.





In those days pommie companies still published Annual Reports, all of them written, for the Dick Organisation, by Fatima Patel.   Piles of them would be laid out when the company directors came as guests.  When the Rnk directors were being entertained Little Lila expressed great delight at the graphs on page 32 of the Rnk Annual Report in which ‘total shareholder return’ of  Rnk Equity was compared with the FTSE-250 Index (regarded as some sort of composite company share).  Between Dec 01 and Dec 06 the index had  followed a concave curve, while the Rnk supposed TSR had, above this, a convex path, with the Rnk curve shooting below the corresponding FTSE curve (ie price of a ‘basket’ of shares) in mid 2005.  The figures surely are not comparable since there is no addition to the index to cater for reinvestment of dividends – but TSR is the major criterion in the award of director’s perks.  A further criterion is the company’s TSR compared with that of a collection of rival companies.  If  Rnk was above the last two the directors were to get a tip.   Lila did not hesitate to point out to the two directors, and their Irish minder, that their record was in 2004 19th out of 20, 2005 19th out of 20, 2006, 14th out of 14!





So maybe the Directors were not getting their tips.  Well.. not quite.  We do not make a habit of reading remuneration reports, not even the edited summaries that appear in Fatima’s Annual Reports.  The woman-hours of intellectual effort recessary to decode even these potted versions exceeds two hundred times that needed for the entire remainder of the Annual Report.  To understand  Rnk Report to which I refer, despite that, further information is required, such as the Directors’ contracts and the previous Annual Reports, which Ms Fatima either forgot to supply or which Direct Debbie filched.  We tried to do our best!








Done up to here…











In the post-entrepreneur era of the Royaumes Unies, similar motivation is supposedly induced into the directors by issuing them with company shares.  These supposedly confer upon the directors a will to preserve the company in the long-term rather than to take the money and run.  Ms. Goldenlay has some sympathy with this theory – which, nevertheless, has serious snags.  The directors do not depend on the shares.   They have more than adequate salaries – earning enough within three years to keep them, in the absence of  RU-style inflation, for life.  Their taxation and death duties even makes it pointless to accumulate more.  There is no reason not, after three years, to retire to become a multiple non-executive director.  They are also paid very ample pensions.  It is true that these can only be protected from inflation by investment in viable shares, but the pundits are not greatly aware of the dangers.  It is true that the accumulations of a Pommie Director of, say, five million pfunt, could not generate enough income to sustain even the most impoverished pommie, but they live in their imagination in the remote past when such a sum was akin to owning a Belsize Euro.   They believe in their own propaganda that company shares, even though increasingly there is in the RU no such thing, per se, by inevitable God-ordained magic, perpetually increase in value.





We do find in the Rnk report the viewpoint that perks exist to entice the best directors and that they are, therefore to be guaranteed to these best directors in order to secure them.  But more typically, or supposedly so, these shares are regularly awarded as part of some incentive scheme based on some ‘criteria’, typically some measure of company profit, share price on the market, or company income attributable per ordinary equity share, or common share as we call it in our version of the pommie language.  This contradicts the intended objectives.  These criteria, as we shall see in the case of  Rnk, encourage inflation and the formation of cartels and the exploitation of the customer – which only in the short-term, even if that, generates real company earnings.  It is not possible to view company progress realistically over this limited period.  It can be expected to generate three year directors who take the money and run.  What occurs within this period, in so far as it is not manipulation to improve the perks,  is a legacy from the past.  There is an incentive to undermine the company’s future by elevating these figures, either actually or artificially, over this period, at the expense of the future.  Ms. Po Lune never tires in telling us that company profits follow the mathematics of  chaos theory (though it is Lila who is the mathematical genius).  The ‘profit’ is a small quantity compared with the company’s finances overall and very small changes, including minute accounting errors, can cause apparently devastating swings in profit or loss.   The losses are in RU companies the more devastating and, when they appear, wipe out many times over the losses of previous decades…losses that can only remedied, if at all, through being wiped out by hyperinflation – which happens in the RU with a cyclic regularity.  Even if these profits are realistically expressed, it can hardly be anything but fantasy to attribute them to particular years or exclusively to current directorial performance and the size of current profit is not necessarily a measure of company viability.  In a truly competitive market profit would never be more than needed to sustain the workforce, if that is profit.  The company needs to be constructed so that it can survive in the long term, not necessarily with a massive profit, and can overcome any anticipated or unanticipated reverses or expenses.  RU Directors have become motivated to borrow vast sums and indeed indiscriminately to pay these out to the fund managers, leaving the companies unable to face crises, are encouraged by their government to squander money in ‘boosting the economy’ with unnecessary and useless ‘investment’, ‘updating’, ‘refurbishment’ and replacement and boost their profits with trend-inspired short-lived highly profitable, or supposedly so, operations at the expense of the basic and safe nucleus.  The emphasis on share price encourages artificial manipulation, such as the purchase of own shares.   The reliance on three year performance periods generates three year directors and doctored figures with the profits shifted to the end and the losses to the commencement.  These misleading productions have even led to companies being sold off, admittedly usually to the directors, at knock-down prices.  The emphasis on share price also encourages manipulation such as the purchases of own shares.





The perks awards typically are represented as being competitive and dependent on performance compared with similar or other companies.  Without small print, the directors would be even very unlikely to get their perks.  But the directors may all be performing very well or all very badly.   The entrepreneurial forsight and skills of directors, if they have any, are not required by the company which can afford to pay him a large salary or which is in any case doing very well or which is so large that it can creep downhill blissfully even without directorial assistance.   The skilful director is more required by the company without impressive profits and he may be doing very well if he keeps it alive, even without spectacular achievement of the competitive ‘criteria’.    





Although directors meet ‘criteria’ less often than generally believed within the RU (and if the competitve criteria were without small print, inevitably most of the directors would lose out), the directors of many companies can recoup their losses by resigning or being sacked, thereby either getting their perks automatically or comparable compensation.   The directors’ perks might be rescued, irrespective of the small print, by an adequate take-over bid elevating share-price.  These takeover bids are, as Gloria has on previous occasions demonstrated, in the interests of neither shareholders, companies nor of the public.  They are typically financed by bank loans which must then be recouped from the punters.  But we have found in our researches of  Pommie Companies that invariably the perks are recouped if a company undergoes a ‘reorganisation’ or ‘takeover’.  This means that the company gets taken over (usually by the directors but taken abroad) when the figures, whether realistic or not, are at their worst!





The Princess Goldenlay says that theoretical argument is unnecessary, that it is proved by the facts that shareholder control would be preferable to a club of directors with perks.  Undoubtedly in the RU the directors and perks have been an unmitigated disaster.   The disaster, sure enough, has not been so unmitigated in other nations.  It may be that the RU is decadent in any case and needs a salvation more consistent with realistic theory or that the Pommies are still unable to cope with their insignifance and are paying themselves amounts or expecting amounts more readily sustained by the much larger companies we have in the Federation.  The Pommies still see themselves as potential imperialists, supposing that their companies can be organised so as to take over the world when the consequence is that the world takes over them. 





A company may have a great multiplicity of  ‘incentive schemes’.  They are designed not by the Directors or their Neddy-laden Remuneration Committees but by the supposedly  ‘independent advisors’ – separate companies, of which three are regularly named in Annual Reports.  They are supposedly each designed to be comparable to the schemes of  other companies but the same advisors contruct all of them.. and there has been a dramatic escalation in awards.  The multiplicity not only creates extra ‘incentive opportunities’ for the directors but extra fees for the advisors.  Nowadays, in accordance with the play-acting of the Subacute Combined Degeneration Code the directors, in company with the advisors (What qualifies these as experts we do not know..but, presumably, they have a computer program) also sit in independent judgement on each other.  Although the Remuneration Reports, or Enumeration Reports, of different companies look much the same and are all written by Ms Patel companies do negotiate variations.  The Fund Managers ensure that these schemes are approved by ‘shareholders’, even when making a show of speaking out against them, irrespective of their generosity – which may reach ridiculous proportions, threatening the eat a company’s entire assets or annual income, or more… though the worst offenders have typically been companies that need not have bothered to hire the advisors since there was no chance of them getting their perks anyway!





The Rnk Organisation’s ‘incentive schemes’, at least at first sight, place great emphasis on the ownership of shares.  The directors, or, supposedly the advisors who design these schemes, not surprisingly, are not entirely happy about this, believe that the schemes and principles behind them should be changed and there has to be a suspicion, that if these ever existed they have changed already.   The Prince O’Neill assured us that Neddies are not paid a ‘salary’ but pay-as-you- go-‘fees’, faced with the threat of instant dismissal without notice or compensation, with three tenths of the ‘fees’ automatically used to purchase shares at current market price ..and he is unable to sell them unless he is sacked or retires.  He has therefore, he assures us, no incentive for share prices to be artificially boosted.  Mssrs  Burke and Mr Hare whined too.  The ‘Chief Executive’, that is to say, Mr Burke, is expected to build up shareholding valued by some unstated criterion – possibly actual purchase price – at one and a half times his annual salary.. and in the case of  Executive Directors, to wit, Mr Hare, a sum valued as equal to a year’s salary – while executives on the management committee but not the board are expected to accumulate shares valued at half a year’s salary.  These directors are given five years to complete these purchases.  Lila purred that it was neither likely that the directors would bother to buy these shares nor that they would bother to remain for five years.  Mssrs Burke and  Hare ummed an ah’d and whined further.   They assured us that they too received no shares as free gifts or perks but, rather were obliged to buy them at their own expense .. and, if presented with ‘options; if they get them at all, still have to pay for them.  They were only two.  They were not ‘fat cats; on the scale of Milor Davies nor of the numerous directors of rival concerns which, on top of  larger ‘basic salaries’ augmented similar options or obligations as theirs regarding shares with ‘bonus shares’ that might even be free gifts.  The numerous executive directors of rival concerns have these options or obligations – though they were spared the obligations - augmented by ‘bonus shares’ that may even be ‘free gifts’.   Options to buy shares in Rnk, they whined, were hardly a privilege.   To spare Mssrs. Burke and Hare’s feelings we will take it be an underlying truth that shares are not handed out to directors as a bonus but purchased from their own funds.





Shares named in Fatima’s 2006 report are the old pre-capital-payout shares.  Ms Fatima claims that the Prince O’Neill’s claims regarding Neddies are consistent with her own 2006 Company Report.  On the other hand, Mssrs Burke and Hare have been in office insufficiently long to be tied to their obligation to own respectively 500,000 and 250,00 shares.  She is aware of them both owning ten thousand, probably donated when they took office, while they also have an ‘interest’ in the Rnk Group Employee Benefit Trust.  The nature of the relevant ‘schemes’ and terminology will be later explained.  However, Mr Burke, as matters stand, has an option on 429,328 shares, supposing they ‘vest’, in 2009 in the ESOP and  Mr Hare has outstanding possible options in the ESOP of  around 332,000 shares.  Mr Burke has 216, 101 possible options in the LTIP and Mr Hare has 207,768.  However Rnk has neither a record of options vesting, nor of  directors exercising options nor of  the offered price being attractive. ..nor of directors lasting long enough to be supposedly bound to purchase shares.  There is an exception in that Mike Smith in 2007 bought 300,000 option shares at 226.25 pommie pence which proved to be adequate to be recorded as at a profit of  £P120,750.  Mr Hare allowed 7155 SAYE earn shares, even a little cheaper, lapse in 2007 but Mr Burke and Mr Hare still have respectively possible SAYE purchases at the discount price of  187 pommie pence.  So Fatima is of the opinion that share bonus schemes have not been contributing to directors’ earnings and that the alleged obligations to purchase sharers in the numbers ordained is unrealistic.





There is usually some scheme open to all employees given some name such as the Save-as-you-earn Share Option Scheme.   As a matter of fact, in Pommieland, the President or President Elect may provide some of the finance, or there may be some discount or there may be additional award of free shares to the purchasers.  It has been our previous experience that the number of shares that may be purchased depends on income and, indeed, although described as schemes for ‘employees’ the majority of the shares are awarded to directors.  The number of shares awarded to the other employees has been so small that they immediately sell them, thereby keeping in office the stockbrokers, the Such and Such a Company Share Trading Scheme, who, for an allegedly small fee or a fee paid by the company, sell (and buy) small numbers of shares at what they describe as the ‘market price’ without allowing punters to fix limits.  The Rnk 2006 Annual Report, however, says that their employees ‘save some fixed sum of up to £250 a month’, hopefully at some rate of interest, for a period of either three or five years and are then able to buy shares at 20% discount to the alleged market price at the beginning of the period of payment.  This is an adjusted price, presumably, if, as in the case of Rnk, there have been intervening ‘capital payments’.   If  this is here correctly reported, this is hardly a rational investment, not merely so not in the case of  Rnk.  The punters could equally keep their money and invest ‘when the time is right’.  Ms. Fatima tells us that when she was a Rnk employee, a security guard at a holiday camp, she was offered what was in fact a generous donation of company shares, more akin to the annual bonus of a company that has achieved a profitable rakeoff.  Or maybe it was Rnk’s Middle Eastern Executive was trying to buy her approval for her to be sold to him as a wife.  But, because Fatima was only four years old at the time, the Directors then told her that the law prevented her from receiving the award.   So maybe Rnk directors have never been overendowed with imagination.





There are also share option schemes reserved for directors, involving far greater sums.  Company reports sometimes recite a great catalogue of these, enough to defy enumeration.  Such companies presumably have a permanently sitting Enumeration Committee.  However, typically, there are two alleged schemes or two categories of shemes, given typically some variation of the names ‘Executive Share Option Scheme’ and ‘Long Term Incentive Plan’ (the appropriately named LTIP). A ‘short term incentive scheme’ is the same thing as a Long Term Incentive Scheme, though it is listed separately and provides an excuse for presenting the directors with extra perks.  For the purposes of general summary, ESOPs and LTIPs can be taken to be the same thing, despite one being a fable and the other to ensure promptness.  In no way are they long-term.  They depend on ‘performance’ over a short period, typically three years.  The director is presented with an ‘award’ of shares at the market price at the time of the ‘award’ or, possibly at a 20 per cent discount.  Although this is described as an ‘award’ the director is not then presented with the shares.  The shares which perhaps he is going to receive may be, and usually are, bought on the market at company expense and deposited in the Directors’ Share Trust, whatever name this is given – though surely a company is entitled to use previously unissued shares.   These are the property of the company.   Because accountants have bellyached changes in the market price of these shares,. as well as trading expenses, are now recorded in company profit and loss figures, though under some disguise!  Some or all of these shares then become the potential property of the director, the number depending on the ‘performance criteria’.  These shares then are described as ‘vested’. Shares not ‘vested’ because the ‘performance criteria’ are not met, in respect of those shares, ‘lapses’ – which term may also be used if the shares are not then purchased within a designated period, again, perhaps, three years.  It may or may not be that dividends are paid on the awarded or elapsed shares (and reinvested in shares) and if the capital value of shares, computed as percentage of current stock market price, is reduced by a capital payment the directors awarded or vested shares are correspondingly increased in numbers.  In the case of Rnk the shares when purchased by the Directors appear to be taken out of the Trust. 





As these shares have been described, maybe, there is not much of perquisites about them.   The directors have to buy them.  With remarkable regularity, as a matter of fact, directors do not buy their option shares.  This may be because the option lapses because the ‘performance criteria’ have not been met, because the current share price is less than that of the option or because the directors chose not to spend the money or do not have the money to spend.  It might be supposed that directors, if the price is at discount to market, the directors may buy and then sell.  In the absence of  ‘reorganisations’ this rarely happens.  Directors may be prohibited from selling the shares when in office, or even thereafter, or for some designated period .. and, when in office, are supposedly obliged to publish their own transactions in the company’s shares.  It is in theory, though not necessarily in fact, a great offence to organise share transactions on the basis of ‘insider information’.  These schemes can be augmented to be more bonuses than purchase with own money.  Apart from the 20% discount on price and the company paying the purchase fees, companies regularly now add free shares to those awarded.. and in some cases an extraordinarily large number of free shares, even four for every one bought, though we have not discovered any such amendment in Rnk’s schemes.





Ms Goldenlay has unearthed considerable problems or unanswered questions in relation to these option schemes.. mainly in relation to mergers.  Mergers can be arranged to save the directors’ share options and/or to make these profitable investments while the punters are left without shares or lose while the directors gain.   Directors tend to do very well out of  takeovers.  The punters who have control over their own shares own a small percentage.  Directors now resort to even more effective fiddles but, in the past, opposition by ten per cent of the shares could block an unfavourable merger.  The punters very rarely collectively have this number of shares and it has been common for there to have been effective opposition by punters holding just a few shares above the ten per cent or whatever percentage is operative.  It is far from clear how directors have been getting over this hurdle though it seems very likely that they are mobilising votes attached to their share options after buying the shares, without buying the shares or even on shares awarded but not vested.  Also despite laws requiring open declaration of transactions,. there have been very suspicious and mysterious sales or transfers of shares to eventual bidders prior to bids.   Directors of companies to be taken over also tend to be awarded or award themselves extraordinarily favourable terms which may or regularly do involve the future of their options schemes.  Directors portray themselves or the Non=Executive Directors or some within their number whom they describe as independent directors as without self-interest in their actions and recommendations but it appears more that directors do very well while the punters are done to very badly. 





There is also the ‘bonus scheme’ or a collection of  ‘bonus schemes’ – usually reserved for executive directors and currently allegedly restricted within Rnk to Mssrs. Burke and Hare (though we suspect that executive managers also have a similar pay structure).   These typically are supplements to salary and money rather than shares – even considerable sums.  The awards or how much is awarded depends on similar criteria to the share option schemes and, again, the directors may rescue themselves by selling the company.   There is a Pork Pie Picture which Fatima has, for the pommie concrete thinker, inserted on page 26.  According to this Mr Burke receives base salary, pension, annual bonus and long term incentives in the proportions (percentages) 43, 15. 22. 20 and in the case of ‘other executive directors’, i.e. Mr Hare, 46,14,19, 21.  Well done Ms. Fatima!  This has not changed since 2004.  But this does not make sense..  Oh, these are not actual but ‘target’ percentages.  In fact these percentages assume achievement of the ‘targets on page 27’.  The naïve might suppose that  Mr Burke and Mr Hare’s target percentages do not seriously differ, but it next turns out that Burke’s target bonus is fifty per cent of base salary and Mr Hare’s forty per cent.  That’s very clever..  Fatima is quite right.. well.. 51.15279 per cent and and 41.30 per cent.





But is a ‘target’ as we might be tempted to believe a maximum.  Lila assures us that it is not.  The independent assessors have to tell the directors: “We can’t just sit down every year and give you more!  The percentages and criteria have to remain the same or equivalent.  But we will let you award yourself another 200 per cent of salary if you reckon you have done ‘exceptionally well’”.  Then the impartial advisors keep their job – unless there are other independent advisors to select the independent advisors … and then too!  Fatima now tells us that the ‘maximum’ bonuses are, for Mr Burke and Mr Hare, respectively, 100% and 80%.





In 2006 75% of ‘bonus opportunity’ arises from ‘operating profit targets’.  This is appropriate since these are largely achieved by the workers whereas the large ‘exceptional losses’ of companies which are not included depend on the skills of the directors.  The statistics determined by ‘cash flow’, ‘cost reduction’ and ‘turnover’.  Mr Karadzic insists that the cash flow and turnover criteria ensure that the directors do not lose out if  everyone bets the winner of the Derby and, whether or not this is true, cash flow can be readily generated by injudicious loss-making property sales… and borrowing money. Achievements in cost reduction include sale and leaseback, the cost of own share purchases, the cost of  persuading smokers to stay and non-smokers to join, the cost of  new gambling machines with which ex-President Toby has ordered the old to be replaced, the cost of hopeful electronic enterprises.  But divisional managers, who have similar bonuses, do report ‘cost savings’.  The former Pommie NHS managers applying to us unsuccessfully for political asylum to escape nemesis assure us that the way to save costs is to employ illegal immigrants financed by foreign governments who do not have to paid and spend the savings on carpets for the boardroom.  However the old pay scales supposedly for old-style workers must be maintained so that if the pay goes up five per cent the directors can have a similar boost.  Ms Fatima claims that in the Rnk organisation the boost is similar rather than higher. A further criterion has been added – the success of the financial restructuring and reorganisation.   The independent advisors have to think of something.  Ms Goldenlay appreciates the pommie directors are very interested in financial restructuring, but nevertheless financial restructuring and reorganisation should be kept to a minimum and it has mysterious how its ‘success’ can be measured, particularly during the year or years that they are first implemented.





So, surely, it hardly matters .. since the directors are not going to get their bonuses anyway!  Not so!  We are now told that Mr Burke’s 2006 bonus has been 60 per cent of salary and Mr Hare’s is 50.5 per cent in salary.  Ah so!  And why is Mr Burke, much more recently appointed, with therefore the less assessable performance, getting a higher percentage than Mr Hare’  It is true that he is supposed to get a higher percentage of nothing anyway.  But we do now hear that Mr Burke – to persuade him to join the company - was promised an automatic unconditional 40 per cent bonus (Fatima does not say this is not permanent – for every year of office).  If this automatic payment, then it is salary and not bonus, but as Ms Fatima puts it is included within Mr Burke’s 60 per cent.  Maybe the guarantee is ‘at least forty per cent’ rather than ‘forty per cent extra’.  We don’t know!





Burke and Hare according to Fatima receive another ‘bonus’ in their capacity as members of the management committee/board of the gaming commission – a bribe to persuade them not to take the money and run or to accept a higher salary from Stanley.  The award is in shares and not cash and are ‘eligible’ for twenty per cent of  salary.   But these shares will only be handed over at the end of  2007 if there is a stipulated recorded increase in operating profits …which after such a brief interval can reasonably be expected!  If we have understood this correctly, this amount cannot be included within the figures stated for 2007.





Well, what bonuses have Mr Burke and Hare then been paid?  Ms Fatima points out that it can be deduced from her table on page 30 and the footnotes that  Mr Burke, over 299 days, was paid £421,000 ‘basic’ (some transferred to the pensions column), 255,000 ‘annual bonus’ and 148 pension or in lieu of pension.  There is also 11,000 so-called benefits and 15,000 expenses ‘including car allowance’.   The corresponding figures for Mr Hare are, for a full year, 364,000, 184,000, 103,000, 8,000 and 18,000.  Thus the bonuses of Mr Burke and Mr Hare are, as Fatima approximately states, 60.57% and 50.49%.  Figures are also quoted for Mr Smith which are alleged to be, in accordance with his contract, ‘as if’ he had worked over the entire year (and retired at the end of it) plus a little extra.   On the basis of this he was paid a higher base salary than Mr Burke but a bonus of 30.47%.  But still, Dr Karadzic can make no sense of this.  A sum surely should be stipulated at the beginning of the assessment period and the amount paid then depend on degree of attainment at the end of the proposed criteria, that is to say the ‘awards’ should not be variable but only the amounts eventually ‘vested’.  The Prince O’Neill, Neddy of the independent advisors who thought this up, was unable to explain.





As already stated, it does not seem realistic to claim that Rnk Directors have been paid share bonuses, apart from the scheme mentioned as ‘extra’ to gambling managers and that Fatima’s claim that target is for these to be around fifty per cent of base salary.  Fatima mentions two so-called long-term (ie short-term) share option schemes.  The ‘Executive Share Option Scheme’ (ESOS or ESOP) depends on ‘normalised earnings per share’ (ie as a percentage of nominal capital per share –which has changed).  Quoting Fatima directly rather than rephrasing this as a formula the possibilities are 1x, 2x, or 3x base salary (presumably the maximum) for increases of  3%, 5% and 7% Retail Price Index (a controversial alleged measure of inflation of which there are several versions).  If we interpret ‘RPI’ increase as ‘inflation’, then it is hardly satisfactory for companies have such ambitions, to inflate inflation, and even to do so by a large amount! Mr Burke was awarded a 200 per cent of salary grant but Mr Hare only 66%.  We are not aware that Mr Hare dug up less bodies.  If Rnk has previously very low earnings per share this would be partly explained but it is hard to escape from Dr Karadzic’s conclusion that they have gone down.  The awards from the Long Term Incentive Plan (LTIP) depends on growth of normalised earnings per share of at least two per cent above RPI over three years and achievement of at least median relative to total shareholder  (TSR) against a group of comparator companies.   Lila earlier assumed that the ‘straight’ line plotting award against percentile carried on so that third last place in the Rnking carried some award.. though such a place has not over the previous three years been achieved.  As we understand six of the companies on the list, approximately a third, have since ‘delisted’.  The assertion ‘where a comparator company subsequently delists, its TSR as at the date of delisting is increased in line with bank base rates for future monitoring purposes’ was greeted with great hilarity at the Domestic Market at the expense of the unfortunate Mr O’Neill.   So the directors of RU companies will soon be comparing themselves with a list of imaginary companies.. though,. in fact, with the Pommie Bank base rate!!  The Directors themselves however have little faith that they will win any cheap shares.   The holding fund has only 202,852(old, since converted to a larger number of new) shares currently available – the same as a year ago!





Mr Neill, in his alternative capacity of  Neddy of  Remuneration Advisors Watson Wyatt, may have been disconcerted at becoming a figure for comedy at Belsize.  But there was no need so tearfully to ‘repent’ and we never suggested that he was heading for fire and brimstone.  We have thick skins in the Federation.  We have to put up with this all the time.  Nevertheless, we can discern no useful purpose for his company.  We are prepared to accept the claims of  Mr Burke and Hare that they, the executive directors of Rnk, are not in the fat cat category .. But dirctectors’ bonus and incentive schemes even over a a three year period are hardly a measure of  directorial long term performance or contribution to company viability and the figures are inherited from previous years.  The various criteria that have been used are even counterproductive as regards the legitimate  aims of such schemes.   They are more a reflect of the interests of rogue Fund Managers, as they see their interests to be.  We can see now way out of this.  The whole concept is flawed. The Princess Goldenlay is right that companies can only be protected by the punters, the individual shareholders, with their maintaining control over the directors and being genuinely motivated to preserve the company as a viable long-term entity.





These schemes provide directors with a great incentive to sell their company.. whether to themselves, to some other company, almost inevitably based outside the RU, or a private equity company, with themselves as directors or interested parties maybe in these companies.  The terms of the ‘incentive schemes’ are such as to make such takeovers much more in the interests of the directors than they are in the interests of the punters.  This is true even where the punters imagine they are making a profit out of the merger.  It is the punters, in the long run,who have to pay.   The punter, to hedge his interests, does not invest in a single company but a portfolio and these reorganisations are merely chopping and changing within the company or else a taking of the company entirely out of any potential portfolio.   As Minister of   Finance Ms Goldenlay may be delighted at the property price inflation in the Dong Zone of  our islands.  That was she can charge more taxes and eventually get everything.  But she is not delighted by price inflation in her own property in some foreign country where somebody else collects the taxes and inflation increases maintenance costs.  Miss Direct Debbie, who learnt her economics in the RU, has, as all have who are provided with villas on Uncle Boris’s land on Knossos, has a nominal interest in the Ponchobolero pension funds.  Debbie used to ask Ms Goldenlay: “Why don’t you cash in selling such and such a holding of shares at a profit?”  But when Gloria answered: “OK. Then what should I buy with the money?”, Debbie could produce no answer.
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