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BA: Mr David Hopkinson, you were born on 14th August 1926, and educated at Wellington College, and Merton, Oxford.  Could you start by giving me a brief resume of your working career after leaving Merton?

DH: Well, I went up to Oxford in the War, then I went into the Navy for two or three years and then I went back to Oxford and didn't take a degree because I went straight to the House of Commons.  Then I took a degree from the House of Commons.  So I've got a War degree, a very distinguished War degree - not many people have got these.  And I was a clerk at the House of Commons for 12 years - from '48 to '60.  Then I went to Flemings for three years, managing funds.  Then for twenty-four years at M & G.  I was running the investment side for the first fifteen and then for the last nine running the whole group.  Then I retired very sensibly and became Chairman of this company, Harrisons & Crosfield.  I was already Deputy Chairman of English China Clays, and I'm a Director of Wolverhampton & Dudley Breweries and lots of Church things, like the Church Commissioners and my own diocese and trustee of endless charitable artistic things.  

BA: How did a firm like M & G organise the dealing side of its activities?

DH: Well, each of the managers of a fund did his own dealing.  No centralised dealing, no research - I abolished the research department so that the investment managers had to actually do their own research, and so they would buy and sell stocks on their own information and on their own responsibility.  So they were much more deeply involved.  And by not having centralised dealing, each manager knew what he was prepared to pay, or how fast he wanted to go or how slow he wanted to go.

BA: Was that different to the way other funds would have organised for dealing?

DH: Yes, most of the large institutions had centralised dealing, certainly had research departments, and on the whole probably much more central direction.  The whole of M & G was run on a tremendously delegated way so that each manager had his own objectives.  And within the overall policy laid down for him by the board, he was free to get on with it.  

BA: Did that mean that the fund managers developed their own network of contacts and of sources of information?

DH: Yes, yes.  Certain managers would be more friendly with certain brokers and individuals because the advantage of markets then was that it was very personal; you knew your stockbrokers, you knew who you could trust, whose judgement was good and you knew which ones dealt well for you.  In those days of course, the stockbrokers were one's agents and they weren't working for the enemy - at least you hoped they weren't.  

BA: Had fund management actually changed terribly much in, well let's say, between the period you'd been with Fleming and then towards the latter stages of your career at M & G?

DH: Yes, I think it had got very much more specialist and more professional.  A fund manager had become a much more independent-minded person, at least ours had.  My job was to create independent-minded people.  For this, you didn't necessarily need intellectual distinction, it was a help obviously, but commonsense and a nous.

BA: Can you elaborate a bit more on what you meant when you said it had become more professional?

DH: I think the whole City became more professional.  I'm not saying that that necessarily led to better results, but there was obviously more research, more analytical work, more general study of economics and things like this.  I actually happen to believe that successful investment is done by the seat of your pants and that too much research and all this is actually a hindrance.  It got more and more complicated because there was so much research you couldn't find the wood for the trees, which actually always brought me back to the fact that the individual manager would be well advised to choose the people he trusted and deal with them and use his own judgement. Very occasionally you got managers inside the group taking opposing views, and as long as they didn't buy and sell shares through the market rather than between themselves, I didn't fuss about this.  The policies of the funds were different and you want men of authority running funds.

BA: What kind of backgrounds did your fund managers come from?

DH: Oh, they were all sorts.  Some were University, some were Public School, some were Grammar Schools.  One of the most successful of all just started as a blue button in the market and graduated in that way.  No, there was no rule of thumb about that; it's whether the chap has got nous, actually.

BA: And did you grow them up within the firm, or did they come from outside other careers?

DH: We failed to train people for the first three or four years, say from 20 to 25, we were bad at that; and then we gave up and we found that it was much better to employ somebody who had already achieved some experience.  The ideal age to take people on in my view was 26 or 27.  

BA: You've already mentioned some of the qualities you thought were necessary to be a fund manager.  Was there a particular skill involved, as for example, distinct from the skill of a merchant banker or a broker or even a jobber?

DH: Oh, I think the particular skill was being well-informed and having a sense of smell.  We were running an extremely sensitive intelligence outfit.  The managers would go visiting throughout the country because we dealt with more provincial brokers I think than anyone else.  And actually going round listening and smelling out was the most valuable thing of all.  I mean, whether the managing director of a company had three wives or drank too much was really quite significant information.  And whether they all had six course lunches and fountains were playing - all this sort of thing that people have talked about - I think this probably still applies.  And the provincial stockbrokers actually often knew this because they played golf with these people and had a drink with them and meals with them and they socialised with them.  This was very crucial intelligence service, and all carried in people's heads - not written down.  

BA: Did you feel it was necessary to have a pretty good grasp of the way the actual Stock Exchange worked as a market, and a particularly good grasp of the way that, say, the single capacity system worked and what a jobber did, what he couldn't do, what was reasonable to ask him to do?

DH: No, not too much, not too much.  Jobbers didn't really come our way very much.  We'd sometimes say to a stockbroker, 'Right, we want to do this and it's a big and tricky operation.  This is vaguely what we want to do, we're not in too much hurry.  You go and talk to the jobbers.'  Because, of course, we never talked to the jobbers.  That was a golden rule.  And on one or two occasions when somehow we did get involved with jobbers it was usually disastrous.  Because they were doing their own thing.  Their objectives were perfectly clear and our objectives were also perfectly clear that they should make as little money as possible.  

BA: In general terms, what kind of situation would you have been referring to when you said, on the one or two occasions you got involved, there had been disasters?

DH: Well, when you discovered that perhaps a jobber had a particular interest in something or particular line. And when I say only once or twice in a long period of time, I really do mean once or twice. I don't mean ten or twelve times.  Of course, it's all a long time ago now and I don't remember details, but we had no dealings with jobbers at all.  We'd occasionally tell our stockbrokers that we didn't mind them talking to the jobbers, and of course this was the great advantage of the old system.  They could just go down to the Stock Exchange floor and somebody they trusted again and knew well they could actually talk to and say, 'I've got a client that wants to do this.  He's left it with us to fix up', and the two of them would get together.

BA: Were your fund managers at liberty to choose the brokers they could work with?

DH: Yes.  Partly because of reciprocal business in the unit trust world.  Do you understand what I'm talking about?  If stockbrokers bought your units or your insurance policies you tried to give them business, because M & G didn't always pay commission, to compensate.  But this has always been held against unit trusts - reciprocal commission - that they didn't go to the best brokers, they were just compensating.  This was a very small part of the story, in fact, relating to M & G.  Our objective was, if possible, to deal with virtually all the firms of brokers and all over the country, partly because of the information they had, particularly in the provinces, and specialised information; partly because in every firm there was always one good individual, by definition.  And I was just keen the managers should go to people they trusted and who were well informed.  I used to see all the details and the board used to see, I think every six months, the list of the brokers and who had had commission.  And very occasionally one would say, 'Oh why is so much business being given to x?'  So there was monitoring.  There was no footie footie going on, kick backs or anything like that.

BA: Would you have said this was true of most investment institutions, that they would use the whole range of brokers?

DH: No, I'm saying that it wasn't true.  M & G, I think, was not unique but I think we were very rare in dealing with everybody.  No, most institutions had a list of twelve or twenty-four, usually twelve, brokers that they mostly dealt with.  

BA: Did this reflect a different dealing philosophy?  You mentioned earlier that your fund managers had a fair degree of independence in managing their own particular funds.

DH: Yes, it reflected that, yes.  And it reflected a desire to accumulate information.  We were much better at it than MI5.

BA: Now you've already said that it was a firm rule with you that there was no contact with the jobbers.  Again, would you have said that was fairly true of most institutions in the City?

DH: Yes, I would think so.  I would have thought about 90 per cent, 95 per cent.  But very occasionally you heard of set ups between the investment houses and jobbers.  No, I think that was quite rare.

BA: Would you ever meet them on a social basis, in the sense at a broker's lunch?

DH: Occasionally, not very often, surprisingly enough.  The only reason that we ever met jobbers was because they, the jobbers, dealt in our units because we were the only units that were quoted on the Stock Exchange.  M & G was unique in that and still is unique in having their units quoted on the Stock Exchange like an investment trust.  So occasionally we would meet the jobbers to talk about how they made markets in our units and whether we were giving them the right information and all that sort of thing.  

BA: How conscious were you of jobbing as the jobbing system rather than as the jobbing firms?  For example, one of the things that I suppose was a feature of the system during the '60s and '70s was the amalgamation and merger of firms, in part because of the rise of the institutional investors that was changing the whole nature of the investing environment.  Were they issues that you ever found yourself conscious of?

DH: Well, I think we wanted more jobbers than there were in the end.  But the irony of thing is that the three big jobbers in the end, which were Wedds and Akroyd and Smiths, are in fact still the three biggest market makers.  And despite all the fuss and bother they still remain very influential.  But the trouble is now that of course they are stockbrokers as well as jobbers, market makers.  And so all this talk about Big Bang leading to more liquid markets is a load of absolute codswallop,  because, as I understand it, it is much more difficult now to deal in second line stocks than it was before.  There's huge activity goes on in alpha stocks and they whizz around but that's no different.

BA: Why is it that you would have liked more jobbers towards the end of single capacity?

DH: Well, I think just to give more competition.  Of course one did disappear - Pinchin Denny disappeared, the fourth biggest.  They went into Morgan Grenfell I think, and then that all disappeared.  There were some small jobbers but three big ones were too small.  And there was always the argument that they couldn't get enough capital, but I think that was a load of nonsense.  If anybody had turned their minds to it they could have raised more capital if they had wanted to.

BA: That's an issue that has come up quite frequently in  a lot of the interviews I've conducted.  Have you got any idea how they could have done that?

DH: Oh...

BA: Because I've noticed that in the reports of your comments during '84, '85, this is a comment that you made, that you didn't think the capital issue was one that was particularly insuperable.

DH: Did I say that?

BA: Yes.

DH: Good Lord!  Well, I still don't think so.  My experience is that if there is a good story to tell, people can always raise money.  And I think it was made as an excuse, I've never shifted on that.  Akroyd became a public company, didn't it?  They could have geared up or borrowed.  Banks are there occasionally to help.  This is something one tends to forget and they would have and I think other institutions would have.  I can remember saying to one jobber.  It was quite interesting actually.  We were one of the first investors, I don't mean M & G itself, but one of our funds, invested in Smith Brothers when Smith Brothers went public.  After about six or nine months we started getting representations that they thought other people in the market thought there was a conflict of interest here, that we should be funnelling all our business through brokers and we'd give instructions to brokers that they had to deal through Smith Brothers.  Of course that was a load of cod too but we did in fact sell our shareholding in Smith Brothers so that nobody could say that.  But we, of course, never knew which jobbing firm had been used.  You bought a million ICI through Cazenove or somebody and you never knew which jobbers Cazenove went to.  There was no need to know and it was a total bore.  All one was interested in was whether they'd dealt properly.  

BA: Did you feel with the fewer firms that in fact you were dealing at as competitive prices as you could be?

DH: Well, I never thought they were bad.  The thing that was wrong, of course, was that the Stock Exchange built their own pooh trap to fall into [in] that they were so slow in adjusting their commission scales.  And indeed they could have adjusted their commission scales very much more easily, particularly on gilts for size and continuation and everything like that, without having to go through all the fuss of Big Bang.  I was at this conference yesterday about short termism and all this jazz, where the subject came up [of] these commissions of 0.2 % or a quarter or something that the institutions are getting now.  The answer is, of course, that if you pay such low commissions, you get a bloody awful service.  And some of the institutions simply aren't getting the research.  Because we never had any cause to complain about the standard of research one got.  We paid quite large fees and I reckon we got jolly good value for money from most brokers.  If you didn't get good value for money from a broker, you just didn't deal with him.  So that was a pity.  

BA: When did commissions start to be a concern among the fund managers?

DH: Well, I suppose about 1980 it really started becoming a concern, fuelled, of course, by the merchant banks who wanted to get in on the act, who behaved, as merchant banks always behave, in their own interests.  And of course they were tremendously behind the whole subject of Big Bang because they wanted to get in on the act.  The fact that when they did get in on the act, they made a big ballsup of it is one of the ironies and pleasures of life because not many of them have made any money out of becoming stockbrokers and market makers.  So it's quite funny.  If anyone ever took the trouble to ask me - and a few of them did and took precious little notice - I'd tell them exactly what was going to happen, and indeed it has.  You're talking to somebody who's grinding his own axe, I'm afraid.

BA: One of the things the institutions were criticised for was to create a much more one-way market, and many people have said that formerly when there was a greater mix of private investors and institutions you had much more a two-way business and so it was a lot easier for a jobber to turn over his stock and to make a market.  How would you have responded to that sort of criticism?

DH: Oh, I think that's absolutely a fair criticism.  I mean the irony too, to use that word again, was that all the time I was at M & G obviously it was in M & G's interest that the more people who came into unit trusts the better; but from the point of view of the marketability of securities, the fewer people that used unit trusts or pension funds and that sort of thing, the better, because in fact the thing that moved markets about was twelve deals in 1,000 shares rather than one deal in 250,000.  The jobbers could sort that out but when the sentiment was all one way, of a lot of small deals all one way, it was that that shifted markets. And strangely enough you always saw that at election times.  You know, there'd suddenly be a weight of money from a lot of small people who'd sensed the way an election was going - they're much more influential.  And the decline of the private investor is really bad news for everybody, and that seems to be getting worse and worse.  

BA: Did you ever feel the kind of size in which institutions often wanted to deal was in fact an unreasonable demand to place on any market, in the sense that they were such large chunks of stock that they could not easily be absorbed and then passed on?

DH: No, I was always amazed how efficient the jobbing system was at dealing with that.  Occasionally you'd get absolutely stuck in something when people just actually wouldn't want to buy it, for jolly good reasons.  It meant the seller was right.  But on the whole, no, the market was quite efficient.  The art of dealing with it was to say, 'Right, if you can get rid of say £5 million worth of something quickly, I will take a discount of 2 or 3 %', and then how the jobber dealt with that, either passing it straight on or taking it on his book and trying to get a turn, was entirely his concern.  All I was interested in was getting rid of the stock.  

BA: Did you ever have cases of brokers coming back to fund managers saying, 'Well, we've got someone who's prepared in 50,000 but they won't do the whole 200'?

DH: Oh, yes, one had that.  One would say, depending on the character of the manager, and whether he wanted the cash or whether he was a patient sort, or whether he was an impetuous sort like I was; I'd usually say, 'Oh, I'd do the 50.'  But there were other people who'd say, 'Right ho, I'll wait until I can do the whole lot because I don't want the market moving against me on the other 150.'  It depended very much how badly he needed the cash to do something else.  So different people would deal with this in different ways, yes.  That quite often happened.

BA: One of the things that I believe soured relations between brokers and jobbers during the '70s was the greater incidence of put-throughs, brokers trying to match orders.  Did you have any particular view on that?   Were you bothered whether a broker went into the market and made a transaction direct with a jobber or whether a broker was trying to match business?

DH: Occasionally you got bitching on this subject but I think it was probably fair that if a broker had a line of a million shares, he should go to the jobber, who'd have the first call because otherwise you had the danger that the jobber is only there for things that are really difficult. I don't think that's fair.  That was restricting.  And of course the institutions thought that they were being terribly clever by trying to squeeze the jobber out.  I think that attitude to money is always wrong.  If you're getting a good service from somebody, I'm quite prepared to pay for it.  It's like if you've got a solicitor, for goodness sake, and you want good legal advice, don't go to a cut price.  If the advice is going to be good, it's just like if someone's going to cut me up I don't care, on the whole, what I pay the surgeon as long as he cuts me up efficiently.  And I think this applies to barristers, land agents and everything.  I think there was this idea around that it was terribly clever to squeeze commissions and squeeze money on put-throughs and things and in fact I don't think it is terribly clever.  

BA: How did you feel about a fund manager taking a large order, breaking it into smaller chunks and then sending different brokers into the market, which is something which I believe occasionally happened?

DH: Yes, that was a bloody stupid thing to do because of course they were then bidding against each other.  No, no, you'd never do that.

BA: Did that ever figure as an issue in any way, either with M & G...?

DH: Well, we would never do that and I used to get cross in the office if by any chance two managers were selling a share and they were dealing with different brokers.  In any large organisation with lots of people involved there were always things that go wrong and that's the sort of thing that could go wrong, but that was thoroughly undesirable.  How we did it was, we'd say to Hoares, or somebody like this, 'Right ho, here's a £5 million order which we want you to do the whole lot but we shall ask you to pass on a bit of commission.'
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DH: Pass on a bit of commission to some other firm of brokers, so that you only had one firm of brokers in the market.  Another reason for doing that is that two different firms of brokers might have come onto you with investment advice along a certain line and you don't want to put them both into the market but you want to reward them both.  And sometimes you would have a particularly tricky order and you would want a particularly good dealing partner.  There was a chap who we used a lot like that, Gerry Church who was the dealing partner of Laing & Cruickshank, who was very good at dealing with quite tricky things; and Grieveson Grant, there was a particular dealing partner there who we would get to do the most difficult things.  They'd often split the commission. 

BA: Now you said that sending different brokers in with virtually the same order was something you didn't do.  Do you think other institutions had different attitudes to this, I mean how would you characterise their philosophies?

DH: Oh, I think some did, just because they didn't understand the market and they didn't understand that on the whole if you were at Christie buying a picture, it's desirable not to put five people into bid against yourself!  It's exactly the same - exactly the same as buying a car in some market in Little Tiddlecomb.

BA: Did you think that institutions ever tried to pit themselves against the Stock Exchange in the sense of manipulating the system to try and get the best possible deal?

DH:  Oh, yes, I think they did.  I don't think that was time very well spent.  And in fact, not very desirable to pitch yourself against your own advisers.  

BA: Again, would you say it was common, or uncommon?  Was it characteristic of say the merchant banks or?

DH: It was a characteristic of those investment institutions who were too clever for their own good.  

BA: Did you ever have jobbers coming back to institutions and complaining directly about, for example, the amount of put-throughs that were being done or that the things that...?

DH: We never had that and if we had the jobbers would have been told that, if they wanted to talk to us, they must to talk to us through brokers.  The advantage to the system was that there was a perfectly clear distinction.  The stockbrokers were our agents, paid for by us, and the jobbers were there and their sole purpose was to make money for themselves, for their companies or their partnerships.  What they got up to was no concern of mine.  If I thought the stockbroker had dealt badly, or any of my managers thought that, he'd get a right proper bollocking.  

BA: Did price agreements ever come into your experience as a fund manager in the sense of the jobbers getting together and deciding that they were going to deal on a particular spread?

DH: Oh, yes, I think that probably went on.  I think the important bit of price regulation that used to happen was that if a company was going to make a rights issue or going to have a bid or some announcement, it was often quite important that markets should remain stable in the run up to that.  And I think really good stockbroking firms would just talk to the jobbers and say, 'Come on, we want level markets for a couple of hours to deal with this.' And that was a useful rolling of the pitch actually.  And although it might occasionally act to somebody's disadvantage, the next time it was done, it might equally act to their advantage.  That was the great thing about that period in the City, that if you actually explained something that was reasonable, there were ways to sort things out; but if you're looking at some ridiculous bit of machinery with just figures on it, as you do now - all these sort of things that people have on their desks - you actually can't do that sort of thing.

BA: We've already referred to the issue of commissions and how that was one of the things that was pushing at the door of single capacity; another pressure was the internationalisation of stock trading.  Did you find that you were going outside the Stock Exchange to deal in international stocks?

DH: No, because our house rule really was that we tried never to deal with anybody directly, except through a stockbroker, partly with trustees.  I always took the attitude that we were trustees for our unit holders and everything must be by us at arms length too.  No, I think that the more that went through the market the better.  

BA: So, if you had wanted a Canadian stock, or an American stock or a gold stock, you wouldn't have gone to say, an American merchant bank in London, who you knew might be making a market in those stocks?

DH: Oh, well, we'd go to wherever was the right place to deal.  I'm not very good on overseas markets, but we would have gone wherever it was possible to deal without double commissions.  That was one of the problems.  But it's no good asking me about that, I don't know enough about it.  There is one other thing, before I forget, the advantage of the old system. One of the things that used to happen is that one would make a mistake in dealing.  One would sell 200,000 of a share, and in fact you'd only [hold] 20,000 for some extraordinary reason and a nought had got in, or you sold A shares instead of ordinary shares and you had made a mistake.  Only once in 25 years, can I remember the old system being incapable of sorting out the shambles.  Brokers made mistakes, we made mistakes, and jobbers made mistakes, but it was a marvellous system for quite peaceably sorting out the problems which could sometimes be really quite expensive.  You'd come to reasonable agreements.

BA: Now, did that change after Big Bang?

DH: Well, I think so, because you're dealing with  impersonal things, you're dealing with machines.  Much more difficult.

BA: Did you feel during the seventies or the early eighties that there was much of a market going on in domestic securities outside the Stock Exchange, because this is something that people occasionally refer to and say was going on.  But most people are pretty vague when it comes to examples.

DH: Yes, I'm totally vague. I don't know.  I always took the attitude that if you've got stock markets, the more that goes through them the better for everybody concerned.

BA: Would it ever have been attractive for one institution to deal direct with another?

DH: Occasionally it was tried.  There was - golly what was that thing called? - Ariel. Have people talked to you about Ariel?  M & G wouldn't join Ariel as a matter of principle because, I expect the reason was that it was all a weakening of the Stock Exchange.

BA: Who were the prime movers behind it?

DH: Well, they were merchant banks.  The merchant banks always saw themselves as potential rivals to the Stock Exchange, and they thought the Stock Exchange made too much money and they wanted to get the hands in the till, to put it quite crudely.  They were the force behind Big Bang, and the internationalisation point, but I never thought that was really a very good point, because our single capacity we could have gone on with.  Just because the Americans didn't understand it, there was no reason to change the system. Junk bonds and everything like that would have been much more difficult with a single capacity.

BA: To what extent were investors discussing the changing shape of the Stock Market during the '70s and '80s?  

DH: Well, I think it would be not much in the '70s but in the '80s a great deal, because most of the institutions thought they'd get lower dealing charges, and therefore it was in their interests, and better markets.  I always took the view that that might be true, but the people who'd suffer would be the small man.  In the old commission system the large clients did subsidize the small ones, and I thought that was very healthy for markets and also [there was] quite good theological reasoning behind it.

BA: What caused M & G and you, personally, to take such a strong line in 1984, 1985 over the changes that the Stock Exchange Council were planning for the Stock Market?

DH: My bloody-mindedness, I suspect.  I've been involved in politics and everything and I'm always damn sure that when everybody's going one way you can be sure that it's right to go the way the minority thinks.  No, I just thought that it was all sort of fashionable fad, with quite a bit of greed and envy.  There was a lot of envy of what stockbrokers earned, huge envy.  Some of them didn't deserve it, but a lot of them did.

BA: Can you explain, briefly, what criticisms you made of the proposed changes?

DH: Oh, well, with single capacity, there weren't conflicts of interest and with dual capacity, there would be everlasting conflicts of interest.  I could see the advantages of lower commission charges for big people, but I thought it would get more and more difficult for small investors to buy and sell shares, and that's become true.  And I thought there would be fewer firms of brokers and I thought the big American boys and the merchant banks would all try to cash in on the whole outfit, which indeed they did.  Fortunately, they mostly lost money as a result.  I thought it was change for change's sake.  There was the Bank of England saying we must be leaders in world markets.  I've always found, actually, that the business one doesn't do is sometimes a very good thing not to have done it - you can overtrade.  The whole emphasis was on everybody overtrading, taking on more and more business and that sort of thing.  All these partnerships of fairly small firms of brokers, or middling firms of brokers, were very personal, and investment is about personal relationships - good investment.  But this is all old-fashioned talk.  There's not a semblance of this now, or not much.  But there will be a revival in about ten years' time and it will all go into reverse.  

BA: Did you feel quite strongly that pressure was being put on the Stock Exchange Council by the Bank or by the Government?

DH: Yes, by both.  And the trouble is Borrie didn't really understand it.  He's competition mad.  He's paid to be competition mad and in fact, I believe that competition is really good up to a certain point.  Purely subjective, and I'm not an economist, don't understand these things, don't try to, but there's just a bit when you push theory beyond a certain point.  And I think that there was nothing, not much anyway, that couldn't have been dealt with by a change in the commission rules.  I regret the passing of single capacity. I still do.

BA: Did you have any feeling at the time that it might have been possible for the Stock Exchange Council to rethink, and not to abolish single capacity in the way they did, because, in actual fact, the agreement with Cecil Parkinson didn't necessarily involve the abolition of single capacity; that was a subsequent step?

DH: Yes, they could have but I think the pressures on them were so acute.  I was on that Bank of England, the Governors' Committee advising on the future of the City and the steam engine had got up such a pressure of steam that nobody could stand against the desire to change.  Talk about gadarene swine - they were all galloping for all they were worth.  

BA: What was the reaction in the City and among your business associates to the remarks that you were making, and the high profile that you were adopting, although I can see how the press would be interested in taking someone up who...?

DH: A lot of people said it was right, but I was, to put it crudely, 'pissing in the wind.'  'Old Hoppy is on his war-horse'; but I wasn't actually.  It was fairly well thought out.  And I don't often appear on television because I hate the thing, but I think it was Thames TV did a programme on Big Bang, and I was amazed by the reaction to that - the amount of letters I got of support, no letters of abuse.  Quite a lot of ashamed people that they weren't standing up and being counted, a lot of ashamed people.

BA: What do you think made the difference between those who were prepared to support in the background and someone who was prepared to make a public stance?

DH: Oh, well, I was lucky. The date of my retirement coincided with Big Bang - a fine piece of timing established by God sixty years earlier.  I had nothing to lose, and it's always been my way to say exactly what I think.  This is one of the rarities, on the whole.  It's considered rather odd, people saying what they think.

BA: What was the reaction among the institutions, the other main investing institutions to the 1983 decision?  Did they think they'd see a bonanza for them and the slashing of commissions?

DH: Yes, they saw it all in those terms.  They were terribly bad at looking at the big picture, terribly bad at looking at the big picture, and very short-sighted I think.  And I did try very hard to get a compromise, but no.  

BA: Now one of the points that you were often reported as making at the time was the possibility of corruption and cheating taking place under the new system.  Did you feel that there may have equally been the possibility for cheating and corruption under the old system, in the sense of brokers who became too close to jobbers, fund managers possibly...?

DH: Yes, that was a possibility.  Strangely enough I don't remember this as a line I took.  I do think the danger of corruption and cheating, if those are the right words, lay in the fact that there were such substantial conflicts of interest under the new.  You never knew who the hell anybody was working for.  We now have more agency brokers again than there were say a year ago, because they want to just provide a service for their clients.  I think corruption and cheating comes when things get too big.  The advantages of partnerships of stockbrokers were that they were partnerships and their financial controls may have been incompetent but if they were good firms they were simply not going to have any nonsense.  The new system has had to set up a huge pyramid of compliance officers and goodness knows what, I mean huge edifices.  Millions of pounds it's costing.  You didn't actually have to have compliance officers before.  It was just assumed that everyone was honest.  And that's actually the only way to run your life.  

BA: Was there ever any temptations for someone in a investing institution - not necessarily the fund manager, but someone who may have known whether there was a big order in the offing - of using that information in what we now call 'insider trading'?

DH: Well, it was always a danger, but anybody who did just got their head chopped off, as far as I was concerned.  There were very strict rules. I had no investments, they were all in M & G unit trusts.  There could never be any conflict there.  Anybody else who dealt in the office, it all had to be reported every day long before all this became a requirement.  There'll always be fiddles somewhere or other and you can't legislate against it.  There'll always be sin.  But I think there are more opportunities... no, I don't know.  Now that there are compliance officers and everybody's phone calls are tapped and all this sort of thing, and recorded - that's horrible.  I don't think people realise what an appalling thing that is in the City.  They've just taken it that everybody's phone calls are tapped and recorded, conversations, everything.  I think that's absolutely terrible, that you should have set up a system where that's necessary.

BA: In retrospect, do you feel that many of the criticisms you made in '84, '85 have been justified in subsequent experience?

DH: Oh, yes.

BA: Can you elaborate on that a little bit?

DH: Well, I've kept quiet for the last three years, but I do actually think the really fundamental thing is that the City used to be a happy place, and fun working in.  It's so serious now and people's calls recorded and not allowed to give advice to people.  The conception that everybody always gave dishonest advice and therefore nobody can give advice unless they're registered with God knows who, is frightful, I think, terrible, terrible.

BA: Well let me quote back at you something again that you've probably forgotten...

DH: Yes, I have, I haven't talked to anybody on these lines for years.  What have you got there?

BA: In one of the articles in Times in 1984, you were referring to the increase in possibilities for corruption, 'When those brought up in the old school are succeeded by a new generation'.  You've probably mentioned already some of the qualities of people in what you call the 'old school'.  How would you contrast City people and Stock Exchange people in the earlier part of your working life with the present?

DH: Well, I think in a nutshell, there was this booklet issued the other day called 'Creative Tensions', which was the first time I put pen to paper for three years.  And I said that I thought the big change of the last three years, particularly among the young people - I'm not really blaming them - they're now working for themselves; their principal objective is to make money for themselves, not too fussy about how they do it.  Whereas years ago, the principal objective was to make money for your client and, if you were good at doing that, you would actually make money for yourself; it was the other way round.  This is a wild generalisation, but in fact that is the essence of the thing.  And I think all these young men, wheeler-dealing, terrifying.  All this business of the huge turnover of leading shares, people jobbing in and out, and jumping in and out, is not desirable at all because it hides the whole object. If you own shares they're not commodities and they're not pork bellies.  You've got companies. They have a life of their own.  There's management, owners, workforce, consumers, suppliers, etc. But if you just treat stocks and shares as if they were any old lump of gold or lump of platinum or something, or palm oil, quite different considerations prior to that.  I think that I've said enough.

BA: Would you have said, finally, there were any weaknesses in the old single capacity system?  

DH: Oh, yes. The weaknesses were that the charging system was wrong and the Stock Exchange was puerile on letting new people come in, keeping women out, for instance.  Childish things like that, absolutely infantile.  And no wonder people wanted to destroy it.  But that was the moment that you had to keep a sense of proportion and say, 'Well, that's just frivolous.' They were terribly stupid like that.  

BA: Do you think that was one of the problems that the Stock Exchange was run as a club, rather than a...?

DH: Yes.  Oh, and I hope to hell my own club's not as badly run as that was!  They were badly run, oh yes.  But then you don't throw the bath water out with the bath, or the bath out with the bath water - whichever way round that phrase should be - which is what happened because they were so stick-in-the-mud over that sort of thing.  Very sad.

BA: Well, I think we can finish on that note.  Thank you very much. 

