how easy it was to sell Colt Telecom shares at £35.  Nobody does.  Nobody was selling them.  That is why they were standing at £35.  Furthermore, if they stood at £70 or £300 nobody would be selling them - and The Accused’s friend would not be selling them.  At five pence everyone would be selling them - if  they could get rid of them.  That is why The Accused hoped that his friend had not invested in this gamble.  It turned out that he had not.

“By the way”, said The Accused, “Never buy any share connected with the Internet.  As soon as you hear the word ‘Internet’, that means ‘don’t buy’.  Internet shares are rubbish!”.  The Accused had been told this by Ms Goldenlay - and he rarely had the sense to follow Ms Goldenlay’s advice.  He now feared that someone might have overheard him and that he would be sued for slander.  After all, ‘rubbish’ was not very polite - and there might be one or two internet shares which were not rubbish (though the Accused suspected not.  He had no faith in genius schoolboys).  The Accused need not have worried.  The current story is that the ‘internet boom’ was a conspiracy engineered by a handful of pundits, with everyone else in the pundit/propaganist community blindly following the ‘consensus’.  These pundits who originated the boom were, we are assured, describing the shares in their private e-mails as - ‘rubbish’.

The price of  every share which had some connection with internet, computers or telecommunication shot up in price.  The GMC exhibited hysteria in inverse proportion to evidence.  This is usual for hysteria.  The less reason for an escalating share-price, the greater the escalation.  At the same time the price of other shares fell.  Gloria Goldenlay formed the opinion that some company accounts published in Spring 2000 were presenting interpretations not consistent with the data - that losses were made or that profits were greatly diminished.   The author is not responsible for the misguided paranoid utterances of Ms Goldenlay but is obliged to draw attention to them. But why should company directors, or the pundits they employed to prepare and interpret accounts, deliberately rubbish their own companies?  Ms Goldenlay discovered, or so she said, that there was a standard format of the directors’ so-called long-term incentive schemes was for them to depend on share performance over a three year period.  It was therefore advisable for the share price to be low before the period started and for it to be high at the end.  In some cases there as an interim award after one year or two and it might be expedient for the share price to reach a peak at one of these two points and then cascade in the third year.  Share prices could easily be rigged by chosing in which year’s accounts to record ‘extraordinary items’ such as write-downs in assets.    These alterations in figures did not change the company.   It was thus advisable for directors to serve for three years and then retire and a new cycle to be prepared for the next team of directors.  The retired directors could then lead life of leisure as Neddies for other firms.   It was in any case very useful for a director to be sacked since this automatically generated a great bonus payment.  Journalists would write that company directors were rewarded for failure.  However, Ms Goldenlay discovered that in the alleged standard long-term incentive scheme the directors, even if  they did not otherwise qualify for a bonus via that scheme, got it anyway if there was a reorganisation or merger.  These schemes had all been voted in by 99.99% majorities at AGMs and no punter ever read through the terms of  the schemes for which they voted (nor read the Annual Reports).

Water companies regularly had low price/earnings ratios and were liable to opportunistic takeover bids.   At this time water shares in general had hit a low - and so indeed Hyder, the parent company of  Welsh Water, which was amongst those which Ms Goldenlay claimed was underestimated in its published figures.

According to Ms Goldenlay Hyder had formerly been one of the best run companies in Britain, equipped with ‘decent Welsh directors’ but, she claimed, these had been replaced by ‘useless English money-drones’ who belonged to the English club of similar English money-drones.  Since The Accused was Welsh he was inclined to agree.  The company had bought also the South Wales Electricity Company.  Electricity companies were now also out of favour.  Hyder hoped to save money in producing bills which listed water and electricity charges on the same invoice.  Although this has been done since, the regulators prohibited this, claiming it was anticompetitive.  This meant that the computer programs which had been bought were too unadaptable to be used and the entire new IT system was scrapped.  This suggests that the directors did not understand a great deal about computers or computer programs.  So a loss of over £80m was added to the accounts to cater for this scrapping of computers - and that was the major source of loss, but there was also devaluation of the assets of the electricity company.  The biggest whine, however, is that the regulator had decided that profits were too high and that there would have to be reduction in water charges.  The directors were criticised for not appealing, which two smaller companies had done succesfully.  But companies were allowed to make profits and the regulator would have made an adjustment had the firm been overpenalised. But it hadn’t.  The result of  the regulators’ intervention would at the worst have been a reduction of earnings per share from sixty pence to forty pence.  This had already been expected and account of it had been taken in the former £8.50 share price.  The directors however whined and whined and the press commentators repeated the whine, claiming that the company was heavily indebted and was facing bankcruptcy.  Ms Goldenlay pointed out that Hyder had amongst the most viable balance sheets of any large company.  It could easily pay the interest on its debts from its earnings.  Shareholders had had large dividends but it would be in their interests, if the worst came to the worst, for no dividend pro temp to be paid and rather for debts to be paid off.

But the directors whined and whined and whined..and the shares dropped to below two pounds.  The directors surely were just putting on a show to impress the regulator?  Only a lunatic, surely, would suggest that this was an ideal time for the Directors to organise a takeover bid?  Even if  the punter did think the company was in a bad state, the preferable risk was to hang on.  In truth, Welsh Water was still a licence to print money!  But suddenly the directors announced that they had accepted a takeover bid for a mere 215p.  Shareholders were being swindled by the Directors, yelled Ms Goldenlay, on the worst possible assessment the bid should be at least £5.50 a share.  But there then turned out to be a bidding war.  There was on the one hand a bid from Nomura, an opportunistic venture capitalist or merchant bank with a record of picking up companies cheaply and reselling them and, on the other hand, a consortium.  According to The Accused this consortium was acting improperly by committing shares held in its pension funds to its offers.  These undervalued bids were not in the interests of the pensioners.  The consortium eventually made a bid for £3.70 and Nomura was expected to reply with £4.  It could reasonably be expected that other potential bidders were waiting on the sidelines, avoiding expense by immediate intervention and ready to step in at around £8.50.  But then a government minister intervened to stop the bidding.  The consortium had won with £3.70.

Ms Goldenlay insists that the consortium was a conspiracy where another company bought the Electricity Company, which is what everyone was after, and sold off other juicy titbits (so it did not cost a great deal) and took on the company’s debts and the water company went, without debts, to the company directors as a non-profit-making company.  Although the Blair Government was Thatcherite there remained a misdirected leftwingism amongst some ministers who did not know how the system operated.  The minister supposed that it was the shareholders who were the enemy.  It was the Directors who were the enemy.  The Minister was very keen on these ‘non-profit-making companies’.  But there was no such a thing as a non-profit-making company.  What had been set up was a facility for the directors to pay themselves bonuses, and to pay out perks to pundits - with no shareholders to exert control over them.

However, in truth, it turned out that the Directors were not going to get their long-term incentive payments after all.  The Accused had discovered that in other companies there was a sure way in which directors could obtain these payments.  They received them irrespective of  circumstances if there was a reorganisation or merger.  They might also be guaranteed a large payment if they were sacked!  It was rightly said that company directors were rewarded for failure.  The shares in Hyder had stood at over eight pounds, at which time the price both relative to dividend and relative to earnings was by comparism with shares in other sectors low.  Everyone knew that water companies stood to be clobbered by the regulator and this was already taken into account.  Although a licence to mint money is a valuable asset, two thirds of a licence to mint money is not too bad.  The company at the new share price was still the same company.  The Directors were busily talking down the company (so The Accused claims) -but nevertheless the Accused us that a reasonable offer for the company had to be at at least five pounds fifty a share - and an unimpeded bidding process would have reached at least £8.50.  Suddenly the directors accepted a bid for just over two pounds a share!

There ensued, however, a competition between two bidders - Nomura, an investment company with an appetite for opportunitistic bids for companies with underpriced shares and a consortium.  The purpose of  this consortium was to sell the electricity company and some other assets and then by a roundabout route to present the water company itself, minus debts, to the Company Directors in the form a ‘non-profitmaking company’.  There is no such a thing as a ‘non-profitmaking company’.  What was meant was a company without shareholders, with nobody to control the directors’ acquisition of greater and greater incentive schemes, the directors’ perks taking the place of dividends!  It was, in the Accused’s view, a fiddle whereby the Directors stole the company from the shareholders.  There was eventually a bidding war.  The trust had offered £3.80 per share and Nomura was expected to offer £4.  These were still low prices and there could be expected to be a bidder on the sidelines who would step in suddenly at a higher level, probably around £8.50.   But then a government minister stepped in to stop the bidding, with the effect that the trust got the shares for £3.80.  This was, in the Accused’s view, robbery of  the shareholders.  This Minister supposed that shareholders were the enemy and promoted the ‘non-profit making companies’ - but it was the Directors and finance industry who were the enemy and the shareholders needed support to control them.  The Minister was now presenting a company as gift to company directors.

Similar misinformed ministerial intervention demolished the Railtrack Company.  The share price of a number of  privatised nationalised industries was eventually to collapse - indeed, the price of most of them and in some punters were to lose their investment entirely.  However, initially there was, over several years, a marked increase in price.  The railtrack company was one of  the most spectacular.  The share price rose rapidly from three pounds to over fourteen pounds.  The pundits were gleefully advertising the success of  Railtrack Single Company PEPS.  People who had invested two years’ tax free PEP (personal equity plan - later renamed individual savings account) now worth over eighty thousand pounds.  The Joan of  Arc Office, which was pouring out circulars on the topic of  Pepsabent (“You won’t know where you money went, if you don’t know that Pespsabent” - in imitation of adverts for Pepsadent toothpaste), could not resist mockery of  the advice that punters should therefore buy even more shares in Railtrack at the fourteen pound price!  The price of a share means very little.  Either the price goes back down again or the punter sells the shares and either throws the money down the drain or invests the money in another company, which goes bankcrupt.  The government however did not think so.  It imposed on companies a ‘windfall tax’ which was not proportional to company assets or profits but to company valuation in terms of share price.  The Ministers supposed that they were taxing punters on profits made on their shares.  If  they sold the shares at a supposed profit they would be taxed anyway, but they had not sold them.  Railtrack was later to go into liquidation.

The Railtrack company was obliged to obey government orders.  The regulator determined its income and the company did as it was told.  One of the orders was that it must ‘invest’ such and such an amount a year.  Invest is code for burn, spend or throw away.  Pundits or governments supposed that if money as ‘invested’ that generated an income.  The more that was ‘invested’ the better   The more tom-fool schemes the company could think up for refurbishing stations or wasting money the better.  The company year by year would boast how much it had invested!  It seemed to The Accused that this company looked after railways and that therefore it should instead of  wasting money accumulate enough to buy, if necessary, a supply of new rails for its entire network.  There were also various very expensive genuinely rail investments - such as the Western Rail Link and th bottomless channel tunnel pit, for which money was allocated separately from the requirement to ‘invest’.  The expenditure of  the Railtrack Company was on such a scale that it was barely credible that any company could sustain it - but it also had a guaranteed income well above requirements, an income so vast that it might be expected to be immune even to company directors.

The Railtrack company had the misfortune that journalists travel to London by train.  They have to catch the 8 a.m. train which arrives in London at 9 a.m..  However, the 8 a.m. train does not leave until 8.30 a.m. and they arrive late for work.  They could instead catch the 7 a.m. train which leaves at 8 a.m..  Or they could catch the 6.45 train which leaves at 7.55 p.m.. They had plenty trains but they liked to moan,, and day after day after day they moaned in their newspapers.  Trains were not arriving on time, they whined.  The trains had to run on time.  There were so many trains that it was a miracle they were running at all - but all the journalists were interested in was alleged punctuality.  The regulator imposed penalties on Railtrack for lateness of trains.  The trains, as a matter of fact, were very efficient.  So traindrivers had to rush at top speed irrespective of circumstances.  This was a recipe for disaster.       

 The Accused in his youth had entered Paddington Station by train.  He was amazed at the multiplicity of red lights on the approaches.  There were arrayed on posts on the side of  the tracks, in between the tracks and over the tracks.  The Accused knew that a green traffic light meant ‘go’ and a red traffic light meant ‘stop’.  He confessed to fellow passengers that he had supposed that the same applied to railways.  However, it seemed, that the opposite was true.  Red meant ‘go’ and green meant ‘stop’.  Was that so?  Nobody appeared to know.  How the train-driver is supposed to react to these signals and how he does it e do not know.  The Accused wondered whether perhaps drivers, whether they were aware of it or not, responded not so much to signals but to the sound and sight of trains or to some other process which became inbuilt which provoked the correct responses.  There were now more trains on the same lines and,presumably, more signals.

The Railtrack company had prided itself on its safety record.  Workers on the trcks had been assassinated by trains but, except for those who supposedly voluntarily jumped into the path of trains, had assassinated no members of the public.  In terms of mortality per passenger mile British trains were to remain safe when compared to other forms of transport, but then there was a pandemic of fatal crashes, not merely in Britain but in the world over.  Whatever the relevence of the background, one train ran into another on the approaches to Paddington Station, with unfortunate injury, in unusual circumstance.  One train crossed into the path of another.  Then there was another crash, with fatal injuries, in the environs of St Albans.  The Accused while sitting with Angie’s son Rene in Costa’s Coffee House in Golders Green stared at the photographs.  It seemed that a rail had been dislodged and broken through centrifugal force when a train was speeding round a bend.  This is proportional to the train’s velocity and the (square of) the curviture of the bend.  The entire force is exerted against the outer rail and none against the inner.  The photographs also suggested to The Accused (though subsequent investigators did not mention this) that modern rails were inadequately secure and apt to shift marginally under lateral pressure from trains - and such repeated bending might lead to metal fatigue - a greater propensity to fracture.  The Accused tried also to visualise the distribution of forces.  Was there a tendency for the rear of the train to lash outwards or for connections between waggons to break and the disconnected ends to lash outwards?  What was the effect in these circumstances of maldistribution of weight in the train?  Photographs of modern crashes suggested a tendency for the carriage to break away from and fly off independently of the wheels and the supports whereby they were connected to the underside of the carriage.  What was the effect of  applying a brake?  The Accused pondered.  He could not work all out for certain but was very suspicious.  These were modern tracks, he suspected, and therefore substandard and the train had been travelling too fast round a bend. He felt again that directors of a company, those who should be supervising, were out of touch.  They should be familiar with the notion of centrifugal force.  They should be walking along the tracks in the spare time to see what was going on.  They were all lawyers and money-drones.  They understood nothing.  In every company scientists and technicians were being removed from boards and replaced by the occupations in which money or class counted for more than intelligence.

Very similar suspicions abounded.  Modern rails, it was claimed, were full of cracks.  Temporary speed limits were imposed on bends, thereby delighting journalists with lateness of trains, and numerous rails were replaced, delighting the journalists almost as much with absence of trains (buses being laid on instead).  The entire fate of  Britain’s railways forever hands on a few solidly packed Southern Region trains carrying iratejournalists and, hopefully, Railtrack was very careful and laid on on comfortable buses.  The journalists would at least have been guaranteed a seat instead of five hundred journalists being packed into a single carriage. [In truth, not many journalists travel in trains, but one journalist once in his lifetime is enough].  Nevertheless then there was another crash (with loss of life, not one of the many routine crashes that are never reported).  This was a spectacular crash in which carriages diverting themselves onto the wrong line sped through a station and onto a platform.  A good theory, or even a bad theory, may catch on even if it is not true.  What caused this we cannot be certain, but a plausible explanation lay in a points failure due to two nuts at a junction either having come out or having not been put in in the first place.  This, in turn, led to allegations that were at least implied that workers for contractors were deliberately sabotaging lines then phoning up Railtrack so as to secure more work.  Whether or not there was evidence for this, contractors were now another focus for attention (with collapse of some more shares, already vulnerable on account of problems with the Private Patients’ Plan, People’s Progressive Party.. no Private-Public Partnership.

Reports of the Railway’s regulator had concerned themselves with punctuality.  Heavy penalties were to be imposed for lateness.  Railtrack already had to pay hundreds of millions in fines despite maintaining the timetables of numerous trains of numerous companies very efficiently.  All that mattered was that some journalist who did not understand timetables had once suffered a five minute delay after previously getting up late and missing breakfast and had recognised in the Victoria Station tearoom that whines about railways were the joy of thousands of Southern Region commuters.  It did not worry regulators, journalists and politicians that this emphasis - which was hypocritical since it was hardly technically possible to improve punctuality -threatened safety.  The erstwhile agitators did not now recall that they had been bullying belated trains into speeding.  All manner of unrealistic demands and allegations continued to be made.  Railtrack Directors were also getting worried.  They feared that they would be overwhelmed with compensation claims.  But their income from fees chareable to train operators nevertheless were sufficient to cover all eventualities.  Despite all Railtrack’s debts, the interest charges were trivial when compared with income.  Just as Hyder had been on the basis of its accounts rather than propaganda one of  the most invulnerable companies in Britain, so too Railtrack seemed invulnerable at a time when just about every quoted company was in danger of being Found Out.

The pundits, when rubbishing the Railtrack Company, were not intending to shoot themselves in the foot.  Their plan was to drive down the price of Railtrack shares and profit from a cheap rights issue.  The pundits, therefore, except for those who were in on the conspiracy, were then as surprised as everyone else by the conveniently timed announcement that Railtrack had been put into ‘adminstration’.  Nobody had realised this could happen,since Railtrack had a very viable balance-sheet.  But this was not all bad news for the Pundits because now the Directors could continue milking the company while the Administrator, a company of pundits, could milk the company with even greater aplomb.

.The Minister had never been very keen on privatisation and his own pundits had extolled the virtues of the so-called non-profit-making company, the milch cow for directors.  The Thatcherite legislation permitting directors to milk companies was a questionable Neodarwinist philosophy.  Piles of money do not attract the ‘best’ but the greediest and most incompetent - those born with privileges in their own social classes.  Organisation is more the province of the outsiders, those who have had learnt to survive in competition with reality rather than by the pseudo-competition of the Neobowlbyite class system, where class membership automatically confers betterness or facility for survival.  The non-profit-making company, however, had preceded the privatised nationalised industries in the form of the Water Boards, quangos outside control of government, democracy, shareholders or anyone else, which had the power of taxation, imposed mega-charges and whose directors dished out to themselves great benefits.   Blarite ministers regularly courted popularity by jumping on press-created bandwaggons and had therefore wished to be seen as clobbering Railtrack.  The word ‘Railtrack’ created a convenient scapegoat upon which could be piled not only the guilt of assassinating and injuring passengers but of all the evils of big business, privatised industries and company directorsIt was even better than the Strong Pound, which, with interest rate cuts, was no longer so strong, though no doubt it could become strong again on devalued criteria.  So the Minister announced he would withhold previously promised monies for the big investments - the Western Rail Link and the bottomless pit across the channel.

But the Minister had promised to cough up this money.  He had coughed up so much already that surely he was not going to stop coughing up now.  There was a problem, however, pundits pointed out.  Bottomless Pit money was not recorded by the Chancellor as ‘public expenditure’.  This was very important for electioneering purposes.  But there were misbehaving statisticians who suggested it might be public expenditure after all.  But, surely, the Chancellor was going to find a way round this - such as sacking the statisticians.  The money was going to be paid.  But nevertheless companies dependent on governments and regulators were obliged to whine.  So Railtrack sent Lord Marshall of Knightsbridge to butter up the Minister. Lord Marshall was a Lord and therefore he must be a friend of The Minister.  Lord Marshall, Gloria Goldenlay assures us, was ‘as thick as five planks’.   This presumably she says on the basis of no evidence further than he was a Lord and, by her standards, five planks was a highly complimentary assessment of a Lord’s intelligence.  But it was scarecely in the company’s interests to send a Lord rther than a Managing Director.  The Minister then reported that Lord Marshall had told him that Railtrack was broke and that he therefore had decided to puit into administration.  Lord Marshall said this was a lie.  He had said no such thing.  In any case, the Minister had had opportunity to check on the figures and must have known that he would take the decision in advance - and wasting fees on an administator - hundreds of millions a week - was scarecely plausible economy.   The administrator, surely, would just be an expensive money-drone.  But then, surely the Lord would not have known that the Minister could put Railtrack into administration and when whining surely might have threatened: “Railtrack will go bust if you do not cough up” and could have changed his mind had he been then told about the administration.  He could have said: “In that case we will ringfence the Bottomless Pit and arrange for it to be sold to The Americans”.  The outcome was that Railtrack was put into a form of ‘administration’, at the request of the Minister, via provisions in the Act of Parliament passed when Railtrack was privatised.  Eventually the Minister thought up a Non-Profit-Making Company.. and told it what it had to do.  It had to invest... yes, the orders seemed to be exactly those imposed by the government when the original Railtrack was set up.
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