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The Great Crash of 2007 
 
Tackling the brief 

So I work from the above terms of reference.  Trying to fulfil this reference is not 
easy.  Firstly the title refers to ―The Great Crash of 1929‖ but the sub-text asks the question; 
―can we learn about the causes and how to get out of the recession.‖  Now this obviously is 
reference to the present crisis because, unless I am mistaken, we are just out of the 1929 
recession.  There is also the assumption that the ―causes‖ point to a solution.  The causes in 
my analysis only point to the consequences.  As for the aside ―other than world war‖ the 
authors of this sentence must know something that I don‘t.  The very fact that we required 
Marshall Aid and it took us until 2008 to pay the debt, does, I believe, support my analysis 
that we ended World War II in a worse financial position than we started and still with 
grandiose ideas of our position in the world. 
 
The approach 

History is important but only if you learn from the events that took place and can 
analyse these events in a coherent manner.  After any catastrophic event there are always 
consequences.  In our society it is always the weakest economically who have to suffer the 
consequences.  This is not an emotional response by myself - it is born out by the facts. 

The subject is far too lengthy to tackle in one evening.  Even if I spoke for 2 hours I 
would be a long way from tying up all the coincidences, repeat errors and similar events.  I 
therefore provided a pre-reading brief, which  covered some events in the run up to the 1929 
crash and the events immediately following.  The most severe consequences of the crisis 
occurred during the 1930s and I have provided some evidence to support this contention. 

My assumption this evening is that the audience will be looking for some ideas, which 
will point us to solutions to our present problems.  Again I am delivering a truncated analysis, 
as we did not get into this situation just in the last four years.  Neither are the events in 2007 a 
separate issue from today‘s predicament.  They are in my opinion one continuous event. 

To start at the beginning is always the best way. 
  

Neo-liberalism 
The Neo-liberals are presently the dominant political force and have managed to 

persuade the majority that their view is the natural order and that it is desirable.  They have 
economists on their side who prostitute their abilities to produce corrupt reasoning.  Their 
origins go back to the end of the Second World War.  An Austrian called Friedrich Hayek 
who was concerned that Europe would fall under left-leaning governments was writing and 

campaigning to prevent this happening.  He was a second-cousin to the philosopher Ludwig 
Wittgenstein.  Hayek pursued an academic career, determined to help avoid the mistakes 
that had led to the First World War.  Hayek said about his experience: "The decisive influence 

was really World War I.  It's bound to draw your attention to the problems of political 
organization."  He vowed to work for a better world.  In 1932, Hayek suggested that private 
investment in the public markets was a better road to wealth and economic coordination in 
Britain than government spending programmes, as argued in a letter he co-signed with Lionel 

Robbins and others in an exchange of letters with John Maynard Keynes in The Times.  

He became a British subject in 1938.  The global Great Depression formed a crucial 
backdrop against which Hayek formulated his positions, especially in opposition to the views 
of Keynes. 

The radical challenge to Keynes was being incubated in Switzerland, then the world's 
pre-eminent tax haven.  In April 1947 Albert Hunold, a senior Credit Suisse official, brought 
together thirty-six scholars at the pretty Swiss resort of Mont Pèlerin near Geneva to plan for 
a revival of "liberalism", under the guidance of Friedrich Hayek, an Austrian liberal economist 
who had published a best-selling polemic against socialism and big government entitled The 
Road to Serfdom.  The Mont Pèlerin Society that emerged from that meeting would become 
the foundation of the global intellectual fightback against Keynes.  'We .must raise and train 
an army of fighters for freedom,' Hayek said, ―to work out, in continuous effort, a philosophy 
of freedom.‖  One of the attendees was the American economist Milton Friedman, whose 
subsequent work inspired Margaret Thatcher and Ronald Reagan.  It was Richard Cockett 
who wrote in his book Thinking the Unthinkable, ―a remarkable gathering, from which much 
of the intellectual revival of economic liberalism would flow‖.   
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From the start the Mont Pèlerin Society was funded by the three biggest Swiss banks 
and two largest insurance companies, not to mention the Swiss central bank. 

You are confronted with a world that is desolated; the Nazis are gone.  During the war 
the British and American bourgeoisies mobilised lots of poor people and workers to shed their 
blood on the battlefields of Europe, and they needed to be given something in return.  Attlee 
and Truman are in power; France is in a semi-revolutionary state; in Italy the Communist 
Party has two million members.  You will not want to go to Franco's Spain.  You will not go to 
Belgium, the Netherlands or Portugal.  You will regroup where?  Costa Rica? 

You want good air links, good hotels and a bourgeoisie that is sympathetic to you.  I 
know of only one suitable country - Switzerland.  It remained liberal throughout the 1930s, 
and through the war.  Switzerland has a big newspaper - the Neue Ziiroher Zeitung, which 
represents your ideas.  Switzerland has no workers' movement that will put you on the 
defensive, no integrated movement that will put a spanner in the wheels. 

From the start, the Mont Pèlerin Society had strong links to the City of London, via Sir 
Alfred Suenson-Taylor, later Lord Grantchester, chairman of a major insurance company in 
the City of London and brother of a British Conservative member of parliament.  Suenson-
Taylor not only provided a welcome link to a network of wealthy anti-government City 
financiers, but he also helped unlock Bank of England funds to support British delegations to 
the Mont Pèlerin Society meetings.  To actively support an overtly anti-government movement 
is a curious role for a central bank, but that was not the only peculiar thing about it. 

The Bank of England had been set up 250 years earlier as a club of wealthy City of 
London banks, and it was only in 1946, during Keynesianism's brief dominance after the 
horrors of war and the Great Depression, that the politicians had the political strength to 
nationalise it.  Even after nationalisation, however, the politicians could not control it.  The 
government could not dismiss the bank's governor, and the Bank still kept its internal 
operations shrouded in secrecy.  To this day the bank has continued to draw top officials 
directly from private financial services companies in the City of London, in a constantly 
revolving door.  A British Treasury paper in 1956 concluded that nationalisation did not 
represent ―any fundamental change or break‖ with the past.  Keynes had called the Bank of 
England ―a private institution practically independent of any form of legal control‖, and after 
nationalisation, it seems, not much changed. 

The Bank of England has also remained a powerful lobbyist within the British state, a 
sort of praetorian guard protecting the City of London and its libertarian world view - and by 
extension the global offshore system.  As academic writer Gary Burn puts it, the bank has 
been ―the single most powerful repository for liberal thought in Britain‖.  Burn was almost right: 
there is one like-minded institution that has been even more powerful - the Corporation of 
London.  Lets have a look at it and how it operates. 

 
The City’s resistance to Keynes 

The City has carved out for itself privilege after privilege, in order to ensure the rules 
governing the rest of Britain stop at the City borders.  The Statute of William and Mary from 
1690, for example, ―confirming the Privileges of the Corporation,‖ states: 

 
All the charters, grants, letters patents, and commissions touching or concerning any 

of their liberties or franchises, or the liberties, privileges, franchises, immunities, lands, 
tenements and hereditaments, rights, titles, or estates of the mayor and commonalty and 
citizens of the City of London, made or granted to any person or persons -whatsoever ... be 
and are hereby declared and adjudged null and void to all intents. 

 
Some law made in Westminster does apply to the Corporation, but many acts of 

parliament specifically exempt it, either fully or in part.  Hence the City is connected to the 
British nation state but remains a constitutional elsewhere.  In this the City resembles Jersey 
or the Cayman Islands, the offshore jurisdictions that are its satellites.  For skittish global 
capital, this matters.  Any challenge to the City faces the mystique of history and the 
extravagant skills and powers of the many servants of finance.  This globe-encompassing 
futuristic financial services centre, whose influence reaches silently into people's homes from 
Baltimore via Birmingham to Borneo, is founded upon an ancient constitutional platform that is 
as impregnable as it is unique. 
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The City's flamboyant ceremonies are not just colourful relics; they impress and 
reassure the City's friends and allies in part because so few appreciate their meaning, and 
they reinforce the City's power.  As an old Corporation handbook states, these ceremonies 
―are not idle forms or shows put on merely for entertainment.  They embody and make visible 
rights and privileges.‖  In 1884, the year reformers introduced a bill to merge the City with 
Greater London, the Lord Mayor's Show was, as a City researcher described it, ―the single 
most magnificent and politically charged Show to be staged to date‖.

 
 The biggest banner read  

LONDON WOULD NOT BE LONDON WITHOUT THE LORD MAYOR'S SHOW - implying, of course, that London 
would not be London without an unreformed City.  Servants were removed from the Guildhall 
banquet to make room for more politicians; a City slush fund brought people in from the 
provinces to protest at public meetings on the bill; and a smear campaign was launched 
against the ―deluded dupes‖ who led the reform movement.  The reform was shelved. 

This was not the first time reform had been tried.  In the seventeenth century London 
received tens of thousands of rural refugees from brutal land reforms known as the 
enclosures, and the Crown asked the Corporation to extend its ancient legal protections and 
privileges to new areas of London.  The Corporation refused, and instead shipped its excess 
population off to the Ulster Plantation and the Corporation of Londonderry in what is now 
Northern Ireland, establishing a large Protestant community there.  This was the ―great 
refusal‖, the moment the City turned its back on England and when London history properly 
became a tale of two cities. 

There is both a mayor and a lord mayor precisely because London is two cities: a 
large, vibrant and troubled population centre plus a supremely wealthy offshore island in its 
midst.  The people of London lack a unified municipal authority while business, particularly 
finance, has the most ancient political institution in the kingdom at its disposal. 

It is clear that The City never endorsed Keynesianism and has continually worked 
against its influence.  For a brief moment in our history (the 1930‘s – 1960‘s) it looked as 
though Keynes might be successful in changing  our economy so that it did not work only for 
the wealthy.  Unfortunately the City was never tackled by Government.  Its independence 
remained and Keynes's ideas were eventually overturned. 

 
Later deveopments 

On 9 October 1974, it was announced that Hayek would be awarded the Nobel 
Memorial Prize in Economics.  In 1984, on the advice of Margaret Thatcher, the Queen 
gave him an Order of the Companions of Honour for his "services to the study of economics."  
Only 45 individuals at any one time can hold this honour so he was in the rare company of 
such as Lord Tebbit, Lord Carrington and Lee Kuan Yew.  All known for their enlightened 
views! 

The first manifestations of the adoption of Neo-liberalism in government was in 1976 
when James Callaghan informed the Labour Party conference that the game was up: 

 
What is the cause of high unemployment? Quite simply and unequivocally it is 

caused by paying ourselves more than the value of what we produce.  There are no 
scapegoats.  That is as true in a mixed economy under a Labour government as it is under 
capitalism or communism.  It is an absolute fact of life which no government, be it left or right, 
can alter . . . We used to think that you could spend your way out of a recession and increase 
employment by cutting taxes and boosting government spending.  But I tell you in all candour 
that that option no longer exists, and that insofar as it ever did exist, it only worked on each 
occasion since the war by injecting a bigger dose of inflation into the economy, followed by a 
higher level of unemployment as the next step.  Higher inflation followed by higher 
unemployment.  We have just escaped from the highest rate of inflation this country has 
known; we have not yet escaped from the consequences: high unemployment.  That is the 
history of the last twenty years. 

 
Callaghan's regretful message soon became Thatcher's triumphant catchphrase, and 

was later adopted as the mantra of American evangelists for untrammelled global capitalism: 
there is no alternative.  Callaghan‘s statement also demonstrates that he did not understand 
Keynes.  Spending was not the way out of recession.  Investment was the way out.   
 

In 1979 Margaret Thatcher won the general election.  At first, the new Tory Prime 
minister proceeded with caution.  There were plenty of old-style Tory gents in her Cabinet 
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(wets), and few people guessed what she would do to sabotage the post-war consensus. 
From the moment when Thatcherism was first articulated as a distinctive brand of 
Conservatism, soon after she and her intellectual mentor Sir Keith Joseph established the 
Centre for Policy Studies in 1974, its disciples emphasised that this was not mere materialism 
but an entrepreneurial theology.  Sir Keith's famous Edgbaston speech of October 1974 
caused a furore by proposing that low-income women should be discouraged from breeding, 
but its peroration (scarcely noticed at the time) was no less astonishing, and probably more 
significant.  ―Are we to move towards moral decline reflected and intensified by economic 
decline, by the corrosive effects of inflation?” he asked, his face characteristically furrowed in 
anguish.  ―Or can we remoralise our national life, of which the economy is an integral part?” 

Modern British politicians hadn't previously used such language, but over the 
following two decades the evangelical message was heard again and again.  ―I am in politics 
because of the conflict between good and evil,‖ Thatcher said, ―and I believe that in the end 
good will triumph.‖  Speaking to the Zurich Economic Society in 1977, she warned that: ―we 
must not focus our attention exclusively on the material, because, though important, it is not 
the main issue.  The main issues are moral…The economic success of the Western world is a 
product of its moral philosophy and practice.  The economic results are better because the 
moral philosophy is superior.  It is superior because it starts with the individual, with his 
uniqueness, his responsibility, and his capacity to choose….Choice is the essence of ethics: if 
there were no choice, there would be no ethics, no good, no evil; good and evil have meaning 
only insofar as man is free to choose.” 

Now this ploy was designed to make the point that if you were Christian you should 
support this philosophy.  It placed a mantle of virtue on the whole operation and if you 
opposed it you were not virtuous.  On the contrary if you were a trade unionist, a socialist or a 
communist you were by definition evil.  It is difficult to believe the language, which was used 
by Margaret Thatcher to justify her political stance.  When standing as a prospective 
parliamentary candidate in Dartford she told the audience ―the future of the world depended 
on the few men and women who were Christians and who were willing to practise and 
propogate that faith abroad.‖  She was portraying herself as one of these few women.   
 
The technique of implementation.  The Shock Doctrine 

It was in 1982 that Milton Friedman wrote the highly influential passage that best 
summarizes the shock doctrine: "Only a crisis — actual or perceived —produces real 
change.  When that crisis occurs, the actions taken depend on the ideas that are lying 
around.  That, I believe, is our basic function: to develop alternatives to existing policies, to 
keep them alive and available until the politically impossible becomes politically 
inevitable."

  
 It was to become a kind of mantra for his movement in the new democratic era.  Allan 

Meltzer elaborated on the philosophy:  "Ideas are alternatives waiting on a crisis to serve as 
the catalyst of change.  Friedmann’s model of influence was to legitimise ideas, to make 
them bearable, and worth trying when the opportunity comes." 

The kind of crisis Friedman had in mind was not military but economic.   What he 
understood was that in normal circumstances, economic decisions are made based on the push and 
pull of competing interests — workers want jobs and increases in pay, owners want low taxes and 
relaxed regulation, and politicians have to strike a balance between these competing forces.  
However, if an economic crisis hits and is severe enough — a currency meltdown, a market crash, a 
major recession —it blows everything else out of the water, leaders are liberated to do whatever is 
necessary (or said to be necessary) in the name of responding to a national emergency.  Crises 
are, in a way, democracy-free zones — gaps in politics as usual when the need for consent and 
consensus do not seem to apply. 

When Friedrich Hayek, patron saint of the Chicago School, returned from a visit to 
Chile in 1981, he was so impressed by Augusto Pinochet and the Chicago Boys that he sat 
down and wrote a letter to his friend Margaret Thatcher.  He urged her to use the South 
American country as a model for transforming Britain's Keynesian economy.  Thatcher and 
Pinochet would later become firm friends, with Thatcher famously visiting the aging general 
under house arrest in England as he faced charges of genocide, torture and terrorism. 

The British prime minister was well acquainted with what she called "the remarkable 
success of the Chilean economy," describing it as "a striking example of economic 
reform from which we can learn many lessons."  Yet despite her admiration for Pinochet, 
when Hayek first suggested that she emulate his shock therapy policies, Thatcher was far 
from convinced.   
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In February 1982, the prime minister bluntly explained the problem in a private letter 
to her intellectual guru: "I am sure you will agree that, in Britain with our democratic 
institutions and the need for a high degree of consent, some of the measures adopted 
in Chile are quite unacceptable.  Our reform must be in line with our traditions and our 
Constitution.  At times the process may be painfully slow.” 

Six weeks after Thatcher wrote that letter to Hayek, something happened that changed 
her mind and altered the destiny of the corporatist crusade: on April 2, 1982, Argentina invaded 
the Falkland Islands, a relic of British colonial rule.  The Falklands War, or the Malvinas War if you 
are Argentinean, went down in history as a vicious but fairly minor battle.  At the time, the 
Falklands appeared to have no strategic importance.  The cluster of islands off the Argentine 
coast was thousands of miles from Britain and costly to guard and maintain.  Argentina had little 
use for them, though having a British outpost in its waters was regarded as an affront to national 
pride.  The legendary Jorge Luis Borges scathingly described the land dispute as “a fight between two 
bald men over a comb." 

It was the Falklands War that gave Thatcher the political cover she needed to bring a 
program of radical capitalist transformation to a Western liberal democracy for the first time.  
Thatcher was fighting for her political future — and she succeeded spectacularly.  After the 
Falklands victory, which took the lives of 255 British soldiers and 655 Argentines, the Prime 
Minister was heralded as a war hero, her moniker "Iron Lady" transformed from insult to high 
praise.  Her poll numbers were similarly transformed.  Thatcher's personal approval rating 
more than doubled over the course of the battle, from 25 percent at the start to 59 percent 
at the end, paving the way for a decisive victory in the following year's election. 

The British military's counter invasion of the Falklands was code-named Operation 
Corporate, and though it was an odd name for a military campaign, it proved prescient.  
Thatcher used the enormous popularity afforded her by the victory to launch the very 
corporatist revolution she had told Hayek was impossible before the war.  When the coal 
miners went on strike in 1984, Thatcher cast the standoff as a continuation of the war

 
with 

Argentina, calling for similarly brutal resolve.  She famously declared, “We had to fight 
the enemy without in the Falklands and now we have the enemy within, which is 
much more difficult but just as dangerous to liberty."

 
  With British workers now 

categorised as "the enemy within,” Thatcher unleashed the full force of the state on the 
strikers. 

Since that time it has been a relentless and seamless process of privatising all 
state enterprises, reducing taxation and eradicating legislation on banking and the markets.  
Even after the start of the banking collapse Tony Blair was speaking at the Mansion House 
telling the City that there were to many restrictions on banking. 

Today the crisis is portrayed by the Coalition as a terminal economic crisis for 
Britain if we do not reduce Government spending in the shortest possible time.  The public 
have been taken in by this ―shock.‖  The Labour party even vies with the Coalition to come 
up with cuts just to reinforce the ―shock.‖ 

It is clear that the City never endorsed Keynesianism and has continually worked 
against its influence.  For a brief moment in our history it looked as though Keynes might 
be successful in changing our economy so that it did not only work for the wealthy.  
Unfortunately Government never tackled The City, its independence remained, and 
Keynes's ideas were eventually overturned and binned. 
 
How did the policies contribute to the present crisis? 

One of the first Acts passed was the Sale of Council Houses.  The ―Right to Buy 

scheme‖ is a policy in the United Kingdom which gives tenants of council housing the 
right to buy the home they are living in.  Currently, there is also a right to acquire for the 

tenants of housing associations.  Between 1980 and 1998, it is estimated that 

approximately 2 million homes in the UK were sold in this manner. 
The sale price of a council house was based on its market valuation but also included 

a discount to reflect the rents paid by tenants and also to encourage take-up.  The legislation 

gave council tenants the right to buy their council house at a discounted value, depending 

on how long they had been living in the house, with the proviso that if they sold their house 
before a minimum period had expired they would have to pay back a proportion of the 
discount.  The sales were an attractive deal for tenants and hundreds of thousands of homes 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/United_Kingdom
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were sold almost immediately.  The policy is regarded as one of the major points of 

Thatcherism. 
So what is the problem?  In the early 1980‘s only 50% of council house tenants had a 

bank account.  These members of the British population were not eligible for credit from the 
banks as they did not have collateral.  They were usually paid weekly in cash by their 
employer.  Their accounts were not sophisticated - they usually had tins on the side-board or 
the mantle-piece.  Each had their purpose like rent, food, holidays, entertainment, household 
goods etc.  Contrary to popular belief most of them did not drink excessively or gamble and 
they ran their affairs in an orderly manner.  So on Friday night of the weekend they applied to 
purchase their home their lives changed dramatically.  On Monday morning they had a 
mortgage and were now in debt by several tens of thousands of pounds.  The banks wrote to 
them asking if they wished to borrow money because they now had collateral.  At the time this 
was referred to as ―Essex Man‖ and Harry Enfield used the catch phrase ―loans of money.‖  
They borrowed money for kitchen extensions, Capri Cars and went abroad on their holidays.  
In the first year of council house sales personal debt in Britain doubled.  So 200 years of 
capitalism had only gently increased personal debt, but now debt exploded.  The only way 
that working people have been able to live during these thirty years has been by extending 
personal credit.  When Council Houses were first sold, British personal debt stood at £31.5bn 
; now it stands at £1.6 trillion.  This is a 50-fold increase , or, taking inflation into account, a 
17-fold increase. 

 
Up until this time the Government had practised ―Monetarism.‖  Their belief was that 

too much money chasing too few goods caused inflation.  This is the Classic Economic 
Theory.  Conversely not enough demand for goods caused a reduction in price.  The 
Government had numerous ways of measuring money like M0, M1, M2 M3.  These are as 
follows:- 

M0: In the United Kingdom, M0 includes bank reserves, so M0 is referred to as the 
monetary base, or narrow money. 

M1: Bank reserves are not included in M1.  
M2: Represents money and "close substitutes" for money.  M2 is a broader 

classification of money than M1.  Economists use M2 when looking to quantify the amount of 
money in circulation and trying to explain different economic monetary conditions.  M2 is a 
key economic indicator used to forecast inflation 

M3: M2 plus large and long-term deposits.  Since 2006, M3 is no longer tracked by 
the US central bank.  However, there are still estimates produced by various private 
institutions.  

But unfortunately the sale of council houses blew this policy apart.  The Chancellor 
was not incharge of the amount of credit created the banks were.  Not only that but another 
mantra from Margaret Thatcher was that they did not want a ―nanny state.‖  The banks used 
this to say they wanted all the restrictions on morgages removed they would make the 
decisions on the level that a mortgage was granted.  They asked for ―hire purchase‖ 
arrangements to be abolished and this was done.  Just for good measure the credit card had 
just been introduced and soon everybody had a credit card and eventually a whole number of 
the population had more than one.  Not satisfied with this state of affairs the basic rate of 
income tax was reduced from 30% in 1983 to 25% by 1988.  The top rate of tax also came 
down from 60% to 40% in 1988 and the four other higher rates were removed, leaving a 
system of personal taxation in which there was no rate anywhere in excess of 40 per cent.  
The trajectory taken by the UK economy from this point on is typically described as ―The 

Lawson Boom.‖  Critics of Lawson assert that a combination of the abandonment of 

monetarism, the adoption of a de facto exchange-rate target of 3 deutsche marks to the 
pound (ruling out interest-rate rises), and excessive fiscal laxity (in particular the 1988 budget) 
unleashed an inflationary spiral.  Inflation took off and the Chancellor Nigel Lawson got the 
bullet.   

 
The British economy, which had halved unemployment from more than 3,000,000 by 

the end of 1989.  However, this led to a rise in inflation from 3% to more than 8% during 
1988, which resulted in interest rates doubling to 15% in the space of 18 months, and 

remaining high in spite of the 1990–1992 recession which saw unemployment rise nearly 

as high as the level seen before the boom began. 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Thatcherism
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When Labour finally returned to power in 1997, it reduced the discount available to 

tenants in local authorities.  But this is not the end of the story :  At the 2011 Conservative 
Party Conference, David Cameron proposed to increase Right to Buy discounts in 

order to revitalise the housing market and generate receipts which could be spent on new 
housing.  Social housing professionals have expressed concerns over the proposal. 

 
What was the Campaign for the Right to Buy called?  Answer: The Bankers. 
 
Privatisation and Income Tax reduction. 

Lawson had also prepared the ground for privatisation.  Thirty years ago, privatisation 
as we know it, was invented.  British Telecom became the first major state flotation at £3.7bn, 
paving the way for what became a torrent of mass-market sell-offs, in the UK and around the 
world.  How did it come about and what were the lasting effects? 

Sir Keith Joseph, Mrs Thatcher's close adviser and Minister for Trade and Industry, 
was also keen to remove power from public-sector unions.  The fundamental driver of 
privatisation proved to be the incompatibility of funding investment in the nationalised industry 
and the government's target for public sector borrowing.  The first to be privatised was British 
Telecom.  After this there was no looking back.  By 1990 42 major businesses employing 
almost 900,000 people had been sold off, with large privatisations planned to continue into 
the middle of the decade.  Margaret Thatcher regaled the Conservative annual conference 
with rhetoric about ―popular capitalism‖ and ―returning power to the people.‖  She went on to 
say, ―it was the only policy to give real and lasting employment.‖ 

Soon all political parties were converts.  Most spectacular among these converts has 
been the Labour Party itself.  Clause IV of the party's constitution, a commitment to "the 
common ownership of the means of production", required a Labour government to reverse 
privatisations.  In 1995, under Tony Blair's leadership, the party voted to amend the clause 
and the face of British politics was changed.  Two years later New Labour was in power, 
successfully establishing a reputation for sound finance and an ability to manage a 
predominantly market-based economy that had eluded other Labour governments for most of 
their periods of office.  They continued with a seamless economic policy.  It was impossible to 
see the join.  At least some of the Conservative's thunder was stolen.  Privatised industries, 
and their novel system of regulation, were safe with Labour. 

And this was the point.  What was it that was safe?  Well the regulatory system has 
been manipulated since day one.  Anglian Water had a super wheeze.  They were told that 
they could only make a small return on capital employed.  Their company at the time was 
valued at £2bn on the stock exchange.  They approached the banks and borrowed £2bn.  
They then gave this to their shareholders.  Now they could make a return on £4bn because 
they had to make a return on the loan and interest to the bank.  Mean while the shareholder 
had effectively not paid a penny for ownership of the company.  On the platform at the Tory 
Conference, Thatcher read from literature sent out by banks to encourage individuals to take 
out a card : ―choose your own relevant credit limit, use it as a second credit card‖ - and this 
was the Coop Bank !  But they were all up to it. 

All of these sales made it possible to reduce income tax but we all know it was not an 
inexhaustible way to run the economy.  There was bound to be a day of reckoning.  Did it 
bring about popular capitalism?  No.  The wealth distribution between rich and poor got wider 
and wider and this has been a continuing process for the last thirty years.  The eradication of 
laws to protect Trade Unions and the introduction of laws to make them financially vulnerable 
during a dispute ensured this was the case. The amount of the GDP going to wages has been 
steadily in decline during this period.  The rich in our society are now mega rich and usually 
exempt from tax if they are registered ―offshore‖ with The City of London. 

 
Informed Democracy 

Did Margaret Thatcher understand how it all worked?  Well, I give you this snippet of 
information and let you make this judgement.  Thatcher ventured into the least regulated 
sector of the financial industry, 'hedge funds', which acted only for big banks or immensely 
wealthy individuals and were therefore assumed to require no official oversight.  In May 1998 
she joined the advisory board of Tiger Management, a firm created eighteen years earlier with 
an initial investment of $8 million by Julian Robertson, 'the Wizard of Wall Street'.  By the time 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Conservative_Party_Conference
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Conservative_Party_Conference
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/David_Cameron
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of her recruitment Tiger had assets of more than $18 billion and was the second biggest 
hedge fund in the world —  

--outdone only by George Soros's fund, which in 1992 had effectively destroyed John 
Major's government (and collected a $1 billion jackpot) by forcing the pound out of the 
European exchange rate mechanism.  In return for a salary of $1 million pa from Tiger 
Management, Thatcher was expected to attend five board meetings a year and hold regular 
telephone discussions with Robertson about world markets, ―using her political insight and 
experience to help inform investment decisions‖.  The benefits of the great stateswoman's 
wisdom were apparent almost immediately: five months later Tiger dropped $2 billion in a 
single day after betting on a fall in the Japanese yen.  With further hits from rash investments 
in the Royal Bank of Scotland and NatWest, its losses for October 1998 alone were $3.4 
billion. 

A few weeks earlier the Federal Reserve and a consortium of banks had been 
obliged to rescue a rival hedge fund, Long-Term Capital Management, when it lost $3.2 billion 
by gambling on interest-rate movements.  But Tiger's high-rolling investors still seemed to be 
in a celebratory mood.  After hearing the bad news at their annual meeting in New York on 2 
November, they adjourned to the Metropolitan Museum of Art for a gala dinner-dance hosted 
by Robertson and Thatcher.  The Times reported the next day that Tiger Management was 
―in no danger of collapsing‖ since it ―still has assets worth $17 billion‖.  Just over a year later, 
after yet more ill judged speculative flutters, they had plummeted to $6 billion and Robertson's 
dinner-guests were demanding their money back.  Fittingly enough, Tiger finally shut up shop 
on April Fool's Day, 2000.  In a bad-tempered resignation; statement, the chairman blamed 
his downfall on ―an irrational market‖.  So the decision is yours.  Is $2 million a proper reward 
for losing $18 billion in two years? 

 
Britain’s contribution to world disorder and the Euro collapse. 

Thatcher, in tandem with Ronald Regan, would attend, or send representatives, to 
meetings of the WTO.  They would then give the representatives from other nations lectures 
on how a democratic capitalist state should behave.  It had to be open to other countries 
products; it had to privatise any state enterprises.  In other words all countries had to have 
market economies, which were unfettered laissez-faire capitalism.  This even applied to 
countries like Chad.  They sold their water to the French.  So you have one of the poorest 
developing countries in the world, which is largely desert, with little water, who are paying 
handsomely to a French company who are making a profit.  I can remember the days when 
foreign aid would have helped the Government of Chad to develop their water supply.  How 
times change!  This process is called globalisation and if you wanted to be in the club you had 
to comply.  The tragedy is that almost all countries did.  Capital had to be free to locate where 
it wanted to and where it was most advantageous.   

Now where is it most advantageous to locate capital?  The largest ―offshore‖ tax 
haven in the world is The City of London.  Not only that but six out of the ten largest tax 
havens in the world are also controlled by The City of London.  The press and the media very 
rarely report the thorny issue of tax avoidance by multinationals, ―as intelligible to the average 
person as particle physics‖ said the Guardian.  But this tax avoidance is at the core of the 
relationship between money, governments and our democratic societies.  If we look at the 
FTSE 100 out of the 100 companies 98 are registered ―offshore.‖  73 billionaires are 
registered in The City to avoid taxation.  And the vast majority of the 45,000 millionaires 
registered in The City pay no tax.  Thousands of companies are located in developing 
countries but registered in The City to avoid tax.  Obama sent his tax inspectors the Cayman 
Islands to chase up the thousands of US companies registered there.  Obama said in jest, he 
expected to find the ―biggest building in the world.‖  His tax inspectors reported it was a 
bungalow with filing cabinets and a couple of staff.  The inspectors were told that the 
companies were only registered there and that their legal protection was in The City of 
London. 

How did Britain torpedo the Euro Zone?  It is a bit like a conjuror‘s trick.  While every 
body looks at countries in the Euro Zone the real action is again in the ―offshore tax havens.‖  
The Greek crisis started when all the companies and the wealthy went ―offshore.‖  Their tax 
revenue collapsed but the British press emphasis was on the Greek people not wanting to 
pay tax.  In Spain it is the same 80% of companies on the Borsa, the Spanish stock 
exchange, are registered ―offshore‖ and the other 20% the shareholders owning the 
companies are registered ―offshore.‖  Even in Britain our crisis has developed in just the same 
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way.  Margaret Thatcher invented this: the idea was that we would become financial dealers 
for oligarchs and oil people from around the world.   

Gordon Brown in his naive way thought if he was ―prudent‖ and was ―light touch‖ with 
The City, everything would be OK.  Unfortunately his tax stream vanished and he was left with 
a deficit.  The solution is to make those not responsible pay the bill by removing the civilising 
parts of our society, NHS, pensions, help for people with disabilities, free education, etc.   

 

Post Script on Greece 
Events have taken place, which indicate that things are just as they were; that we 

have not learnt the lessons.  Perhaps you may find the activities of Goldman Sachs 
interesting and they make the point.  They fleeced investors by subterfuge in the Great 
Depression and are still using this same modus operandi eighty years later.  Goldman Sachs 
helped the Greek government to mask the true extent of its deficit with the help of a 
derivatives deal that legally circumvented the EU Maastricht deficit rules.  Greece's debt 
managers agreed a huge deal with these savvy bankers at the start of 2002.  The deal 
involved so-called cross-currency swaps in which government debt issued in dollars and yen 
was swapped for euro debt for a certain period — to be exchanged back into the original 
currencies at a later date.   

But in the Greek case Goldman Sachs devised a special kind of swap with fictional 
exchange rates.  That enabled Greece to receive a far higher sum than the actual euro 
market value of $10 billion .  In that way Goldman Sachs secretly arranged additional credit of 
up to $1 billion for the Greeks.  

This credit disguised as a swap didn't show up in the Greek debt statistics.  For this 
service Goldman Sachs charged the Greeks £600m.  A nice little earner.  Eurostat's reporting 
rules don't comprehensively record transactions involving financial derivatives.  "The 
Maastricht rules can be circumvented quite legally through swaps," says a German 
derivatives dealer. 

In previous years, Italy used a similar trick to mask its true debt with the help of a 
different US bank. 

The evidence seems to indicate that it has nothing to do with your nationality but does 
indicate the moral approach of ALL bankers.  Fred Goodwin is not out of character.  The 
Greek workers did not do any deceiving - they were deceived. 

To see if the Euro Zone is wise to this, it is helpful to quote from the proceedings of 
the House of Lords Select Committee on Economic Affairs  
Inquiry on The Economic Outlook' Thursday 8th December 2011 : 
 
Lord Forsyth of Drumlean: If the 17 decide to get together and have more fiscal integration 
and so on, together with the changes on the rules on qualified majority voting, which come in 
2014—they will mean that in order to have a qualified majority you will need 65% of the 
votes—the 17 will have 67% of the votes, so you will have a bloc that will be able to force 
through measures.  Are you concerned that that could be used to threaten the interests of the 
City of London?  We now have proposals from Chancellor Merkel and from the French 
President for introducing a Tobin tax or a common, unified corporation tax, neither of which 
has anything whatever to do with the current crisis.  Having a common corporation tax or 
having a Tobin tax which will take money from London to Brussels is not actually going to do 
anything for the crisis; it is a step in the direction of having a unified Europe.  Are you not 
concerned that if this grouping is allowed to go ahead, you will have a bloc that is able to use 
its position through qualified majority voting to put the City of London at a very considerable 
disadvantage and there will be nothing that we can do about it?  
 
George Osborne: I need to be careful here because the Prime Minister will be negotiating on 
some of these issues in a few hours’ time.  Yesterday, in Prime Minister’s Questions, he was 
very clear, and I shall be clear today, that we are seeking British safeguards.  I say “British” 
but they are actually safeguards that will apply to any country that cares about the issues that 
I was just mentioning.  They are of particular relevance to us because of the size of our 
financial services industry.  You are right to point to the risk—I use the word “risk” at this 
point—of caucusing by the eurozone once they have a qualified majority. 
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I think that this exchange shot the fox.  George says we are seeking British safeguards.  In 
other words we do not have a veto.  If we had a veto we would definitely have a safeguard.  Qualified 

Majority Voting becomes operative in 2014. 
Now looking at the “ CONSOLIDATED VERSION OF THE TREATY ON THE 

FUNCTIONING OF THE EUROPEAN UNION whichcontains the following:- 

 

DETERMINED to lay the foundations of an ever closer union among the peoples of Europe. 

RESOLVED to ensure the economic and social progress of their States by common action to 
eliminate the barriers which divide Europe. 

AFFIRMING as the essential objective of their efforts the constant improvements of the living 
and working conditions of their peoples,  

RECOGNISING that the removal of existing obstacles calls for concerted action in order to 
guarantee steady expansion, balanced trade and fair competition, 
ANXIOUS to strengthen the unity of their economies and to ensure their harmonious 
development by reducing the differences existing between the various regions and the 
backwardness of the less favoured regions, 
 

PROVISIONS HAVING GENERAL APPLICATION  

Article 7  

The Union shall ensure consistency between its policies and activities, taking all of its 
objectives into account and in accordance with the principle of conferral of powers. 
 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the undersigned Plenipotentiaries have signed this Treaty. Done at 
Rome this twenty-fifth day of March in the year one thousand nine hundred and fifty-seven.  
(Commonly referred to as The Treaty of Rome.) 

 
It would therefore appear that when Britain, along with Denmark and Ireland, joined the 
European Community in 1973, we accepted the aims and objectives of The Rome Treaty.  
The trouble is that most of the present cabinet would only have been in nappies.  They may 
have ―firsts‖ in politics but did they ever study The Rome Treaty ?  I would not like to say I am 
correct as I am not an authority on law, or The Rome Treaty, but that is my best shot. 

 
 Micawbers Conjecture: 
"Annual income twenty pounds, annual expenditure nineteen nineteen six, 
result happiness.  Annual income twenty pounds, annual expenditure twenty 
pounds ought and six, result misery."  
 

Wilkins Micawber is a fictional character from Charles Dickens's 1850 novel, David 
Copperfield.  The language is as written by Dickens. 
 

This is the Mantra by which George Osborne operates.  But in the case of the nation 
we can vary the other side of the equation. 

Income equals expenditure may be fine for an individual or a household economy but 
he is operating the British economy.  Through the democratic process the electorate have 
expressed their preferences for operating society.  In these enlightened times the electorate 
say that children should not be in poverty, that education should be free, that health services 
should be free at the point of delivery that the elderly should have social services, that 
individuals with disabilities should have adequate income, access to employment, and where 
required access to support services and that there should be adequate housing and we 
should support the arts.  The Chancellor's role is to organise the budget of the nation so these 
things can be achieved ; not to say we cannot afford these preferences. 

He could say that the wealthy will pay tax, that companies will pay tax, that wars in 
the middle east will not take place.  He could organise his budget to achieve these civilising 
aspirations.  He could cooperate with other nations to outlaw ―offshore tax havens.‖ 

 
Policies for a British Future 

All the major political parties in Britain avow allegiance to the mantra that economic 
growth will rescue us from the present economic Armageddon.  The only difference is how do 
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we achieve this expansionary nirvana?  The present Government is convinced that austerity 
and laissez-faire will be our salvation.  This is plan ‗A‘ and , whatever the facts,  ( contd.)  
 the Government's approach is ―don‘t confuse us with the facts.‖  The Labour Party offers the 
same policies but juggles the priorities and calls this an alternative, even a plan ‗B.‘  Already 
many countries have had falls in the Gross Domestic Product (GDP) including Britain at 7%.  
Some like Latvia have had a 24% reduction and this is spoken about in political and financial 
circles as being a success.  A few others come to mind like Italy, Greece, Spain, Belgium and 
Ireland.  There are others in Europe and Asia but you get the picture. 

The Organisation for Cooperation and Development (OECD) are predicting little or no 
growth and for many economies a reduction in the GDP (the media refer to this as negative 
growth but that is an oxymoron).  Much loved companies like Thomas Cook, Carpetright, 
Mothercare, Next, Dixons, and Ocado are all having their financial woes and Comet was sold 
for the princely sum of £2.  This may look like failure of laissez-faire capitalism, but to the 
Government it is the means to rescue the British economy.  Optimism springs eternal!  With 
40% of our exports going to the Euro-Zone and a further 15% going to those countries in the 
EU but not in the Euro-Zone it means that over half our export markets will be in decline.  
From my position, in the stands, this does not seem to be a feasible strategy.  The more rabid 
Tories now suggest that our salvation lies with trade with China and India.  We pull out of the 
EU and this will allow us to trade with these countries.  One small problem with this argument 
there are no barriers to us trading with any country in the world while we are in the EU.  So if 
we can‘t do it now how will we be able to do it when we are not in the EU?  Oh yes I forgot, 
don‘t confuse the issue with the facts. 

As for plan ‗B‘ you would need a telescope as big as Jodrell Bank to see the 
difference.  Britain‘s GDP is £1.6 trillion.  The difference between the Governments proposals 
and the Labour Party proposals is less than 0.33% of GDP or £5 billion.  Who seriously thinks 
that is an alternative?  The Government expenditure being £5 billion less than the Labour 
Party or the Labour Party being £5 billion more than the Government.  We have more chance 
of finding ‗The Higgs Boson‘ whilst stirring our tea. 

The Government policy is austerity, as the world‘s rickety financial system lurches 
progressively towards collapse.  Retrenchment, stringent economy, ruthless paring of wages, 
pensions and costs, which normally means attacking either the weakest, the poorest or the 
most patriotic.  All these things happened in 1931 and they are happening in 2012.  It is a 
somewhat depressing repetition.  If it could be explained as merely a matter of straightforward 
cynicism – the creation of an essential smokescreen, while carefully thought-out but politically 
unattractive policies were being prepared and carried through - then one would merely 
dismiss it as one of the inescapable concomitants of democracy.  But unfortunately there is 
ample evidence that part of the government believes a substantial part of what they are 
saying, and will do so right up to the moment of truth. 

My message is that we have been here before.  No matter how different the latest 
financial frenzy or crisis always appears, there are always remarkable similarities with past 
experiences.  If there is one common theme to the vast number of crises (at least 66 on which 
we have good records in the last 800 years), it is that excessive debt accumulation, whether it 
is by government, banks, corporations, or consumers, it poses greater systemic risk than it 
seemed during a boom.  Infusions of cash can make a government look like it is providing 
greater growth to its economy than it really is.  Private sector borrowing binges can inflate 
housing and stock prices far beyond their long-run sustainable levels, and make banks seem 
more stable and profitable than they really are.  Such large-scale debt build-ups pose risks 
because they make an economy vulnerable to crises of confidence, particularly when debt is 
short term and needs to be constantly refinanced.  Debt-fuelled booms all to often provide 
false affirmation of a government‘s policies, a financial institution‘s ability to make outsized 
profits, or a country‘s standard of living.  Most of these booms end badly.   

So Fredrick Hayek‘s idea, taken up by Milton Friedman and adopted by Margaret 
Thatcher has inevitably led to this world crisis.  The very fact that Britain, and the US, 
inveigled the rest of the world, through the WTO, into the economics of neo-liberalism, means 
the world crisis quite simply will be with us for some time.  Even with sensible policies Britain‘s 
performance will be curtailed.  Encouragingly, history does point to warning signs that policy 
makers can look at to assess risk – if only they do not become too drunk with their credit 
bubble-fuelled success and say, as their predecessors have for centuries, ―This time is 
different.‖ 
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Reliance on the private sector 
British private enterprise has failed all tests in the last thirty years.  It has less tax to 

pay than its competitors, and has less obstruction by way of employment and company law 
yet it has still failed to produce employment.  Two thirds of the expansion in the private sector 
has been from the privatisation of the public sector.  This is referred to in economic circles as 
para-state employment as the whole of the income comes from the taxpayer. 

For thirty years the proportion of the GDP going to wages has shrunk.  Most private 
employees have only maintained their standard of living by going into debt.  The Tories now 
believe they have won the battle in the private sector.  Their intention is to privatise the public 
sector.  But the snag is the TUPE regulations (Transfer of Undertakings (Protection of 
Employment) regulations 2006).  If they try and privatise teachers, civil servants, NHS staff, 
private employers will not want to pay a decent pension or a decent wage.  The Governments 
task is to freeze the public sector wages and attack their pensions.  If they are successful it 
will make privatising the labour force that much easier.  The workers will be all agency staff 
and we will be told they are much more efficient.  No they won‘t; they will just be paid less. 

 
My proposals 

Well it may seem like an odd ball set of suggestions but I would put the priorities as 
follows.  Firstly deal with The City.  The City will thwart all efforts by governments, as their 
only morality is to make money for the mega rich.  It is also necessary to put a clear analysis 
before the citizens as to where the problems arise and prevent them turning in on themselves.  
Our wages are not the problem nor are the benefits that the less fortunate receive.  This is 
important as the far right try to exploit the present crisis. 

 
Dealing with The City 
1. Repeal the 1690 William and Mary Act 
2. Dissolve The Corporation of London 
3. Remove the position of The Mayor of The City of London 
4. Remove the vote from all Companies in The City 
5. Alter the Libel Laws to enable thorough investigations into The City 
6. Absorb the ―Square Mile‖ into the neighbouring local Authority. 
7. Pass laws to ensure transparency in Company accounts and activities. 
8. Remove ―The Remembrancer‖ from Parliament. 

 
This will remove this anachronism from a modern state.  Companies and the wealthy 

will have to pay taxes to the British exchequer.  Numerous other tax havens round the world 
will lose their protection.  The men who stole the world will have the law applied to them. 

For the rest of Britain we need to have more emphasis on manufacturing.  This needs 
to be where there is demand for products that will meet the world‘s present demands, and 
where these products will improve our prospects of exporting.  Energy is our most immediate 
problem and we happen to be in one of the most fortunate positions in the world.  The sea on 
the western coast of Britain offers the prospect of providing all our energy needs with tidal 
turbines.  In the North Sea we have more potential from wave power and we will be able to 
transfer some of the budget, allocated to prevent coastal erosion, to energy production.  
Geothermal power offers the prospect of small sites, 1 to 8 acres, with small design and 
commissioning costs.  If we run these sources in conjunction with heat pumps and pumped 
storage systems we would be into exporting green energy.  Domestically all replacement 
boilers should be Combined Heat and Power (CHP) and within a decade this would be the 
equivalent to our present nuclear capacity.  All of these systems are not on the frontiers of 
human knowledge - they are well established.  Britain has the labour force to produce them.  
This programme of joined up thinking is not pie-in-the-sky, it does not require years of 
planning and even more years of building.  They are unlike conventional power stations that 
cost several billions of pounds with all the added interest on the borrowings for construction.  
Even in these strapped times they are well within our ability to pay, and will deliver secure 
energy from within our boundaries with a minimal carbon footprint.  They are not seen by the 
public and offer no threat to the environment, animal or plant life.  The tides offer staggered 
production cycles at least four times per day and this is likely to be the case for at least  
millions of years.  Geothermal offers the largest energy source of heat and will be available 
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for longer that humans have been on the planet.  We would be able to look forward to 
supplying the continent with energy, as they are not as fortunate as ourselves. 

This programme offers the opportunity of taking control of our energy resources, 
developing manufacturing and having a surplus on our balance of payments.  The elements 
of the programme are as follows:- 

 
A new Start for Manufacturing 
9. Build tidal turbines. 
10. Build wave power equipment. 
11. Construct geothermal power stations 
12. Build heat pumps 
13. Install tidal turbines along west coast of Britain 
14. Install wave power on the East Coast 
15. Build CHP Domestic Boilers. 
16. Create a State owned Green Energy Company. 
 
Keith 
 
Sources of Information 
The World Economy Since the Wars  J K Galbraith 
How Mumbo-Jumbo Conquered the World Francis Wheen 
Treasure Islands     Nicholas Shaxson 
Keynes The Return of the Master   Robert Skidelsky 
This time is Different   Carmen M. Reinhart & Kenneth S. Rogoff 
Marx‘s Das Kapital a Biography   Francis Wheen 
The Pound in Your Pocket    Peter Wilsher 
The Twentieth Century (1914-1984)  Kenneth O. Morgan 
Hansard Minutes of HOUSE OF LORDS The Select Committee on Economic Affairs 

Debrett‘s Details on Lords 
The Times  
The Guardian 
The Treaty of Rome 
The Shock Doctrine     Naomi Kline 
 
There may be others.  I apologise for oversights. 
 
 
Notes 
“On Margin” 
The purchase of an asset by paying the margin and borrowing the balance from a bank or 

broker. Buying on margin refers to the initial or down payment made to the broker for the 
asset being purchased. 
In the U.S. at present, the amount of margin that must be paid for a security is regulated by 
the Federal Reserve Board. 
The City of London 
Another unusual feature of the Corporation of London is its ability to alter or amend its 
constitution when it benefits the Corporation of London and City of London to do so, under 
charters of Edward III (1341) and Richard II (1377 and 1383).  This power is exercised by 
means of Acts of Common Council.  Such Acts of the Corporation of London are 
authenticated by the City or Common Seal which since the 13th century has carried the 
legend Sigillum Baronum Londiniarum [Seal of the Barons of London].  Although the legal title 
of the Corporation of London remains the Mayor and Commonalty and Citizens of the City of 
London, statutory powers are usually conferred on the Court of Common Council, under the 
designation of the Mayor, Aldermen and Commons of the City of London in Common Council 
assembled. 
Heat Pumps 
A heat pump is a machine or device that transfers thermal energy from one location called 
the "source," which is at a higher temperature, to another location called the "sink" or ―heat 
sink‖, which is at a lower temperature.  While compressor-driven air conditioners and freezers 
are technically heat pumps, the class includes many other types of devices, and the term 

http://www.investopedia.com/terms/b/
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"heat pump" usually implies one of the less-common devices in the class that are not 
dedicated to refrigeration-only.  The term coefficient of performance  (COP) is used to 
describe the ratio of useful heat movement to work input.  When used for heating a building 
on a mild day of say 10 °C, a typical heat pump has a COP of 3 to 4, whereas a typical 
electric resistance heater has a COP of 1. 
CHP Domestic Boiler 
A sterling engine inside a heat exchanger.  Within the UK, the potential for micro CHP may be 
summarised as follows: 

1. CHP may provide an installed generating capacity of 15~20GW. 
2. In the UK this capacity will be roughly equivalent to the existing nuclear generating 

capacity. 
3. 13 million homes are suitable for existing micro CHP technologies. 
4. Ultimately micro CHP may contribute an annual reduction of 16 million tonnes of 

carbon equivalent to UK mitigation targets. 
5. Annual savings of up to 30% may be achieved on a typical domestic fuel bill. 
6. Micro CHP and associated equipment represents a substantial manufacturing 

opportunity, worth between £70 and £150 million per annum in the UK. 
7. When not generating power for domestic use it supplies energy to the grid. 

 
Eurostat 
The organisation located in the Rue Alphones Weicker in Luxembourg responsible for policing 
all financial treaty obligations. 


