


07705WNK.GLY::From Ms Gloria Goldenlay, Minister of  Finance to the Free Columbian Trade Federation, via Ms. Minerva Miniskirt, Federal Minister of  Truth, Palais d’ Orleans, Isle de Belsize.





The Prerequisites of  Perquisites








Ms. Goldenlay, Federal Minister of Finance, continues from the previous circular 07705WNK.GLY her discussion of  pommie directorial perks, which is to drag onto at least another.  The criteria whereby 


these perks are assessed are counterproductive.                                                                                           


                                                                                                                                                                      


A pommie Prof has been educating us that the initial letter and the final are sufficient for a pommie to recognise a word.  In other words: “a pe pf hs bn eg us tt te il lr ad te fl ae st fr a pe to re a wd”. That is to say:  “A precise proof has been evading us that the industrial lighter and the fuel are sufficient for a pasture to replace a wood”.  Gloria has been taking the Professor’s dogmas to heart.  Incas are more literate than pommies and, therefore, she has been providing us with shorthand manuscripts in which entire paragraphs are abbreviated to the first letter and the last (of the paragraph).                                                                                                                                                  


                                                                                                                                                                           





Two years ago Gloria’s mother, known as the Princess Goldenlay, on a state visit to Merciavostok to attend to the official opening by the Executive Mayor of Lear City, Captain Thomas Cook, of a hole in the road.  The Princess was feted as the lovable grass-skirted thirty six stone queen of a previously unknown supposedly primitive island.   Now, three generations of holes in the road later – of uninterrupted digging and filling in – with a new placard ‘Mayor Cook Working For You!’ – the Princess is again in Pommiland.  Maybe in Merciavostok she might still be feted but she is visiting ‘secretly’ in another capacity – as President of the Bank of  Belsize.   Belsize may more resemble Mrs. Mountbatten’s Sandringham estate than a honkie industrial eco-slum, but the pommies have discovered that we are not primitive.  Not in any deprecatory sense.   President Gorgo wants to borrow our money to pay for the paper to print more banknotes – or, at any rate, to sell us what remains of  pommiland in exchange for the free range organic eco-plastic sheets.   They are organic – polyvinyl chloride – and grow on bushes cultivated by Fanny on Ozzy’s ranch. The Princess and her party have decided to travel ‘incognito’, in the manner of a tourist or illegal immigrant, to discover ‘what life in pommiland is really like’.            


                                                                                                                                                                             


                                                                                                                                                                            


It might defy credibility that the Princess Goldenlay should pass along the streets of  Toriland unrecognised.  But then the perceptiveness of the pommie does defy credibility.   For Osama bin Ladin it is somewhat easier.   Ozzy has joined the Princess’s party as President of the Banco Belsize Cayman International.   Or maybe the Princess has joined Ozzie’s party.   Ozzie asked a passing bearded youth clad in a nighdress and sandals what was written on a distant newspaper placard.                                                                            


                                                                                                                                                                            


“Who do you think you are?  Osama bin Ladin?  It says, as you can see for yourself: ‘Chelsea Manager Sacked’!”. 





“Yes!”, Ozzy replied, “I am Osama bin Ladin”.





So he was a member of the club.   There are more Osama bin Ladins in pommiland than there are Elvis Preslies.                                                                                                                                    


                                                                                                                                                                              


As Ozzy approached closer he discovered that placard actually was proclaiming: “Chisel Killer.  New Inquiry”.   ‘Killer’ is synonymous with ‘murderer’ which, according to the Prof, is synonymous with ‘manager’.  ‘New’ is synonymous with ‘second’ which is synonymous with ‘sacked’.  ‘Inquiry’ is synonymous with ‘look’ which is synonymous with ‘see’ which is synonymous with ‘space’.   But the Professor’s theory is only partially proved.  ‘Chisel’ is an anagram of  ‘Chelsi’.   Chisels are to be found in the toolkits carried by all pommies to facilitate a Gordian approach to the penetration of their omnipresent plastic packages.   But very few of these chisels are murdered.  The assassination of a chisel is not a concept that readily springs to the honkie mind.  But  everyone in pommiland knew that the manager of their Chelsea football club had recently been dismissed as a reward for a brief and highly successful tenure.  This manager had assumed office a few months previously because his predecessor supposedly was handing him a legacy of failure … and this new manager very nearly got himself into even worse trouble.  But for a couple of  unpredictable blasts of wind his club might have turned out not merely second best but best!                                                                                                                                                                


                                                                                                                                                                         


In pommiland they do teach their children to ‘read’ by training them to enunciate letter by letter and even plague them with various ‘phonetic’ scripts to ensure that the victims cannot recognise a word from its shape.   We are not addicted in our Federation to such recipes for illiteracy, or, as the pommies term it ‘computer literacy’, but nevertheless Gloria’s abbreviated presentations can outwit even the most accomplished students in our office if they are not already familiar with the text.   But Gloria will keep on churning out these sheets of  scribble with one hand while talking into the telephone held in the other.  We’ve got to get this done..despatch these emissions from our beloved leader, boring and mistranslated though they may be. 


                                                                                                                                                                        








The previously illegal malpractice of  pommie companies buying their own shares was introduced in the early l980s by the founder of the honkie Nu Laeba Terrorist Movement, the Duchess of  Finchley.  For decades thereafter the moronic milors who supposedly chair their companies have been boasting that their corporations have been buying up own shares, to the tune of tens or hundreds of millions of  pommie pfunt, in order to ‘increase shareholder value’ or ‘increase shareholder return’.   I forget which.  Maybe both!  Mr. Clever Dick told them spout this nonsense and they do as told.  If you were to ask Milor how this procedure comes to enhance ‘shareholder value’ he would splutter and the Managing Director, who knows very well that the assertion is false, would have to intervene to rescue him.  But what Mr. Dick told him to say was that because there would be less shares in circulation it would be possible to pay a higher dividend per share and the assets of the company would be distributed between less shares and therefore the assets per share had increased.  But even a pommie pundit, surely, might suspect that there is something wrong with this logic!  If the pommie offshoot of the pension fund of the Belsize-registered Ponchobolero International Pharmaceutical Corporation of Colombia, of which I am fund manager,  is a shareholder in Milor’s outfit, then he is using my money to buy the shares.  If the shares are cheap, maybe, he is doing me a good turn and if they are expensive he is throwing away my cash.   But, as a fund manager, if want to buy Milor’s shares I can do so with my own money directly and do not need an innumerate pommie pundit with a starred grade A in their ‘A’ Level Arithmetic to decide when to do it and to do it on my behalf.                                              


                                                                                                                                                                            





Maybe Milor has the ‘small shareholder’ in mind who, pro rata, would be paying a few pence for the purchase of the shares plus, if Milor does not perform the transaction on his behalf, a greater number of pfunt in stockbrokers’ commission.  But since when have the pommie pundits other than wanted to get rid of the punters?  They are, in fact, buying the shares off the individual holders not afflicted with fund managers by means of company schemes in which the punter is not permitted to name a minimum price at which he is willing to sell.  So shucks to that!  Milor will say that his procedure is not equivalent to my buying more shares for myself because when he has bought the shares he ‘cancels’ them.  He may do and he may not.  He may put them into the pot for the Directors.  But it remains that if two partners each own half a company, then partner A may choose to buy partner B’s holding.  He can then if so wishes ‘cancel’ his partners shares so that each share he holds is now worth twice as much – but that does not change the value of his overall holding.  Another situation that might be envisaged is that the share price is an accurate measure of the company’s underlying assets.  If the company buys its own shares then it pays for each share the equivalent of the underlying asset value which then passes out of the company.  It is obvious, therefore, that apart from the losses entailed in paying pundits to conduct the operation, there is no difference in assets per share.                                                                                                                                                               


                                                                                                                                                                              


Lila and I, these many moons ago, did attend an AGM of the pommie J RtR Rnk Organisation at their Kensington Palace Hotel, adjunct to the estate of their Princessin Marguarite, in the hope of dissuading their directors of this folly – and we may have temporally succeeded.  We pointed out that companies were borrowing money to buy these shares.  It could just be, which amounts to the same, that the cash could instead have been used to pay back loans.  But, in fact, their Annual Reports revealed that pommie companies borrowed money not merely for share purchases but to finance the ‘voluntary windfall tax’, the capital payments which their fund managers kept demanding.  A company could raise money either by borrowing money from a bank or issuing bonds or else by selling shares.  It had to pay eight per cent interest on the loans.  On the other hand, it had no obligation to pay any dividend at all on shares – and, at the time, the average dividend payment per cost of share in major pommie companies, expressed as a percentage, was two per cent!  The benefits or disbenefits of buying of own shares from the point of view of the shareholder might be a little obscure, but if the interest of the company was kept in mind, then it should not have been buying own shares but selling them!





Why have pommie companies really been buying own shares?  One story is that Toby Liar, Nu Laeba and the pundits have for some forty years been encouraging companies to borrow money rather to sell shares – to maximise the ratio of loan stock to equity.. though this has increasingly been hidden by changes in nomenclature, loan stock being now described as shares in the company.  Nu Laeba, since its creation by the Duchess in l980, and, indeed, even previously, has had a great enthusiasm for debt.  Another explanation is that they need the shares to build up a store dishable-out to the directors who take up their options.  Another is that they are buying their own shares to keep up the price.  The more people buy the higher the price.  Purchases always put up prices – even at times quite minor purchases.  In those days pommie company directors were very keen to keep up their share prices because it enabled them to borrow more money.. and, formerly, company shares were used also to buy other companies, less shares being needed if they were overpriced.   But, also, share price is a determinant in assessing directors’ perks.  So is ‘shareholder return’ – and the pundits really did believe they were enhancing ‘shareholder return’ (a term to be explained later in this report).  Furthermore, the fund managers liked to see increases in share prices.   This enabled them to pay more for the shares with their punters’ money and get on their behalf, with their money, less shares.. but also it increased the supposed price of their existing holdings.  It didn’t really, since if they sold them the price would go down again, but it enabled them to claim that their holdings were going up in ‘value’ and that encouraged the punters to buy more of the fund managers’ bonds, even though this meant that they were getting less in dividend payments as opposed to imaginary or inflationary gains.  The dividend per share, share price and ‘shareholder return’ supposedly were criteria in determining directors’ perks because they were a measure of  company performance, but the directors’ met these criteria artificially by means which were not business performance and which damaged the company.  The notion that own share purchase was a means of keeping up share price implies also that the companies were paying too much for their shares.  Although it is possible to get into a muddle over the merits and demerits of such purchases it is clear that it is more in the interests of the existing shareholders for the company to buy its shares cheaply than it is for the company to buy them at an enhanced price.  Pommie companies have recently suffered large drops in their share prices – amongst star performers being the Rnk Organisation and the Nordic Rock (whom I also tried to dissuade of this practice).  If the company has bought the shares expensively and they then drop in price then, even though it may have ‘cancelled’ the shares it has not driven a good bargain.  It does not really affect the overall outcome whether they cancel the shares or not but if the shares are retained, such as in a cache to make them available for share options, then when the share price drops the company registers a large loss in its accounts because of the devaluation of the shares held.  Nordic Rock could, of course, have cancelled any own shares it held when their price dropped to eighty pfennig (from the previous twelve pommie pfunt) but really this would have been no different to their having cancelled them immediately when they were bought at a higher price (which proves that the cancellation does not really make any difference).  Shareholders were not finding their assets enhanced, whether in terms of reality or in terms of stock market prices or even dividends, by companies buying own shares and scrutiny of annual figures revealed numerous mysterious restatements of previous accounts and mysterious reductions in shareholders’ funds (and assets per share) which were not readily discernable from the annual profit and loss accounts.                                                                                                                                    


                                                                                                                                                                           





To make sense of these arguments you have to tell the difference between untrained logic and pundit-think.  But maybe the milors who seek to enhance ‘shareholder value’ by buying own shares are complete idiots.  Or maybe the practice is just open to doubts.  Maybe it should be the job of the directors to ensure that the company is performing its functions, not to engage in clever manoeuvers artificially to increase ‘shareholder value’.  But however strongly or weakly the view is expressed, the reasonable course is to desist from the practice.  Nevertheless, the pommie pundits, to a man, have been verbatim reciting the spiel which Mr. Clever Dick has dictated and to a man have been putting into effect the practices which Mr. Dick has been recommending.  Everything in pommiland eventually comes down to Mr. Dick.  Their managers who neither manage nor execute all run to Mr. Dick to tell them what is to be done and to do it on their behalf.  This is an example of the pommie disease of universal consensus rampant in the clubs of experts which we have been discussing, a product in part of their concept of ‘education’, qualification and function bought with money rather than talent or experience of reality.                                                                                                 


                                                                                                                                                                           





Such matters we have been discussing in recent press circulars.  Ms. Fatima Patel’s younger sister, Sabrina, or whatever her name is, is expecting play a more active part in entertaining the honkie company representatives or salesmen who attend the Domestic Market, our monthly reception for such overseas entities, held at the Palais d’Orleans at Port aux Bicyclettes on the Isle de Belsize.  Sabrina, or whatever her name is, however, complained that she was denied sufficient knowledge of these pundits on account of the obscurity or complication of their ‘remuneration’ or ‘emuneration’ reports which enumerate the pundits’ perquisites.   There existed a vague recollection that some explanation of  these perks had been provided in my 2007 Lewd Greed Oration, named after a prematurely deceased sex-tourist who landed on the Isle de Fouchette in the days of  Saint Mandie and accorded a warm reception, delivered in the amphitheatre of the University of  Delmonte on Montmandie …  and that Minerva Miniskirt, Federal Minister of Truth, had promulgated reports on this oration.   These eight months overdue reports, in fact, had not been promulgated.  Ms. Minerva Miniskirt, in the hope that this would unearth the info Soraya, or whatever her name is, was after,  therefore asked the original authors to revise their contributions and, on their receipt, promulgated.  My grandmother, known as the Princess Goldenlay, and I have been relating relevant discussions and experiences which preceded my oration – following my grandmother’s opening of  Mr. Clever Dick’s House of  Horrors on the Isle de Fouchette and during the subsequent Domestic Market on Belsize.                                                                                                                                                              


                                                                                                                                                                                 





Some preference was expressed by reactionaries, and not only reactionaries, for the old-style honkie entrepreneurs or bosses over the modern honkie pundits.  The survival of the boss depended on the survival of the company and on the company providing an adequate (and genuinely required) service at an affordable price.  The new-style pundits however are born to rule or members of a club rather than having succeeded against adverse experience and are more motivated to take the money and run rather than being identified with the interests of the company, its shareholders, its customers or the public or world at large.  The era of the pundit and of the perk officially began with the creation of the Nu Laeba Party in l980 by the Duchess of  Finchley – and we have drawn attention to the first and greatest of the fat cats, the Nu Laeba donor, Milor Davis of the Rnk Organisation.  There is a widespread belief that the large salaries and perks these pundits pay themselves is a reflection of  a self-interest that is not consistent with the interests the pundits should be serving.  There is also a widespread belief that the pundits within honkiland corporations, and particularly those of pommiland, constitute a ‘board of directors’ or some other recognised or unrecognised organisation, that has very little understanding of the functions and purposes of the company and which is, rather, parasitic and concerned only with financial manipulations which are aimed at enriching the pundits with short-term plunder.  There is a widespread belief also that these pundits are a gangs of lemmings, as the honkies suppose lemmings to be, entrapped in a world of  consensus, delusion, trendyism, all simultaneously pursuing identical lunacies.                                                                                                      


                                                                                                                                                                         





In our Federation we do not doubt that these widespread beliefs are evident fact.  Nevertheless the honkie pundits claim that their schemes of  ‘remuneration’ are not entirely antisocial.   The larger the salary the better the pundit (written also ‘bundit’ or ‘bandit’ – a band or bund being a club).  By engaging in a competitive inflation of  punditorial emoluments the company gets the most able directors.. which is not just in the interests of the most able directors but of everyone else.  The encouragement of the pundits to  own shares in the company, or the award shares which maybe the pundits are not expected to sell while still working for the company, places the pundit in a similar position to the old fashioned boss, aligning his long-term interests with those of the company, shareholders, customers and everyone else.  The criteria whereby perks are awarded encourage a laudable ‘performance’ by the pundits (as measured by the criteria).   Previous circulars in this series reveal that such arguments have not been found convincing in our Federation.   Megaperks are supposedly awarded to Managing Directors or  Executive Directors and not to non-executive Directors or Chairmen.   The Honkies’  Subacute Combined Degeneracy Code now dictates that these ‘Chairmen’ should be ‘non-executive’.  The Managing Directors or Executive Directors of  Pommie Companies have to a  considerable degree impressed us when they have visited our Domestic Markets, perhaps even those at risk of receiving considerable megaperks.  Nevertheless, it is not our view that lavish emoluments attract the ‘best’ pundits other than in the sense of those best at helping themselves or most motivated to help themselves.  The automatic emolument that accompanies progress up the honkie status ladder leads to the creation of clubs which judge themselves  by inappropriate criteria.  There has been over recent years a notable infiltration by supposed executive directors who are in fact pundits whose combination of greed and stupidity – or lemming-like consensus .. We say honkie-like or pundit-like but the honkies suppose this phenomenon is found amongst lemmings .. and dinosaurs… has wrecked corporation after corporation.   Even the most able executives find themselves drawn into the ways and motivations of the ‘board’ which consists mainly of non-executives and is itself non-executive other than in collaring money for pundits at everyone else’s expense.   The non-executives, in fact, are not unperked but are a club which benefits from the plunder collectively.   The ‘chairman’ is commonly very well perked and other neddies increasingly so – and it is a profitable ambition for an executive, after two or three years of execution, to retire into a life of  chairmanships and multiple nedships.   It is the ambition of every neddy to become a chairman!                                                                                                                                            


                                                                                                                                                                             





In our previous circular 07705WNC. GLY I referred to the appearance at my Domestic Market of the previously unknown Executive Directors of the pommie J RtR Rnk Organisation,  Mssrs,  Burke and Hare, and their minder, the non-executive Prince O’ Neill.   Although I had no reason to criticise these two ressurectionsists, despite an association with Holmes Place, Thistle Hotels and other ressurections not previously unknown to us, I took the opportunity to discuss some of the anxieties aroused by the new style pundits, and, especially so their alliance with the fund managers whose motivations are not those appropriate to the punters whose shares they manage and who are the real shareholders.  I  pointed out that there is a need for honkie real shareholders to be better informed, to exert greater control over their companies and for them rather than the fund managers or pundits to appoint the directors.                            


                                                                                                                                                                         





We are at times assured, also, that if the Directors do not meet the criteria, they do not receive their perks.. or, if they do not meet them sufficiently, they do not get all of them.   That this can be so in honkiland can hardly be believed ….  and, as it happens, we are in the Federation not convinced that these criteria are appropriate.  We suppose them more an incentive to mismanagement.. to manufacture the required result ad for immediate directorially remunerative gains rather than as a long term proposition.  But Ms.Lila po Lune, at the Domestic Market to which I refer, was aware of this claim that perks may not be received – and, indeed, that on face value they ought be very rarely received.. or certainly not so in full.  She could not resist holding, beneath the noses of our guests, while purring seductively,  the graph on top of page 32 of the Rnk Organisation’s 2006 Report.  Ms. Fatima Patel has moved herself onto the Direction of what Fanny and Fatima call our ‘New Politics’ (and good luck to them!) and has passed on some of her former duties to her younger sister, Sabrina, or whatever she is called.  At this time Fatima was, however, still composing on behalf of  Mr. Clever Dick’s Consultancy all the Annual Reports of  Pommie Corporations.  This pretty picture therefore had been designed by Fatima for the amusement of the innumerate honkies and, also, since it escaped amendment by Mr. Dick and his sidekick, Ms. Deborah ‘Direct Debbie’ Dixon,  can be taken to have conveyed to the punters a great triumph by the company and its Directors and a great delight to the shareholders.  The punters, no doubt, since the pretty picture appeared in the document, would assume that this was so – or else, they would reason, the directors would not have published it.  It can perhaps be so interpreted.  It is possible to convey the most unlikely illusions to the honkies using pretty pictures, even when the pretty picture, objectively regarded, conveys a contrary message.                                                   


                                                                                                                                                                           





Sabrina, or whatever her name is, may not be writing so many Annual Reports as was the wont of her elder sister.   Honkie companies have been confiscated en masse by their Private Equity Locusts… and pommie companies are being transferred to the Cayman Islands, Fouchette and other convenient locations.  So there are no shareholders to receive the reports.  Even if there are, they now discover that such reports do not arrive.. and, instead, they get the doctored propagandist or arachnodactylised ‘Annual Reviews’ – or they may not get them either.  At the time of my rewriting this eight month old report I have been entertained at my Domestic Market by some rep of the pommie Britannia Building Society.   Not only was Sabrina, or whatever her name is,… I suppose she is sister of my adoptive daughter and therefore I must know her name… Sabrina… unable to locate any Annual Report but Mr. Britson assured us that all his members had voted not to be told of any changes in their interest rates.   This, he assured us, was in accordance with the Greed Ideology.   It saved paper and allowed more to be made available for the printing of banknotes and Direct Debit adverts.  The punters could instead buy certain newspapers, which, if they purchased them daily and threw them away, would announce these interest rate changes.  The changes could also be allegedly discovered if the punter consulted the Internet.  The Internet in honkiland is becoming seriously clogged up, with punters having to purchase bigger and bigger computers to receive their information within a plausible period time.  No doubt their punters, when they search for Mr. Britson’s site, will get a lot of adverts and search engines from Mr. Clever Dick’s Gobble Organisation.  Also, no doubt, the pommie punters have all voted to receive their Annual Reports via their Internet Machines.   Anything that is received on an Internet Machine, if it is received at all, is bound to be spindoctored and clogged up with Gobble, adverts and propaganda.  Nevertheless, eight months ago, Fatima was composing the Annual Reports and still was readily able to receive stacks of the eventually printed copies, made available at our Domestic Markets, from Mr. Clever Dick.  But as far as Honkie Pundits are concerned shareholders are a nuisance, they should not be told too much and the Greed Ideology provides a convenient excuse.  It takes long enough to read these reports when they are on printed paper and it takes much longer to read anything off an internet site.. So it can be guaranteed that the number of honkies who read these Reports on internet sites is considerably lower than the zero who formerly read the more informative printed versions.                


                                                                                                                                                                            





I expressed my displeasure to Mr. Britson and the assembled honkie company directors.  I expect to be provided with information.





“Oh, yes!”, they chimed, “You are a fund manager!  You are a pundit!  To you we send reports.  But we don’t want to fuel trouble from the punters!”                                                                                             


                                                                                                                                                                       


“Honkiland’s”, chimed Ms. Lila po Lune, “fool o’ bloody fuel trouble – and you’s the bloody fuels!”.











We do like to extend to our guests our traditional hospitality.  But such naïve comments do tend to provoke Lila’s athletic demonstrations and these guests may have found themselves rendered temporally unable to comprehend my reply that I had not seen many of these reports and that trouble from the punters would do them a load a good.  Some of these pundits, were it not that Lila is also an ace resuscitator and witch (and Fanny at least equally ace) would be in serious danger of the demise of which they dream, crushed between the quadricipes femoris of the world’s most beauteous squaw – though not after having fulfilled any function.                                                                                                                                                              


                                                                                                                                                                            


Young Celery Queen, formerly Karpet Kwean, to whom Fanny has taken a fancy need however have no fears.   We let our victims escape after they have fulfilled their function.  Not that we have any idea what happens to them...   But Fanny does not see herself as bound by tradition and I rather suspect that it is part of the New Politics that Celery will not escape….  But I am straying from the point.  All this occurred at a more recent Domestic Market.  Lila was brandishing this diagram nine months ago!                                 


                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                      


                                                                                                                                                                          


The graph to which I refer consisted of two graphs or lines plotted on the same Cartesian diagram, with time as ordinate and relative magnitude as abscissa.  One line depicted ‘total shareholder return’ and the other the pommie FT250 Index.





Lila and I are not unfamiliar with this slogan ‘total shareholder return’.  It is true that in recent years our duties limit our encounters with pommie pundits outside our Federation and that we do not make a regular habit of attending pommie companies’  Annual General Meetings.  Nevertheless Lila and I are not averse to the Inca tradition of  relaxation and entertainment.  Not even Mr. Osama bin Ladin and the Brigand Tung, believed in honkiland to be spoilsports or ultranannies who condemn any form of supposedly unproductive pleasure, are averse to our tradition of  relaxation and entertainment.  Lila no doubt will in the near future be expounding again on the honkie sociology.   The honkies are dedicated to ‘work’ – repetitive uninterrupted labour timed on the clock, which takes place during predetermined hours and for which they are paid by the minute.   The time when they are not at work is described as sleep, feeding or ‘leisure’.  This ‘leisure’, as we have discovered previously, is in honkiland a major industry and the fact that it is an industry accompanied by the transfer of money makes it to some degree to the honkie morally acceptable, but this ‘leisure’ is nevertheless viewed with some ambivalence within honkie ethics.  It is not work.  It is the honkies rather than the Incas who regard relaxation and entertainment with suspicion, as being non-productive.  In honkiland it might upset the apple cart were the punters not subjected to this highly organised and commercialised periodic ‘leisure’ and maybe devoted themselves to some useful activity which was outside the master-plan.  Incas however do not have these separate concepts of  ‘work’ and ‘leisure’.  We are permanently on duty – or, as honkies would understand it, at ‘work’.  At the same time we are relaxing and entertaining ourselves.  ‘Work’ and ‘Leisure’ in our Federation are the same thing.   If  I am faced with some apparently insoluble dilemma in Federal administration I do not relentlessly hammer onto the same false lead without interruption as the clock is ticking and measuring the work  – as would be compulsory in honkiland.  I may trot out to the beach (the shore of the Loch Skegness can be described as a beach) and spend half an hour lifting tables laden with bags of sand.. or maybe partake in a game of  Bridge or Lacrosse or whatever… or  maybe swim across the Loch… It doesn’t matter what… and on my return I know the solution immediately to the problem that I had  supposedly forgotten.  In the same way, Lila and I may just pop off in the Tardis to Pommiland to attend some company AGM and we may even do so with some reason.   A constant irritation has been these moronic dons and milors to whom I previously referred – company chairmen and neddies – whom the companies trot out to impress the punters.  They are all the same, play-actors who have learnt a few lines or read them off a screen and know nothing whatsoever about the corporations they supposedly represent.  Amongst their favourite slogans – They can’t resist it – is ‘shareholder return’.   This gets Lila and my back’s up.  Their talk, in so far as their emanations of rubbish can be termed talk, implies that we are ignorant greedy shareholders whose only interest is to be impressed by that particular year’s supposed ‘shareholder return’!  Even if this were a fair assessment of the audience at company AGMs, there would be no need to make it so obvious!                                                                      


                                                                                                                                                                          


Dr. Karl Darwin, Professor of  Etymology, or maybe Entomology, at the Institut des Etudes Pommies of  Delmonte University informs me that the pommie word ‘leisure’ does imply a measure of  respectability in that such practice is commercialised.  On the other hand, the variation ‘pleisure’ or ‘pleasure’ has a preceding ‘p’ which means ‘on the quiet’ or ‘secret’..not so respectable. … But that again is straying from the point….                                                                                                                                                        


                                                                                                                                                                         





This statistic, the ‘shareholder return’ figures prominently within the criteria determining pundits’ perks.   The ‘shareholder return’ is the increase (or decrease) in the cash price of the shareholder’s investment, expressed as a fraction, percentage or ratio, over some period of time, say a year, or relative to some starting point, on the assumption that dividends are immediately reinvested in company shares.  The price is determined by the current cost of the shares on the relevant honkie stock exchange (or the price when the statistic is calculated).  This would, in an idealised world, also be what would be the ‘value’ of the original holding had not dividends been paid and the money instead retained for judicious investment, used to pay debts (or to avoid creation of further debts by paying a dividend) or kept in reserve.  This does make some sense since the dividend on invested cash is calculated as on what remains in the bank or whatever, or remains invested, and not on what is taken out.  This shareholder return also, to some degree, in an idealised world, is a long term measure of  company performance.  It has however its failings.  If the company was one of  Vendredi’s shoe companies, there would be a need in the world only for a limited number of shoes – and in our Federation, apart from Vendredi, for hardly any - which are produced by all her companies collectively rather than just one of them – and nothing useful is achieved by investing all the ‘profit’ in more and more factories to produce more and more shoes.  If  the punters have a rational attitude towards shoes, this is likely to be a decidedly unprofitable policy of continuous reinvestment.  But nevertheless the cash could be retained and, perhaps, better so.  It is a more serious objection that the statistic is in fact calculated at some point in history and does not necessarily give a good indication of what happens next – and that the calculation is based on current stock price, which is not a reliable indication of value.                                  


                                                                                                                                                                                        





The progress of  the Rnk Organisation’s ‘shareholder return’ was plotted together with the progress of the honkie FTSE-250 index.   These indices I have discussed at considerable length, though possibly prior to internet era.  They are an average of or statistic derived from the price of a large number of different shares (weighted by the number of such shares in issue) and it makes a laudable propaganda point to be performing above average.  If  a company is performing below average, which presumably around half the companies are, unless one large one or one with a great variation in share price distorts everything  just as Uncle Boris distorts average Federal individual income, it is perhaps best to admit that the statistics do not mean a great deal and to forget about them.  The indices, as it happens, do not assume reinvestment of  dividends and they have other sources of unreliability.   Failed companies – and there are regularly a great many of these in the RU-  drop out of the indices, which, therefore, perform rather more impressively than an actual portfolio of shares.  The failing companies usually fade out of the indices gradually, to be replaced by other companies which are on the way up.  Partly because the indices tend to perform better than an actual holding of shares  honkie fundmanagers were at one time much addicted to the ‘index tracker’ portfolio.  If the managers arrange continuously to mimic the composition of the index with their portfolio there is a reasonable chance that holdings will be phased out before the company collapses – though it does not always work that way and index tracking tends to have a positive feedback effect on prices that markedly differ from value.  Also, share prices in the RU are of course also rigged by companies buying their own shares, though this is apt to reduce the value of the company and the weighting of the share in the index. This diagram had been drawn, presumably, to give the impression that the JR shares were ‘outperforming’ the index.                                                                                                                                                              


                                                                                                                                                                             





Between Dec 01 and Dec 06 the index had followed a concave course.   The Rnk supposed TSR had, above this, a convex path (that is, originally shooting above the FT250, taking Dec 01 as the common initial point of reference) and then crossing to pass below it in mid 2005, then continuing downwards.  This looked like very bad news for the Directors since TSR is a measure with considerable impact on their annual perks.  This is not so much through comparison of  the company TSR with a stock index as by comparing it with the TSRs of a basket of similar rival companies, Rnk in this context being a Casino.  In the case of  Rnk the directors got a tip if the company was above the last two in the chosen list.  Casinos were rapidly being sold abroad and taken off the Thatchograd  stock-market so the number of  available rivals was being reduced.  Lila did not hesitate to point out to the two directors, and their Irish minder, that their record has been in 2004 19th out of 20, 2005 19th out of 20, 2006, 14th out of 14!  They were rapidly heading for eleventh out of nine.                                                                                                                                                                    


                                                                                                                                                                            


The realistic assessment is that Directors or Pundits are a club that exists to rob the punters.  Nevertheless, the argument could be produced, and my grandmother touched on it, that the perks were introduced to put the company managers into a similar position to the former bosses, that it made them dependent on the company performance.  At any rate, if the company did well, so it was supposed, the directors were paid a bigger bonus.  If managers were required to have a large shareholding and if their perks were largely in shares or in share options, particularly if they were prevented from selling their shares, they would be motivated to protect the company’s long-term interests and viability.  The directors supposedly are not going to take the money and run.  I have some sympathy with this point of view but, nevertheless, as my grandmother points out, much of the criticism of  honkie company directors and managers and their terms of service is not a matter of theory but of obvious fact.  They do destroy companies.  They do take the money and run!   There is no reason for them 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 rather than their being retained as cash and the supply of viable shares is deteriorating  - but the pundits are unaware that the loot is eventually going to run out.  There is belief that inflation can be outwitted by buying and owning buildings and honkiland is full of empty buildings erected only to be investments and to generate council tax.  But buildings are not an inflation-proof investment since the costs of  maintenance and taxation increase with inflation.  A building financed by debt, in an inflationary economy, may be an asset, but a building owned is a liability.                                               


                                                                                                                                                                         





We do find in this Rnk report the viewpoint that perks exist to entice the best directors and that that the higher the salaries and perks the better the directors.  In the Federation we are at least aware that this is nonsense.  We have never in our Federation ‘incentivised’ and know that to do so would secure operatives who were interested only in income or status with no dedication to their duty.   This incentivisation ensures the worst and not the best.  Incentivisation in the RU began with workingclassification, the dumbing down of the serfs and their slavery, the creation of the dehumanised repetitive machine responding to the fuel and nothing else.  They now have workingclassified leaders and directors, though workingclassification is inappropriate for such functions.   That is presumably why Lila refers to these directors as ‘fuels’ or ‘fuelled’.                                                                                                                                                           


                                                                                                                                                                          


These ‘incentives’ are largely awarded as shares or options in accordance with some criterion which is supposed to be a measure of the director’s performance… some short term measure of  profit or share-price  .. and not just in theory but in obvious practice not only are such statistics likely to be bogus but they represent short term ambition at the expense of long-term viability and stability.  Since I originally wrote this report there has been the blatant case of their Nordic Rock where directors, despite my repeated warnings, responded to the criteria of their incentive schemes, seeking ever increasing market share, ever increasing supposed profits, ever increasing supposed share prices… even though these were imaginary or unsustainable.  Also, in the case of the Nordic Rock, as so often happens in response to these incentive schemes, the eventual losses or readjustments, though they realistically refer to a long period, were compressed into one accounting year.  Losses were reported which were not really losses since there had been for some considerable time an overestimation of assets or profits.   The guilty fuels therefore get the perks and those who come to repair sustain the penalties – or that, at any rate, is the theory.                        


                                                                                                                                                                    


So, typically, shares or options are part of some incentive scheme based on the criteria of  some measures 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…something of that sort.  The assessment is typically over a three year period, the ‘improvement’ in the criteria over these three years determining the perks.  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 in the present, either actually or artificially.  Ms. po Lune, who despite the power, length and loveliness of her organs of propulsion, is a renowned mathematician, never tires in telling us that company profits are determined by ‘chaos theory’. 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.   We did point out that minor readjustments of  the seemingly unrealistic estimates of bad debts within the accounts of  pommie usurers might have a drastic effect on their profits, or, rather, losses.  When losses occur in RU companies these are apt to appear or to be recognised suddenly, to be very large and to wipe out  many times over the profits of previous decades…losses that can only remedied, if at all, through being wiped out by hyperinflation devaluing debts (the hyperinflation also facilitating remedial rights issues) – which happens in the RU with a cyclic regularity.  Even if profits or losses 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.   Pundits when they take over a company are apt to make some ill-fated attempt to change its activities to some which supposedly produce a higher ‘return’, or to sell everything off other than supposedly currently generates the highest ‘return’ or to jump onto some bandwaggon which is the latest expanding soap bubble filled with hot air.                                                                                                                                             


                                                                                                                                                                          





 In a truly competitive market profit would never be more than needed to sustain the company and workforce… if that is profit.  There exist differing definitions.  An illustrative example was the panic in pommiland when the profits of their shops and supermarkets were reduced by competition.. which was in everyone’s interest.. and the companies were still making profits.. even big profits.   The important objective is to continue, year after year, to make some profit, even if only a pommie pfennig, not to make bigger and bigger profits.   A 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.  It is advisable to have reserves rather than net debts, though the pommie government has for some thirty years encouraged company borrowings and debts, supposedly under the impression that borrowing is investment and increase in national wealth!  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.  They are encouraged by their government to squander money in ‘boosting the economy’ with unnecessary and useless ‘investment’, ‘updating’, ‘refurbishment’ and replacement and to boost their profits with trend-inspired short-lived highly profitable, or supposedly so, operations at the expense of the basic and safe nucleus.  Incentive schemes and the interests of fund managers lead also to a preoccupation with share price rather than true value – and a catastrophic panic with ill-judged remedies when the share price drops.           


                                                                                                                                                                            





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  -because losses have been exaggerated or invented to prepare for three years of ‘improvement’ that will justify directorial perks -  -   sometimes these figures being taken too seriously - or because of opportunistic government intervention, as in the case of  Hyder.  Bogus understimates of  company value become the price at which the company is sold….. to the directors.   The sale of a company also ensures that perks are paid irrespective of performance.  This is written into the terms of all directorial incentive schemes.  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, since few companies will be on top and about half of them will be ‘below average’.  But the directors may all be performing very well or all very badly irrespective of  the profit or loss achieved.  It can take some contrivance to avoid heavy losses (such as created by pommie government plunder of  RU Telecoms companies).   The entrepreneurial foresight 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’.                                                                        


                                                                                                                                                                                    


Perusal of company reports perhaps leads the reader to overestimate directors’ loot – awards being quoted that have not yet been finalised ..or the share options are at a price above that in the market… though over the years it is becoming easier and easier for the pundit.  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 (in accordance with the terms of the perks schemes approved by the shareholders and the directors’ contracts) 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 (This is written into the contracts) that invariably the perks are recouped if a company undergoes a ‘reorganisation’ or ‘takeover’, irrespective of cost or price.  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! (which is hardly in the interests of the punters and, if they had long term ambitions, not the fund managers!).                            


                                                                                                                                                                              


The Princess Goldenlay insists that there is no need for theoretical argument or deduction to demonstrate the folly of honkies’ ways.  It is all, she assures us, obvious fact.  Lila is rather more inclined towards theory.  I have to take a more inbetween or nebulous view, since I am First Minister of  Belsize.  I have to handle the politics.  The demise of the honkies would not from the point of view of our self-interest be a great tragedy for the Incas, but we wish them well and wish upon them a greater degree of rationality and insight – uncomfortable though this might be for them.   I cannot restrict myself to informing the honkies that they are a pack of idiots – and, in fact, quite a few of them whom we meet are not honkies at all, not entirely idiots or the idiocy is more an act they are compelled to adopt and which is dropped in the more relaxed atmosphere of our Federation.  The Princess and I nevertheless do not greatly differ in our assessment of the honkie problem and its remedies.  The Princess says that it is ‘proved by the facts’ that shareholder control – control by the actual shareholders rather than fund managers – assuming these can bring themselves to be adequately informed and not driven by the honkie traditions of  consensus of delusion - would be preferable to a club of directors with perks.  It should be the shareholders who appoint the directors  and the directors should represent the shareholders and not just themselves and their short-term interests (“How much of the punters’ assets can we pocket… and how rapidly?”).  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 it could be 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 while the actual consequence of their behaviour is that the world takes over them.  The pommies like to see themselves as The Leaders.  “Let us join the Italian Empire!”, they told themselves, “Then we will be the leaders of the world”.   They suppose they are.. even though nobody else thinks so!                                                                                 


                                                                                                                                                                     


That Ms. Minerva Miniskirt, taking time off from canoodling with Ace Journalist, Ms. Arsula Undress, reminds me, I have told you before.  But I had to trot out something resembling a conclusion because Minnie insists also that I must defer more detailed assessment of perks .. and of the perks earned by Mssrs. Burke and Hare… to a further circular.  May I venture to suggest, however, that accounts and criteria can be confusing and misleading.   We have in our Federation a non-monetary economy and are little concerned with profit.  Dr. Freud, when lecturing to the Rnk Pundits in 2006, scoffed at the practice of  company literature repeating over and over again: “We are the goodies!”.   All that proved is that they were nothing of the sort.   Nevertheless, we assess a corporation more in terms of ethics and the service it provides.   Such an approach in honkiland would produce better long-term results than statistical and monetary cleverness.   As pommiland’s latest financial crisis has been demonstrating, immorality eventually rises as a monster out from under the sea of the accountancy.                                                                                                                      


                                                                                                                                                                                   


                    


                                                                                                                                                                               





07705WNK.GLY::Copyright, Ms. Gloria Goldenlay, Villa Goldenlay, Belsize, 5.7.07 and 24.5.08








�PAGE  �1�


07705WNK.GLY





�PAGE  �1�














