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HONOURS


HONOURS:
CRITERIA FOR LEVELS OF HONOURS

In accordance with the terms of reference for the review, this paper examines the continuing robustness of the criteria for levels of honours, for civil service and other recipients. Our approach of awarding different levels of honour for different levels of achievement was endorsed by the 1993 Major Review and is followed by many other countries, including some which claim consistency with their egalitarian ethos. Our five-level system seems to have popular acceptance and it is flexible enough to reflect shifts in the value system allowing achievements lately regarded as particularly valuable and meritorious - for example, providing inspirational leadership in state education - to be promoted up the scale. The separate three-level system for state servants is explicitly grade and rank related and the paper asks whether state servants should not be competing like everyone else for honours in the same order against the same criteria. The paper concludes by considering the possible names for such a unified order (subsuming the Orders of the Bath, St Michael and St George and the British Empire) and comes down in favour of a new ‘Order of Britain’.

“Britain has developed the most complex, class-ridden and - to all but a handful of civil servants, courtiers and snobs — the most baffling honours system in the world.” (Michael De-la-Noy, The Honours System, Who gets what and why, 1992, p 31)

“The system is not enhanced by its gradations; indeed they often bring the system into disrepute and confusion.. .We should replace the present panoply of honours with an Order of the United Kingdom.. .It would be awarded on the basis of what someone has done to make society a better place, irrespective of where he stands in the pecking order.” (Fraser Kemp MP, House of Commons, 22 November 2000, Hansard, cols 328/9.)

Honours –  the different Orders and the levels within them

1.
The table below attempts a simple summary of the honours currently available arranged in order of precedence.

2.
Awards in four of the Orders (those asterisked) are in the personal gift of the Queen.

3.
Awards in the others are made on the advice of the Prime Minister, the Foreign Secretary and the Defence Secretary  – all of whom submit half-yearly lists.

	Order
	Levels and Postnominals
	Notes

	Most Nobel Order of the Garter*
	KG/LG
(Knight/Lady)
	Founded in 1348. Restricted to senior members of the Royal family and 24 others. Restored to gift of the Sovereign by Attlee in 1946

	Most Ancient and most Noble Order of the Thistle*
	KT/LT

(Knight/Lady)
	Revived 1687: Scottish equivalent of the Garter. Restricted to 16 members. Restored to gift of the Sovereign by Attlee in 1947.

	Most Honourable Order of the Bath
	GCB

(Knight/Dame Grand Cross)

KCB/DCB
(Knight/Dame Commander)
CB

(Companion)
	Revived 1725. Military and Civil Divisions. Upper limits: 120, 365 and 1,975 for the 3 levels. Career civil servants’ order.

	Order of Merit*
	OM
	Founded in 1902. Restricted to 24 members. In the gift o fthe Sovereign for “savants and soldiers”: distinction in military service, literature, science or art.

	Most Distinguished Order of St Michael and St George
	GCMG
(Knight/Dame Grand Cross

KCMG/DCMG (Knight/Dame Commander)
CMG

(Companion)
	Established in 1818. Diplomatic service’s order. Upper limits: 125, 360 and 1,750 for the 3 levels.

	Royal Victorian Order*
	GCVO

(Knight/Dame Grand Cross)
KCVO/DCVO
(Knight/Dame Commander)

CVO

(Commander)

LVO

(Lieutenant)

MVO

(Member)
	Instituted 1896. In the gift of the Sovereign. Royal Household’s order.

	Most Excellent Order of the British Empire
	GBE

(Knight/Dame Grand Cross)
KBE/DBE
(Knight/Dame Commander)

CBE

(Commander)

OBE

(Officer)

MBE

(Member)
	Founded 1917. “In recognition of the manifold services, voluntary and otherwise, rendered in connection with the war.” Most widely conferred order. Upper limits for top 3 levels: 100, 885 and 10,000.

	Knights Bachelor
	Sir
	Do not comprise and order of chivalry, merely a status. 1908 the Imperial Society of Knights Bachelor formed.

	The Order of the Companion of Honour
	CH
	Founded 1917. Restricted to 65 members. For service of conspicuous national importance.


The Major Review

4.
In his minute launching this review in 1992, the then Head of the Home Civil Service picked out its gradations and class-based nature as one of the most frequent criticisms of the honours system. He thought the review should aim to produce a system “which distinguishes between forms of service not on the basis of class but on the level of contribution made by individuals

5.
Up to this point, in the words of the official publication on honours, the British Empire Medal had gone to “men and women who do not qualify by rank for the higher awards in the Order of the British Empire”. 
 It seems amazing that as recently as 1992 membership of the Order specifically intended for ‘ordinary people’ should be explicitly denied to a large numbers of citizens on account of their rank.

6.
As part of Mr Major’s commitment to a classless society at ease with itself, the award of the BEM was discontinued. So too was the Companion of the Imperial Service Order. Future candidates were to be awarded the MBE and OBE. Like everyone else, they were to receive them at Royal Investitures. So ended what Barbara Castle described as one of her most embarrassing jobs as a Minister — presenting honours to “members of the lower orders” who were deemed not important enough to go to the Palace.

7.
The distinction in gallantry awards in the armed forces, under which privates had received medals and officers crosses, was also ended. In future the level of award would depend on the courage displayed regardless of rank.

8.
The Prime Minister worried about this review producing a mouse, but the head of the Home Civil Service considered it “a signal achievement to have over half of those whose names appear in the Prime Minister’s list recognised by a single honour, the MBE.” 
 In recent lists, the MBE has accounted for 60% of the names.

9.
But that was as far as a review launched on the principle of classlessness went. It endorsed the basic principle that awards should be made on merit, for exceptional achievement or exceptional service. More recognition was to be given to voluntary service. But the review did not question – rather it endorsed – the practice that honours should be awarded at different levels to reflect different levels of achievement.

One honour for all?

10.
That practice is challenged from time to time. The egalitarian argument runs like this. If the purpose is to recognise, praise, encourage and thank members of society who have gone beyond the call of duty and achieved something or provided a service which has made a difference to their fellow citizens, is there not a case for giving everyone equal recognition? The same personal commitment, devotion to duty and sense of service to others is needed to take an individual’s contribution or achievement beyond what would be normally expected. This is so irrespective of the individual’s occupation or place in the working and social hierarchy. The value added is what should be esteemed at whatever level it is added.

11.
In a sustained attack on what he stigmatised as “the gong-for-the-job formula”, John Walker objected to the social determinism of the system:

“No matter how wonderful you are as a youth-club leader, the most you can hope for is an MBE. Meanwhile, remote from the day-to-day needs of youth, administrators on national bodies... .aspire to a CBE for their services.” 

12.
In a recent airing of the issue, Fraser Kemp MP asked who was to say that a first rate diplomat and ambassador is deserving of a higher award than an exceptional nurse with a life time spent caring for patients. He spoke of the offence caused when industrialists ended up with higher grade honours than tireless charity workers and others who work so hard. He proposed the same award for everyone based on the same test that they have made an exceptional contribution to society. 

13.
The Victoria Cross is the prime example of a single-level award which ignores gradations based upon different levels of responsibility. It commands universal respect. However, the British people’s acceptance, indeed admiration, of this equal approach in relation to outstanding valour in the face of the enemy does not seem to extend to achievements or service produced in the less critical conditions of civilian life. There, a differentiated approach seems to be widely accepted.

14.
Although not a perfect test, the very low rate of refusal (2% per list) can be taken as a good indication that the differentiation of honours into different levels is generally considered to be acceptable. Of course, the 98% who accept honours might be doing so whilst believing that things could be ordered differently but, without an inquiry of the kind carried out in the mid-1990s in Australia and New Zealand, one cannot be certain. The absence of letters to Ceremonial Branch suggests little demand for change. All the same, Fraser Kemp’s contention that gradations bring the system into disrepute is lent some support by anecdotal evidence. For example, the late Dusty Springfield reacted to her award of an OBE by asking – “Isn’t that what they give to cleaners?” Comments like this mean that the system is not fully meeting one of its objectives which is to make the country feel good about itself.

15.
There is a second test and that comes from nomination practice where there is a clear acceptance that honours are made at different levels. This has been highlighted by experience following the discontinuation of the BEM. Mr Major was clear that its discontinuance should not lead to a reduction in the number of awards made to the groups who had previously been awarded the medal. Ceremonial Branch have had to take steps to prevent any such displacement. Nominating bodies and organisations tended to stick with their own hierarchical conceptions of who should get what. That included their view of the roles and positions that went with the MBE. As this did not extend to people who had formerly been awarded the BEM, Ceremonial Branch found it necessary, for the purpose of the nomination process, to maintain the old distinctions –hence the administrative use of the MBEX category for the former candidates for the BEM. This suggests that a significant effort to win hearts and minds would be needed if it were ever decided to move away from a differentiated approach to honours.

16.
Awarding honours at different levels is often put down to the class-obsessed nature of the British. Is this approach peculiar to this country? 

International experience

17.
The Order of Canada, awarded for “lifetime achievement”, was created in 1967 with just one level and an attached medal. This lasted for just five years when the medal was dropped and the number of levels was expanded to three: Companion (total of 165 and a ceiling of 15 a year), Member (ceiling of 64 a year) and Officer (ceiling of 136 a year). In 1996, a new Caring Canadian Award for “selfless voluntarism” was created for the unsung heroes of the country — the “hidden helpers” or volunteers whose compassion and charity are seen as a key part of the Canadian character. 
 This seems an interesting way of distinguishing between achievement and voluntary service rather than trying to measure the two things on the same scale.

18.
The Order of Australia was set up in 1975 and has just 3 levels: Companion, Officer and Member. There is a medal, originally modelled on the BEM, whose holders were, from 1993, permitted to be members of the Order in the same way as the higher grades. The level of Knight/Dame was introduced in 1976 only to be withdrawn in 1986. 

19.
The New Zealand Order of Merit was set up in May 1996 following a special review of their honours system. Its five levels mirror exactly those of the Order of the British Empire. Even so, the review reported that their recommendations were “consistent with the egalitarian character of New Zealand society.” In April 2000, the Government finally accepted and implemented the only recommendation of the review still left outstanding. This was to end the award of the titles of Sir and Dame which, “outside the British system, are little used.” The re-named levels are Principal Companion of the New Zealand Order of Merit (PCNZM), Distinguished Companion (DCNZM), Companion (CNZN4), Officer (ONZM) and Member (MNZM).

20.
In France the two premier Orders are The Legion of Honour (restricted to merit6s 6minents) and the National Order of Merit (for merit6s distingu6s). De Gaulle inaugurated the latter in 1963 in order to arrest what he saw as the falling status of the Legion caused by an excessive grant of awards during the Fourth Republic. He instituted new maxima for the five levels (chevalier – 113,425, officier – 10,000, commandeur – 1,250, Grand Officier – 250 and Grand’Croix – 75). The new National Order was also given five levels for which younger people with shorter periods of service were to be eligible. De Gaulle took the opportunity to address the profusion of Orders of Merit within the system – no less than 16 were subsumed within the new National Order. 

22.
The USA seems to operate on the basis that its honours come on just one level. The idea is to reward the best in their particular field and so there is no need to graduate the awards. This means having separate awards to recognise achievements in different walks of life. Hence the system is segmented rather than differentiated.

23.
For the rest, practice is rich and varied as can be seen from a web site which seeks to collate international practice. 
 This tends to confirm a 1993 exercise when there was a write-round to posts asking whether there was “a publicly understood system for awarding honours”. Just three posts answered yes. The answer from Athens seems apposite: “the public understand that the system is Byzantine, and that the way it operates is secret. But they do not appear concerned.”


Levels

24.
Perhaps the most striking lesson from this survey of international practice is that the UK. far from being alone in awarding honours at different levels, is in line with mainstream practice. Both Australia and New Zealand concluded recent public reviews of their systems by claiming that their three and five level Orders accorded with the egalitarian ethos of their countries. Canada found it impossible to maintain its Order with just one level. Republican France has operated with five levels since Napoleon instituted the Legion of Honour.

Criteria for different levels

25.
Some serious research would be needed to establish the methods used by different countries to allocate different candidates to their appropriate level. From the material which is readily available, there would seem to be a good deal of commonality between systems, with the same words being pressed into service to support nice gradations – for example eminence takes precedence over distinction; being selfless is important but not to the extent that those doing paid work are disadvantaged; and so on. No doubt, as here, long custom and practice has been converted into a stock of precedents which are readily recognised and used by those operating the system, even if they cannot easily be converted into exact guidance for the lay person.

26.
Because of their recent review, the Australians have had to articulate their practice. The eligibility criteria for the different levels of the Order of Australia are as follows:

	Companion (AC)

Yearly ceiling of 25
	Eminent achievement and merit of the highest degree in service to Australia or to humanity at large

	Officer (AO)

Yearly ceiling of 100
	Distinguished service of a high degree to Australia or to humanity at large

	Member (AM)

Yearly ceiling of 225
	Service in a particular locality or field of activity or to a particular group

	Medal (OAM)

About 450 awarded annually
	Service worthy of particular recognition


27.
The Australian Review of the mid-1990s found “overwhelming support for a structure which reduces the impression of a reward hierarchy duplicating occupational or socio-economic hierarchies.” The review team was tempted to move to two levels. In the end they decided that “this would not provide sufficient flexibility to recognise appropriately the different types of contribution Australians are making to the country.”

27.
However, in response to criticism that undue weight had been given to “the status of the nominee’s position and the sphere (local, regional and national) in which the contribution had been made”, the Review sought to revise the eligibility criteria for each level to reflect the principle of  “different contributions but of equal value” and to enable equal access to all Australians at all levels of the Order. 

	C
	For eminent service or contribution in any area of activity whether locally, nationally or internationally. This award is the highest recognition which can be given for a contribution to Australia or to humanity. It recognizes an inspirational contribution to the community which ahs demonstrated a personal commitment to the highest degree, far above and beyond what would normally be expected.

	O
	For distinguished service or contribution in any area of activity whether locally, nationally or internationally. This award recognizes a contribution which is far above and beyond what would normally be expected of peers in a particular field or activity, or a contribution involving a level of commitment and dedication seldom seen.

	M
	For outstanding service or contribution in any area of activity whether locally, nationally or internationally. This award recognizes a person who has made a contribution which is above and beyond what would normally be expected of someone active in a particular field or activity. It recognizes a strong personal commitment to contribute to the well-being of Australians.


29.
Without an approach to Australian colleagues, there is no way of knowing how far they have succeeded in meeting the Review’s aspiration for an Order which more closely reflected the country’s egalitarian ethos. 
 The fact that the Order of Australia nomination form uses the abbreviated criteria reproduced at paragraph 26 suggests that the Review’s extended wording was not found to be particularly user-friendly and indeed that status and sphere continue to play a part in determining the right level of award.

30.
Here, recent “Dear Hayden” letters have sought to capture the distinctive characteristics of the different levels.

	K/D
	pre-eminent contribution in any field, usually at national level, or in a capacity which will be recognized by peer groups as inspirational and significant nationally, and which demonstrates sustained commitment.

	C
	prominent national role of a lesser degree, conspicuous leading role in regional affairs and highly distinguished, innovative contribution in his or her area. A similar assurance of peer support and sustained achievement which stands out but it may be more limited (to a region or a specialism).

	O
	distinguished regional or country-wide role in any field, including distinguished practitioners known nationally.

	M
	Service in and to the communityof a responsible kind (including for example as a committed and effective leader of a local voluntary organisation; community worker, inspiring public service practitioner, local councillor etc) which is outstanding in its field; or very local hands-on service which stands out as an example to others


31.
More refinement on what made a person K/D-worthy came in a further “Dear Hayden” letter of 22 May 2000:

(i)
they would have a sustained career performance, which distinguishes them as innovative, entrepreneurial and influential leaders in their field, with proven ability not only to initiate change but to drive it through and ensure new improved practices become grounded in their own institution or organisation, and have influenced regional or national practice;

(ii)
they would be personally outstanding in their field and be recognised as such by their peers;

(iii)
often they would have an individual professional distinction (eg educationalist).

32.
With none of Australia’s pretensions to egalitarianism, the UK system’s criteria are to be tested by their efficacy in providing sufficiently clear and practical guidance to place candidates at the right level.

33.
The criteria seem logical and workable, allowing candidates to be fitted into a national, regional and local matrix according to the quality, nature and impact of their achievements. The wording suggests that there must be frequent problems at the borderlines. In particular the 0 level comes across as an ‘in-between’ award, more than an M but less than a C.

34.
Nevertheless, in a field which is evidently more art than science, there will always be room for debate. One of the advantages of the current system is that it is flexible enough to capture shifts in the country’s value system. To take one example, it was not long ago that only the head teachers of the top public schools would be considered capable of making a pre-eminent national contribution (in accordance with the criteria for a KBE in the table at paragraph 30). The most a state head teacher could aspire to was a CBE. In the last three years, and as a direct reflection of the Government’s view of the world, the best state head teachers have been promoted a level.

35.
Nor will the debate ever end. The Tablet 
 recently highlighted the case of a nun who had devoted herself to the poor in developing countries. She had brought credit to herself, her order and her country. She was “amazed and delighted” with her MBE, but the piece left one wondering whether it was the right award for a lifetime of selflessness, charity, humility and service to others? Is it inevitable that we should value more highly a successful professional or business person who will have already have been financially rewarded for their success? Sacrifice or worldly success – which should have primacy?

36.
The criteria we use put achievement before service. To this extent, there must be a question whether our system fairly reflects the value which the country puts on voluntary service, which tends to find its reward at the MBE level.

37.
Arguments about the right level of honours is a sub-set of a country’s never ending debate about its values. The Australians found this in their review. The review team found themselves drawn into a philosophical debate on articulating Australian values so that they could be succoured through the honours system.

38.
Only - if the UK were to have a full public inquiry into the honours system could we hope to emulate that public debate on values and honours. As this is not going to happen, this adds weight to the arguments in the paper on oversight for at least arranging things so that the body or bodies responsible for overseeing our system should have a strong independent element. The system should not be operated according to the values of a single homogenous group which cannot represent the great diversity of the country’s population.

Criteria for different levels – civil servants
39.
In the home civil service, the diplomatic service and the armed forces, there is a clear correlation between the level of honour and the grade or rank of the recipient. Hence K/Ds go to those who reach the top grade or rank of their service – DSl, four-star and Grade 1/lA – and only rarely to those who do not.

40.
A recent review by Sir Michael Quinlan found this to be frequently “criticised in the media and elsewhere as “automaticity”, with an implication that awards are insufficiently related to merit.” His answer to this criticism was that “promotion to rank is itself made on merit assessed by careful regular procedures over considerable spans of time”. But “the public is however entitled to expect that K will not be awarded unless appropriate authorities are satisfied that sustained performance in the rank has met the expectations underlying the promotion.” Promotion to the rank or grade should be followed by a sufficient wait allowing the candidate to demonstrate that the honour is warranted. 

41.
At the next level – DS2, three-star and Grade 2 – Quinlan concluded that disparities in treatment were very wide – wider than the service-specific factors justified. He recommended a redistribution away from the Diplomatic Service and Armed Forces allocations in favour of the Home Civil Service. As a result, DS2s and three-stars will have just twice as high a percentage chance of a K as Grade 2s in the Home Civil Service - the chances being assessed as 50% as against 20 to 25%. 

42.
The review did not specify the criteria by which the successful 50% and 25% would be identified. But their unsuccessful peers, along with the next grade or rank in each of the services – DS3, two-star and Grade 3 – would be eligible for honours at the C level. At the time of the 1998 quinquennial review, it was estimated that the chances of success of the CB and CMG grade-related populations was 1 in 45 for the armed forces and the diplomatic service and 1 in 60 for the home civil service.

43.
There are a number of objections to these separate, self-contained criteria for state servants.

(i)
At the top level, the criteria are such that everyone who reaches a certain grade or rank is deemed to have met them. This self-fulfilling career progression does not apply in any other sector, where the working assumption is that those making it to the top are rewarded by promotion and associated remuneration packages. It is only those who have made a nationally pre​eminent contribution, over and above that, who are considered worthy of a national honour.

(iii)
The results – in terms of relative chances of receiving an honour – are heavily skewed in favour of those in the state services because of their access to two orders (Bath and Michael and George) not open to their fellow citizens.

42.
The question is whether in the 2lst century there are factors specific to serving the state which justify the apparently favoured position of state servants. At a time of written contracts and performance-related pay, there seems to be a strong case for state servants taking their chances in the honours stakes alongside their fellow citizens from other walks of life, competing against them under the same criteria (at the box in paragraph 30) and within the same unified order.

Titles

44.
Turning to other lessons that might be drawn from international experience, we seem now to be alone in granting titles with honours. This year New Zealand discontinued the titles of Sir and Dame in its honours system.

45.
In her Millennium Lecture on Britishness in the 21st Century, Linda Colley argued that “our honours system needs re-working … titles should go”. 
 If the honours are intended to bestow recognition rather than status, her argument seems to carry the day. The argument for the defence is that it does no harm and contributes to the gaiety of the nation (not “Sir Michael Caine” but “Sir Maurice Micklewhite”). Is it unduly puritanical to suggest that the titles go ill with a system in which the reward for selflessness is an MBE? And is this status-conscious image one we wish to convey to people in other title-free countries in the 21st century? Against this, the de-coupling of membership of the Lords from the peerage will doubtless reinforce our national attachment to titles, with peerages taking precedence at the top of the honours system.
Orders

46.
International practice also suggests that we have a larger than average number of Orders. These are conventionally defended as reflecting our rich history. It is salutary that De Gaulle, steeped in the concepts of glory and chivalry, was willing to break with tradition where he thought it undermined his “idée de la France”. The prime purpose of his reforms of the French honours system in the early 1960s was to restore the status of the Legion of Honour. To do so he was ready to create a new National Order of Merit and dispense with 16 Orders, all with their own history and defenders. Rationalisation is not only possible; it can be beneficial by putting quality before quantity; and it can be done by patriots with a clear sense of their country’s history and identity.

47.
Any rationalisation of the Orders listed at the start of this paper would present a number of difficulties. First, appointments to four of the Orders are in the gift of the Head of State; the others are made on the advice of the Head of the Government. Let us assume that this position is to hold.

48.
This means that if there were to be any rationalisation it would be confined to three Orders – Bath, Michael and George, and British Empire. Why would one want to do this? Certainly not just for the sake of tidiness.

49.
However, if it were to be decided that in the interests of equity there should be equal access to honours for all UK citizens rather than a system in which honours in two orders are open to state servants only (even though they can also compete with the rest of the population for honours in the third and largest order), then the combination of the three would make sense.

50.
Were it decided to pursue this course, one approach would be to subsume the smaller orders into the larger one which would give its name to the new combined order. However, there are difficulties associated with the name of the Order of the British Empire.

Order of the British Empire – outdated?

51.
In 1992, when told that one of the regular criticisms of the honours system was that the Order of the British Empire reflected the country’s imperial past and so was an outdated title for a modern national symbol, Mr Major dismissed the objection. Support for his pragmatic approach came from Michael De-la-Noy who was not slow to criticise other aspects of the system: “suggestions that because there is no longer an empire, the name should be changed are ridiculous....the less history is tampered with the better.” 
 Linda Colley on the other hand thought that “allusions to a lost British Empire” were an unfortunate piece of national symbolism in the new millennium and should be dispensed with.

52.
The honours system is one of a country’s stock of national symbols and, as such, any name change would be carefully studied for what it signalled in terms of our national identity.

53.
Fraser Kemp called for a single ‘Order of the United Kingdom’. But with devolution, the Union and the monarchy currently on the political agenda, it is not certain that the gain from a change of name (to one which reflects the country’s constitution rather than its imperial past) would outweigh the risks involved in stirring up political controversy. Such a change could only be made after full public debate and, as with so many individual changes that might be contemplated in the honours field, a new title could cause much more of the system to unravel.

54.
Another possibility, advocated by John Smith in 1993 
, might be to update from Empire to Commonwealth. This too is problematical. An ‘Order of the Commonwealth’ would give no sense of national identity and in any event is not in the gift of just one of the 54 independent member-states of the voluntary association. An ‘Order of the British Commonwealth’ would offend against the way in which the modern commonwealth has sought to evolve away from the original imperial relationship.

55.
Canada, Australia and New Zealand all created their own new orders with the name of the country in its title. The United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland does not have the option of taking such a neutral title based on geography.

56.
An ‘Order of Britain’ is the closest we can get to that model. There is a problem about Northern Ireland which provides a disproportionate share of refused honours. But insofar as the people have to tolerate the existence of an Order of the British Empire, an ‘Order of Britain’ would not create a new problem. As the post-devolution settlement beds down, were it to be decided to develop a modern sense of British identity, an ‘Order of Britain’ could be one instrument of celebrating Britishness.

57.
Reforms of individual aspects of the honours system are invariably dismissed on the grounds that the particular improvement proposed does not warrant the risk of stimulating calls for further change. However, were it decided to combine the three Orders in the way suggested in paragraph 49, that would provide the occasion for converting the Order of the British Empire, with its evocation of an imperial past, into a new Order of Britain.

Conclusions

58.
Fundamentally there can be two approaches to honours – a single award or awards at different levels. The UK, like all the countries studied (with the sole exception of the USA), has opted for the second approach. Having done so, there would need to be very good and pressing reasons for undertaking any rationalisation of the levels. Any reform would inevitably produce many vocal losers (both blocked aspirants and past recipients insulted by what they would see as the devaluation of their awards). This paper has not identified any such reasons and has found that shifts in what we value and what we want to recognise and celebrate can be accommodated within our five-level system. In general, therefore, the conclusion is to let sleeping dogs lie.

59.
The one question is whether state servants should continue to have their own three-level system based on different criteria operated in relation to their own orders. The paper favours a unification of the system based upon the five levels of the Order of the British Empire, renamed the Order of Britain.
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