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Economic Ways 

1. Income

2. Poverty 

3. For the People or For the Bankers?

4. Industry and Manufacturing

5. Privatisation

6. Lack of Investment in the Future

7. Reliance on Boom and Bust Banking Produced Britain's Biggest Bust

8. Debt 

9. Inflation and Interest Rates at 10%

10. Squandering of North Sea Oil Revenue

Social Ways

1. Happiness

2 Society

3. Inequality

4. Child Poverty 

5. Class Warfare 

6. American imperialism and actions that undermine the West

7. Debt and Fear

8. Housing

9. Consolidation and Centralisation of Power

10. Attacks on Civil Liberties, Unions and Minorities
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Modern Ways

1. Austerity (Cameron)

2. Plebs (Cameron)

3. We're all in it together (Cameron)

4. Piss Taking Prime Minister (Johnson)

5. No Sky TV for Anyone (Sunak)
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PART TWO - How SOCIAL DEMOCRACY can restore Britain


How to Fix the Broken UK Economy
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CAN IT BE DONE BETTER?

5 Lessons from our Past (Britain)

1. Social Justice

2. The Social Contract

3. Egalitarianism

4. The Anglican Tradition

5. Civil Liberties

––––––––
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EXAMPLES FROM OTHER COUNTRIES

Economic Ways

1. The Social Market Economy (Germany, France)

2. Invest in Skills (France)

3. Distribute Money more Equitably (Slovakia, Belgium, Slovenia)

4. Meritocracy (Denmark, Iceland) 

5. Encourage Mutuals and consider UBI (Italy, Alaska)

6. Social Democracy produced 2x growth of neo-liberalism (World)

7. Understand the impact of economic policy on minimum and low waged (Germany, Japan) 

8. Remove Cronies (Ireland)

9. Respect Cash (China, negative example)

10. Economic success not just social success (World) 

Social Ways

1. Be Happy (Denmark)

2. Localism (France)

3. Housing First (Finland)

4. Integrate Private and Public Schools (Finland)

5. Fairer Society (Sweden) 

6. Set up a Sovereign Wealth Fund (Norway)

7. Kindness (Spain, Australia)

8. Respect (Japan)

9. Liberalism (The Past)

10. Freedom (Be Vigilant of the Future!)

Conclusion - challenge ahead for Keir Starmer. 
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TORY CUTS

Introduction
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“Fascism” was, according to the US President Roosevelt, when the power of those corporate lobbyists would become more than the democratic right of the people to control it. 
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Britain is in Crisis.
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The wealth of the top 1% increased 34 times more than that of those in the bottom 99% combined between 2010 and 2024.

11 million people are using foodbanks in Britain. 3 to 4 million emergency food parcels are handed out per year.

11% of children are skipping meals. In Portugal it is 2.6% Portugal is a lot poorer. Pensioners are not putting their heating on and dying.

4.5 million children in the UK are in poverty - 34% of all kids, 50%+ in some constituencies such as Wigan. And each person in the North lost £413 from Conservative Party cuts to local councils in austerity. If their children make it to school, school roofs are collapsing. NOTE 1 

The Trussell Trust says 3,121,404 food parcels were distributed by its network of 1,300 food banks in a year.

Some 1,144,096 were for children and nearly two million for adults. The total is nearly double that of five years ago.

The number of parcels given out during the 12 months to March 2023 was just under 3 million. In 4 years, Newcastle-under-Lyme has seen a 113% increase in food parcels distributed.

1 in 3 people use food banks or have a direct family connection to someone who does. 

Britain had one of highest death rates from Covid. 

Our children are empirically getting shorter compared to other nations, down to poverty caused by Cameron’s austerity.

£120 billion is being spent on servicing debt every year, up from £40 billion a few years ago, to pay back the US bankers. An unpopular truth, but we are paying higher taxes to service these debts. Debt to GDP is forecast to keep rising. It is a vicious cycle. Lower investment, low growth, austerity, less tax income and higher interest payments.

It cost £100bn just to import energy in 2022, the UK is susceptible, and now reliant on the generosity or lack of need of France to use fully its own supply, so we are vulnerable.

Energy reserves are depleted. Sewage is being dumped onto our beaches. We're running out of clean water. The water industry: £72 billion has been taken in dividends since privatisation. In their defence at least 90% of what comes out of our taps is water.

––––––––

[image: ]


Most of our infrastructure is owned by foreign countries and consequently the profits disappear abroad. For example, EDF a French company is using its profits from Britain to subsidise a price cap in France, the profits from rail companies go to European rail companies. Yet the Tories were seen as competent on the economy. NOTE 2

The productivity gap to continental Europe has doubled since 2008. France are near 25% ahead of us now. 

9 million people have never seen growth.

Britain: A country where you're forced to compete with the world’s poorest for jobs and the world’s richest for houses. 

––––––––
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UK Labour Productivity is now relatively 25% DOWN on Blair/Brown government levels. The UK has one of worst performances in the world. Firms on FTSE have fallen behind those with global outreach and the UK has experienced relatively higher inflation than our competitors.

Wages have stagnated, we've had 14 years of economic failure. Debt to GDP has gone up from 65% to 95% despite being the only country in the world to have voted for self-imposed austerity to "deal with the debt".

A joke made by Liam Byrne, chief secretary to the Treasury under Gordon Brown, was to leave a note for his successor saying "I'm sorry all the money has gone". This humorous message was leapt upon by right-wing politicians and commentators to justify austerity. The irony is that debt to GDP was 65% when the note was written compared to 95% when Cameron left. Actually we've been 'in debt' for 100-200 years with no great strategic problem with that, it's rather difficult to run an economy without it, so the debt of 65% was not ever the problem.

Refusing to invest, but increasing debt, has created a public sector lag which means Britain is becoming reliant on things made in the 1960s and 1970s. The amount being spent has declined from 7% in 1969 to 2% today. NOTE 3 

We are as a country are committed to fiscal tightening from 2% to nearer 0%, both parties are, so things are going to get worse. We have a great many areas that need investing, school roofs are collapsing and there are 4-6 year waits in NHS for treatment, with only 50% seen at A&E within 5 hours at present. Those on the waiting list have risen from 2.3 million in 2010 waiting for necessary treatment to 7 million in 2024. There is just as much crisis in social care. 40% to 50% of appeals are being upheld in social and welfare as private companies make arbitrary decisions based on profit motive. There is a backlog in courts from 35,000 to 70,000 cases in 2023. 400,000 people waited in A&E for more than 24 hours in 2023 down to a “year round crisis” in the NHS and it was more the next year. 

Of 71 countries surveyed, Britain came 2nd last in mental health behind only Uzbekistan. We need other people to be happy and sane, but we have been reduced to consuming cogs in a money-and-nothing-else imploding country.

"Broadly speaking: we are a society of altruists, governed by psychopaths." - George Monbiot

Since 2009 the UK economy has suffered decline.

Real GDP per capita has been stagnating for over 1 decade but it is predicted to get worse!

The average household is slated to be £1,920 worse off per year by 2029. NOTE 4 

Chair of the Office for Budget Responsibility (OBR) Richard Hughes described UK forecasts without explanation on how £477bn spending would be achieved as "a work of fiction, and that is probably generous, since somebody has probably bothered to write a work of fiction".

IFS says on proposed cuts to unprotected governments departments: A real terms cut of 3.4% to 4% per person would be needed by 2028/29 with £18bn cuts proposed. Over 40% of the public already describe themselves as "very concerned" about the state of the NHS. Reform UK wants to "drastically" cut those figures.

Joseph Rowntree predicts housing costs 15% higher in real terms by 2029 as house prices rise higher than income. NOTE 5

––––––––
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“We are now reaping what the Cameron and Osbourne era sewed. In a time when money was practically free we should have been investing in infrastructure like roads, rail, hospitals and schools etc. and invested in education and training. We could've provided jobs, boosted the economy and set ourselves up for growth and made the UK a destination for business. Instead we have had a lost decade (or two I suspect) because of Tory ideology. Yet people will still vote for them, the mind boggles. You cannot cut your way to growth that has been proved time and time again.” NOTE 6

[image: ]

Cuts in spending led to lower growth: but quantitative easing led to rising house prices. A bonanza for asset owners, but in some parts of the country rents have doubled in mere years, and it is common to have 50 people trying to rent the same property.

Britain suffered 11 years of inflation in 2 years under Sunak. Wages stagnant with 2008. Wages are below 2008 levels in Wales. 22% inflation, 30% food items increase. 

The people have no political power any more.

No psychological power any more. The dark agencies of the American government have taken over the agenda via Facebook/X.

“Social solidarity is essential to mental wellbeing”. It has been smashed.

The Tory prime minister in Covid made 10 Downing Street the most unserious and disobedient address in the whole country for breaching their own Covid rules, at the time of the first ever global contagion, requiring police intervention. Johnson joked he was taking it "seriously", this is the same man who plagiarised his way to his own degree with his bumbling charm of "I'm sorry I didn't think you'd notice". 

High ministerial turnover screamed dysfunction with 16 housing ministers and 10 environment secretaries in 14 years. Who could forget the legacy left by the 49-day tenure of Ranil Jayawadena?

Amongst 18-24 year olds, the Green Party that won a solitary seat ever before 2024 became 4 times more popular in voting intention (16% vs 4%) to the Conservative Party. Even among 25-49 year olds, Green support was 12% to Conservatives 10% Only in over 50s did the Conservatives show any support other than parity in equal 2nd with Liberal Democrats and Greens streets behind Labour, and only in over 70s did they enjoy any sort of lead. Their own MP, Rory Stewart, stated "among very youngest voters, some think only 1% will vote Conservative" NOTE 8 

Samuel Earle’s Tory Nation puts it as follows: "there is “a strange dissonance between the Conservatives’ destructive record in government and their record of victory”, with only 7 major defeats in 150 years. 

The Conservatives are the most successful party in the world. 4 election victories since 2010 before 2024, with countless blunders not 100th as much growth in productivity as the next nearest failures among developed countries, egregious corruption including making number 10 Downing Street the residence in the entire country flouting global pandemic rules the most and losing 10% of the tax take to government corruption and incompetence every year... and each victory greater than the last, until 2024. 
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How Thatcher and the Tories Destroyed Britain
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Introduction – What is Neo-Liberalism?

Can we ask the question as to why we changed a system of economics that delivered growth every year and decade from 1920-1980 at 3% growth and made the poor relatively better off to one that fails at both by comparison? When every part of our culture both socially and religiously (Anglican tradition) has no part of it that doesn’t think the poor should get relatively better off as our country gets richer, who has cajoled us into one that achieves only 1.5% growth, scorches the earth, delivers 150% increase in wealth in a few years for the superrich whilst putting 1 million children into utter destitution?

Why is Neo-Liberalism?

Almost every single economist before 1980 before the Americans started to refuse to fund economic study that didn’t support neo-liberalism, considered neo-liberalism discredited or unorthodox, as popular among economic theorists as them being matched with Princess Anne on Tinder. Both arguments that it would reduce growth and lead to inequality off the scale have since come true. Economists knew what they were talking about on the economy. Studying for 7 years and demonstrating your ability seems to count for something! Of course the vast majority of educated people never vote for neo-liberalism, with 78% of people with degrees not voting Conservative, and 99% with degrees not voting for Nigel Farage’s vehicles before Reform. Neo-liberalism has only been able to get anywhere above 30% support among the uneducated. People who have not proven their ability, and in some cases proven their inability, to logically follow arguments. 

When you have something as open as multi-party democracy, it really does go to the most powerful and influential people in the world, the Americans, to decide whether they have any interest and want to use their power and influence to control that democracy since they have the ability to do so. From seeing who British politicians work for to become multi-millionaires after leaving office, and the policies emanating you can see that it appears America has decided it does have an interest. 

You’d be a bit angrier if you knew that the impoverishment of your state, the scorched earth on public services, closing down the majority of libraries in Bolton, putting over 50% of children into poverty in Wigan and 1 million children in utter destitution was at the behest of the Americans trying to politically dominate a global narrative to see off China for a few extra years that they call “we (America) give nothing, they (China) get nothing” otherwise known as “neo-liberalism”. 

Neo-liberalism is the ultimate extreme far right, “we give nothing” no deviation from the ideology. The ideology is everything, and so everything encompassed by it, the ideology becomes even imperceptible, and the arguing against as some form of crazed never-offered impossibility. Just like its similar ideologue ‘opposite’ Communism. It is the same extreme dictatorial overarching of the philosophy, by the horseshoe ‘polar opposites’ on the extreme left and extreme right of the political compass. 

Neo-liberalism is a famously weasel-word phrase which dupes you into thinking it is both something positive and clear when it is neither. It is not clear what it means, and is there anything liberal about it? No, not really. What does it mean? Their own definition is the best, and perfectly clear of their reasoning and intention: “we GIVE nothing, they GET nothing”. NOW you know what they mean!

Neo-liberalism was a theory created in the United States of America, for the United States of America, in the Nixon administration. The purpose of it was to play defensively against China and India, as both nations were inevitably going to go past the United States of America with 99.999999999999% certainty, it was really only a matter of time. To this purpose a finance minister in the Nixon administration proposed that to eke out a few more years or decades of the American lead over China it would be necessary to play defence. That since if America was not more powerful than China it had nothing or 1/100th of what it would have if it was more powerful, that to sacrifice growth of the USA and growth of the world was a small price to pay for retaining their position as the number 1 in the world.

With that in mind, and with no intention of getting growth, or seeing it as a superior economic philosophy, the US went about reigning in all of its social democratic, Keynesian and collaborative support for the global system which delivered 3% for the US and Europe, but 5-10% for India and 10%+ for China.

They called this new theory, we give nothing, they get nothing, or “neo-liberalism”. 

They let David Cameron put Britain into austerity. They know it doesn’t work. Anyone can see it didn’t work. It never works. Every country to the degree it is put in austerity fully aligns with the pro rata future failure of its country's economy with Greece at the bottom. But also Italy, Spain, Ireland, with Italy perhaps being "too big to fail" its economy was commandeered by M. Monti an unelected bureaucrat at the behest of the bankers and European Union with conditions. Not just Greece found out they couldn't just elect who they liked. There are bigger agendas at play than Greek people voting for what is in the interest of Greek people.

This is a theory designed to fail Propped up only by US dark agencies of the state money in universities, media, and legitimate (?) buying of politicians who they pay multi-millions to after doing their jobs for their paymasters. I will examine this further in "For the People or For the Bankers" and a chapter on corruption, which our own government estimates its own fraud and incompetence account for £1 of every £10 taken in tax.

Don’t believe me? Here is the US government’s own words that it considers China a threat to be “overcome” and the principal and indeed “central” threat of our times. It is understood a Mr. Pot from the US Foreign Office made the remark to a Mr. Kettle, though they also publish it on their website - Quote:

The Chinese Communist Party (CCP) poses the central threat of our times, undermining the stability of the world to serve its own hegemonic ambitions. Despite efforts to defend its malign actions, the People’s Republic of China (PRC) under the control of the CCP is not a model world citizen. Dominated by General Secretary Xi Jinping, the CCP is expanding its power and influence at the expense of others in at least six ways:

Predatory Economic Practices

The PRC violates its World Trade Organization commitments and international norms and standards through massive subsidies to favoured companies, intellectual property theft, forced tech transfer, and corrupt trade and investment practices. CCP-controlled firms undersell to gain unfair market access. Its One Belt One Road Initiative (BRI or OBOR) preys on other countries via unsustainable and corrupt lending while ignoring global labour and environmental standards. The PRC hurts host economies, undermines rule of law, infringes on sovereignty, unfairly benefits Chinese workers and firms, and applies economic leverage to bully governments on unrelated political and strategic issues.

Military Aggression in the Indo-Pacific Region

The PRC’s Military-Civil Fusion strategy proposes to build the People’s Liberation Army (PLA) into a “world class military” by 2049 through appropriation of advanced civilian technology at home and abroad. The PLA seeks to project power by establishing military bases worldwide via BRI and military cooperation deals, both to dominate the Indo-Pacific region and challenge the United States globally. Beijing continues to accelerate its secret nuclear weapons build-up, potentially tripling its arsenal within a decade. From the South China Sea to the Himalayas, Beijing increases the risk of conflict by using its military to bully its neighbours, threaten maritime shipping lanes, and destabilize borders.

––––––––
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Undermining Global Norms and Values

The PRC weakens the global order by ignoring its commitments and manipulating international organizations to advance its own unilateral strategic goals, to include setting up a new international order dominated by the CCP. The PRC routinely introduces language into multilateral documents to advance the party’s authoritarian ideology and policy objectives—and threatens countries that resist. BRI and other PRC initiatives foster corruption, undercut good development, and create unsustainable debt burdens for recipients.

Coercive Tactics Abroad

CCP-controlled media spread propaganda globally while manipulating foreign news and entertainment media to advance its orthodoxy. The CCP’s United Front Work Department and affiliated proxies pressure and co-opt foreign officials at all levels of government, the Chinese diaspora, and business interests to voice support for the CCP’s false narratives and avoid topics the Party considers embarrassing. The CCP’s presence on overseas campuses subverts academic freedom, while undermining the integrity and security of the international research enterprise by enticing foreign researchers to engage in deceptive and illegal activities for the PRC’s economic, scientific, and military gains. The CCP subsidizes PRC-based 5G vendors like Huawei and ZTE, then bullies and bribes foreign countries to select them so the CCP can gain access to personal data, intellectual property, and the controls of critical infrastructure.

Welcome to the US defence against China to demand its own right to continuing dominance that has impoverished its ally Britain and negatively affected the entirety of the continent of Europe.

**
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Private Sufficiency, Public Luxury

"This is the crucial economic policy issue. What we need is private sufficiency, public luxury. What we are getting is private opulence (for the favoured few) and public squalor." George Monbiot.

Which one do you want for you and your children?

Which one is neo-liberalism delivering? The exact opposite to what anyone with an interest in people and success would do. I’m saying they may want your decentralised mass of people’s failure which cements control in the hands of an increasingly concentrated and increasingly more powerful globalist cabal led by them, the US. 

Neo-liberalism/Privatisation/PFI: Privatize the profits, socialize the risks".

The incessant deliberate privatisation of everything gives the impression neo-liberalism is not an ideology at all but a natural phenomenon, started in 1958 the nameless “neo-liberalism” international. A philosophy that’s as dominant as Communism in the USSR is itself entirely unknown in the capitalist block.

Telegraph important, children’s care and water supply..

The government banned The Telegraph from being owned by UAE as The Telegraph is too vital, but they allowed the state to take over children’s care and large parts our water supply.

––––––––
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Weasel Words

No answer to the impossible. Anything would be better than neo-liberalism, be it 0.1% redistributive, 1%, 5%, 20%, 50% back in the direction of the other way. But the philosophy "neo-liberalism" of "we give nothing, they get nothing" and "there is no alternative" is the most negative style that make it, ironically, very difficult to argue with the biggest load of nonsense. Everything makes sense against it. Yet at the same time nothing can penetrate it. Up against a philosophy that literally anything would work in a more rounded way than, that answers everything with nothing, and the void, the vacuum the vortex "who is going to pay for all of that then" which are nonsensical, prepared answers from the richest and most prepared people in the world, the dark parts of the American government and its paid stooges. Any sort of answer is thus a 3rd way that combines it, or to go back to social democracy/Keynesianism. But there is no penetration of beyond the ultimate void. You can only combine the theory, or turn around. The Borg ship from Star Trek, the unlimited infinite vortex of the most negative and empty vacuous theory of neo-liberalism. 

––––––––
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So who is helping the Americans with their plan?

- Self-serving politicians who get multi-million paid jobs afterwards

- The media, who get paid for it 84% identify as right-wing, 71% support Conservatives throughout history and never waver – e.g. Daily Mail –  even when Cameron confessed to his porcine proclivities. 

- Economists, who get paid and funded for it, and their funding withdrawn if they don't promote neoliberal ideology.

- Universities, the literal funnel in the first place where this ideology was astroturfed.

-American domination of global culture – e.g. materialism, rap music, twerking girls, and mindfucked culture stars (literally) likes of Paris Hilton, Jackass, beer-drinking football-distracted alcoholic animals. 

- Social media - deliberately created by the US government, literally known to be from the CIA and Department of Defense (War)? Facebook’s original early board had strong US government connections. Breyer, Thiel, Gilman Louie, and Sean Parker all worked for the CIA or CIA consulting companies just before. 

An entirely new way of thinking was necessary. Not each individual decides based on reason, if America is to cling on, but the people who decide, dominate and direct culture (the Americans) must get to decide how "we all" think on social media and there are penalties of police visits and incarcerations for disobedience.

Instagram vacuousness. Whatever. I hear you. A Brick wall of vapidity, in response to logical argument against it in the place of intellectual debate.

Funding cut by over 50% since 2010 to local councils.

14% less money for the most deprived schools.

Environment funding down 20%

Infrastructure funding down 55%

We were richer than USA, but since Cameron we’ve performed worse than Russia where 1/5 of the population are alcoholics, and they are experiencing trillions of dollars of sanctions and weaponry being rained down on the nation from the USA. 

800,000 in hospital for malnutrition in 2023, up 300% on 2013 figures. This year Britain may hit another new 1 million milestone: we may have 1 million hospitalised for malnutrition, for not being able to eat enough reasonably good food to prevent it.
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Welcome to the calculated CON of so-called "neo-liberalism".


10 Economic Ways


1 Income

National Income
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The Following nationalisations took place under Labour:

1946 Bank of England

1946 British Overseas Airways, British European Airways and British South American Airways

1946 Inland Transport Action (everything that ran on wheels for profit, except short-distance road haulage, Lorries used by companies for their own products, and municipal bus services)

1947 Coal Industry

1948 Electricity

1948 Gas

1949 Steel

And towering above all the NHS (1946) described by Tory MP Derick Heathcoat-Amory, later Chancellor of the Exchequer, “by any test, a tremendous measure".  

Coming out of Keynesian economics, the Beveridge Report and welfare state and Labour’s Clause 4, the socialists were influenced by the trade unions and a deliberate plan and feeling that there was an understanding that the planned public rule of these organisations were for the better.

In Scandinavia, Germany and Austria there are annual agreements made at central level. Even in Japan, the recognized need for a national consensus on all major economic issues has made possible 40 years of high growth, full employment and rapidly rising living standards and exceptionally low inflation. Since Thatcher, Britain is a rare example of being denied collective bargaining, and been left with a very one sided free reign of big capital which even some of the most right-wing countries culturally in the world such as Japan feel the unbalance of which is not in the interest of their people. 

It was Hayek whose influence was behind Thatcher’s privatisation plans. Hayek said failure to do so “inevitably leads to government protected monopolies”. 

Thatcher never studied economics, and never held any cabinet discussion of the subject, but she did like her dog-eared copy of Hayek. She said that the prime aim of privatisation was to create an army of individual private British shareholders. When she made the comment 50% of shares on the London Stock Market were owned by private British shareholders, but today though long after she left office it is only 10%

The opposition spokesman at the time Tony Blair did a survey of trying to buy/sell 200 shares of BT and 1/3 of stockbrokers wouldn't deal 200 shares of BT and 1/3rd would charge more than the cost to make it economical. Blair called it "the unapproachable face of capitalism" in 1987.

Douglas Wass said not a single economic discussion about the economy was held in the cabinet in this whole time" of Thatcher's leadership. Messianic belief in her own ability and sociopathic tendencies combined to believe that her view on her own would be correct. 

Ignoring cabinet was the very next issue. Thatcher thought the Civil Service a "Labour conspiracy" and cut it by 1/3rd. But the country does not have a "civil society" with the cuts to the civil service, to infrastructure, to public services, to skills, and is a vastly different country to pre-1979 Heath or paternalistic social democrat consensus politics. In those days having income disparity at 80% under Conservatives or 70% under Labour was the big difference, wages were negotiated and there was dirigisme. Thatcher specifically attacked dirigisme as a "deadly enemy" and scorched the earth.

Today our country is in permanent crisis by comparison, both socially and economically, and we are firefighting because we have no reserves of structured, ready resources of skills, infrastructure, public services, or civil servants to fall back on. When we have 25% productivity gap with France, and our wages significantly falling behind France for the first time in history, we are too busy shovelling the excrement from our beaches and water supply, finding energy from somewhere (we don't have our own - have to borrow from France), over 1/3rd of our children in poverty, 1 million children in utter destitution, to worry about comparison to a functioning social democracy.

However we still ludicrously propose the lowest European level of taxes, US levels of taxation. And skewed the most in Western Europe in favour of even less burden for rich people.

We will put 1 million children into utter destitution, make 2 generations of our people worse off since 1979, 67% of us worse off in real terms, sewage in the water supply, 25% productivity gap but even Labour proposes further cuts of up to 4% per year to 2029 in real terms.

The one thing we won't do is give up Thatcherism and admit we were wrong...

If it is the case that the adoption of free-market ideology improved the UK’s economic prospects (Thatcher, 2003), it is reasonable to suppose the rate of economic growth was greater after this adoption than before. However, the data (Table 1, Figure 1) undermine this supposition.

Table 1.

Annualised increase in real GDP per capita of post-war governments



	Government

	Years

	Annualised growth rate





	Conservative 

	1951–64 

	2.82% 




	Labour 

	1964–70 

	2.22% 




	Conservative 

	1970–74 

	2.59% 




	Labour 

	1974–79 

	2.31% 




	Conservative 

	1979–97 

	2.09% 






Clearly, the sea-change which occurred in UK economic prospects in the 1980s was not a change for the better; per capita real income growth slowed markedly post-1979. We are now losing 10% every ten years as a result of these policies and another 10+ recent years of the Conservative Party. 

The Conservative government underperformed its Labour predecessor in this regard, despite everything of forcing increased labour market flexibility, increasing reliance on debt, exploitation of fossil fuels and privatisation of public assets.

This analysis supports that of NOTE 10 Cribb et al. (2016) who consider, among other measures, net equivalised1 household income (after housing costs) by birth cohorts. They show incomes have stagnated across much of the economy since the 1980s. In their early 30s, for example, the average household comprised of those born in the 1980s is earning less than their elder siblings (born in the 1970s) did when they were in their 30s. Similarly, the 1970s generation, on average, are earning less than the median households of those born in the 1960s, 1950s or even 1940s, despite these latter are generally retired (Cribb et al., 2016).

––––––––
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Inequality and financial crisis for 2/3rds of our population became the norm: only 1/3rd of the population even kept up with living costs under Thatcher.
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Household income
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Since the 1980s, there is evidence that each generation is doing less well financially than the one preceding. However, within this, there were significant differences between the impact on rich and poor NOTE 11 (Dorling, 2015). During the 1979–97 Conservative governments, those households with greater disposable income benefited from a greater rate of incomes growth (Table 2). Only households in the top one-third of the distribution saw incomes growing at least as rapidly as GDP per capita. The least well-off households (those in the lowest income decile) saw their incomes decline on average under Thatcher (see also NOTE 13 Hills, 1998, figure 9). What growth they did experience during the 1979–97 Conservative government occurred under Major (1990–97).

Table 2.

Annualised increase in real GDP per capita and real UK equalised household disposable income by decile




	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



	Years

	
RGDP 

per capita


	Real equalised household disposable income (by decile)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



	
	
	Bottom

	2nd

	3rd

	4th

	5th

	6th

	7th

	8th

	9th

	Top






	1979–97 

	2.09% 

	0.69% 

	1.40% 

	1.56% 

	1.64% 

	1.79% 

	1.88% 

	2.07% 

	2.26% 

	2.53% 

	3.52% 




	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



	1979–90 

	2.27% 

	−0.29% 

	0.61% 

	0.71% 

	1.18% 

	1.74% 

	2.18% 

	2.58% 

	2.85% 

	3.39% 

	5.27% 




	1990–97 

	1.80% 

	2.23% 

	2.63% 

	2.91% 

	2.37% 

	1.87% 

	1.42% 

	1.26% 

	1.33% 

	1.18% 

	0.77% 






Source: ONS (Online e); Thomas and Williamson (2018); and authors’ calculations.

Despite this reduction in income, the economically vulnerable were able to increase their expenditure during the Thatcher years (Goodman and Webb, 1995) through borrowing. Household debt increased from 37% of GDP in 1979 to 73% by 1990 (Cecchetti et al., 2011).

Those that did keep up, were assisted by the doubling of household debt. Hardly a measure of success.

Monetarism vs Keynesian Social Market Economy

In Investment: Return on Capital Employed is the primary test of economic performance according to Warren Buffett, Letter to Investors 1979. NOTE 19 

Growth was 2x the amount under social democratic period in the world than that of the neo-liberal period that followed. As a nation, this loss of growth and selling off of assets on the cheap all-but-bankrupted us and took us from the 3rd happiest country in the world to the downwards that followed. 

You must reject the "laissez faire" economics that would only ever favour US New York bankers for the US.

For everyone else, one’s own national policies are their opportunity, and only opportunity, to influence the malign influence of the most powerful. To open the floodgates to our own destruction with completely laissez faire policies, is like laying down our shields at the hands of the Borg. We need to create and protect our own social and economic combination in our own image, for our own nation's interest.

To quote "laissez faire" being a good idea is to become part of the US Borg-empire both economically and culturally, without resistance. Where resistance was not only the name of the game, but the only point of the game! 

“When she came to office in May 1979 inflation was at 10.3 percent. In October 1990, the month before she left power, it was 10.9 percent.”

This wasn’t just bad luck; it was the result of the spectacular failure of Thatcher’s guiding doctrine. ‘Monetarism’ is an economic theory that became a political force. It says that governments should not try to ensure that people have jobs by managing the economy; governments should only care about keeping inflation down.

American economist Milton Friedman, the high priest of monetarism, believed that inflation was caused by too much money being added to the economy. Restrict the money supply and inflation will come down, the economy will be stable and profits will increase. He said there would be a ‘natural level of unemployment’, but never mind about that.

It was a simple theory but unfortunately for Thatcher it didn’t work. At all. It crashed the economy in 1980-1, plunging the country into the sharpest, deepest recession since the war to that time. Most of the damage was done to the North, and many of the once great industrial cities and towns have not recovered to this day.” NOTE 20 
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The cost of cutting inflation
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“Inflation did come down, but it wasn’t because of the money supply, which wildly overshot the targets set for it. This made no sense to monetarists – if the money supply was out of control, then so should inflation be. But there was no direct and reliable relationship between the two. However, it turned out that cutting inflation was easy if you were prepared, as Thatcher was, to engineer a severe recession, raise taxes and put millions of people out of work.

Still, by the mid-1980s Thatcher could bask in the glory of having achieved relatively low inflation, however it was done. But then it went up again, steadily at first, accelerating to double figures by 1990, partly because of massive tax cuts for the rich and (eventually) falling unemployment, but mostly because of a government-induced credit bubble.

Thatcher’s defenders say that despite this, overall inflation was much lower in the 1980s than in the previous decade. But that was true across the whole world – a general phenomenon brought about by falling commodity prices. Inflation dropped in France, Italy, Germany, the USA and Japan. It did come down more quickly in the UK, because of the severe 1980-1 recession, but in the other European countries it was achieved at a far lower cost.”

Laissez Faire/Trickled Down Economics vs the Norm (Social Market)

The "Keynesian consensus" as referred to by the right that Thatcher broke away from was indeed mainstream.

The ideology of Thatcher – and she was an ideologue – was not mainstream, had never been mainstream or as successful as the mainstream. Indeed she was begged by members of her own cabinet not to “gamble” Britain’s future on this form of economics. Dozens of economists signed a letter to The Times of London pointing out the flaws that, as well as an obvious short-term social decline, it produced income disparity in the medium term that would leave the country “unable to function”. She was pressured by her own ministers. 

Friedman and Reaganomics are an invention of academics, an ideological notion, rather than something that history showed working, or even implemented practically. To the extent it could ever exist, it would only by definition favour those with the biggest guns, which would be the New York bankers in America, for America. It couldn’t possibly work in Europe! It would make no sense to be entirely “laissez faire” where your rival, America, is economically stronger and less sociable in the first place! I would no sooner do that than take on Barcelona at total football with David Moyes as our manager. But less glamorous but integrated football teams like Atletico Madrid and David Moyes as a manager can show up pro rata the rather profligate if glamorous richer clubs, like Scandinavia can show up America in enjoyment of living, as independently collated by both system’s own citizens saying so, with much more socialised societies. 

“Thatcher’s recession at the start of the decade set Britain’s economic growth back massively. It took until 1988 just to get back on trend with the growth of the 1970s. Despite the popular image of the 1980s as a decade of conspicuous consumption and growth, as against the recession-hit 1970s, in fact economic growth was exactly the same in both decades – an unremarkable 2.2 percent. Growth was stronger in the 1950s and the 1960s. 2.2 percent was average by international standards too. As miracles go, it wasn’t one of the best.

So how can today’s praise for Thatcher be so far removed from the facts? Thatcher’s real success doesn’t show up in the figures. It was in beating down the political and economic ‘consensus’ that had persisted since the Second World War. She made herself the figurehead of an insurgent ideology, and established it as orthodoxy.”

Milton Friedman vs John Maynard Keynes

Keynes was a good investor, studying Keynes’ portfolio, he was a growth investor! He did slightly worse than average in bad times but a lot better in good or stable times, and there were more good times than bad.

Some of the experts on the right, could not put into practice their sense of their own economic genius. That they failed in the world, the country and personally are according to our right-wing controlled media a practical reality not of logical consequence but some sort of unfortunate conspiracy against them. Perhaps caused by the mysterious "feckless poor", even though our own statisticians point out it is giving more money to the poor that would cause the greatest economic growth even now!

In the country, and personally, they failed despite their certainty of no alternative, just like the neo-liberal economics actually created a reduction by 50% of growth in the world despite its brilliance and sense of patronising superiority.

“In truth this ideology pre-dated her and was international. The old Keynesian thinking was undermined by the crisis of the global economy in the 1970s. The new thinking – which we now call neo-liberalism – captured powerful institutions like the IMF remarkably quickly. Denis Healey, a Labour chancellor, first applied monetarist principles to the British economy in 1976, as a condition of an IMF loan. He called it ‘unbelieving monetarism’. It was Thatcher who proclaimed it as a virtue.

But the model was full of contradictions. Two main elements of Thatcherite ideology worked against each other. In the boom of 1987-8 Thatcher’s monetarist goal of low inflation was undermined by her other objective of free market reforms and deregulation, especially in the financial sector. Controls on the City of London and the banks were removed, most famously with the ‘Big Bang’ deregulation in 1986. The result was huge growth in the financial sector and a boom in private credit. Under Thatcher the share of financial services in the total business income of the country rose from 15 to 24 percent, while that of manufacturing fell from 21 to 17 percent. The factories were replaced by the banks.”

Taxation went up from 31.1% of income to 37.7% under Thatcher for all but richest 10% who were made 65% richer. The bottom 10% were made almost 20% worse off.
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2. Poverty 
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Relative Poverty caused by Thatcher behind Britain’s economic problems today

Given that the better-off households experienced the greatest growth in incomes, and the least well-off households experienced the lowest growth of incomes, inequality increased significantly during the 1980s. Such an increase might be justified (Rawls, 1971) if the increasing inequality was to the benefit of the most economically vulnerable. Thatcher (1988, 1996) argued this was the case; the data undermine this contention. 

Poverty cause source the 1980s

A recent analysis published by the Institute of Fiscal Studies (Belfield et al., 2016) indicates that this increase in inequality still impacts families today: Much of the relative poverty currently experienced in the UK dates from the 1980s. In particular, the so-called ‘Breadline Poor’, those with insufficient resources to participate in the norms of society (see Dorling et al., 2007 and references therein) have seen their prospects decay since 1980.”
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Inequalities in Health and Income
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Neo-liberal policies failed to boost the UK rate of growth across the board. Although the incomes of the already affluent grew more rapidly than average national income, Thatcher’s hoped-for trickle-down of prosperity did not occur. Insofar, as anything did trickle down, it was not prosperity, but debt. It is also worth noting, the governments of Thatcher and her successors have overseen an increase in health inequalities alongside an increase in income inequalities. This is despite the Thatcher government’s adoption of the World Health Organization’s Global Strategy for reducing such inequalities (Shaw et al., 2005; Dorling, 2018). NOTES 25/26

Income Disparity

Income disparity was at its lowest before the 1980s 70% under the paternalistic social democrats who performed better than Thatcher economically, and 80% under the One Nation Tories. Inequality rose sharply under Thatcher and has remained at that level since.

The main criticism of monetarism from an economic, as opposed to social, perspective is that it skews income disparity. Like the Bretton Woods global village, it is considered that since we share the country with our fellow citizens that it is in all of our interests to ensure that the people who are going to be performing the roles of employment in the future are educated and skilled, rather than uneducated, unskilled and a burden to us. 
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