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HONOURS



HONOURS: OVERSIGHT
In accordance with the terms of reference for the review, this paper examines the high-level oversight of the honours system. There are arrangements in place which are intended (a) to secure a fair distribution of honours between the different sectors of society, (b) to ensure that successful candidates are of good quality, and (c) to protect the system from political abuse. This paper examines who operates and oversees those arningements, and considers how effectively they do so. The absence of any public pressure for reform makes the status quo a real option, especially as any concern about the fairness of the distribution of honours can be addressed straightaway by making use of the scope already available for switching the balance of awards within the honours lists. But the paper finds a strong case for reforming the quinquennial system currently used for validating the overall distribution of honours so that it more explicitly reflects the priorities of the Government of the day (paragraph 35). The paper also sees advantage in widening the role of the Honours Scrutiny Committee so that it becomes the independent, external body which has overall responsibility for overseeing the effectiveness of the systems used for producing lists that have a balanced distribution, that are made up of high-quality candidates, and that are free from political abuse (paragraph 64).


Introduction

1.
Although the Queen is the “fountain of honour”, she confers honours in the same way that she carries out all her other public functions: on the advice of her Ministers.

2.
Setting aside those awards which are in the personal gift of the Queen, there are three components of the twice-yearly honours lists. The Prime Minister’s list, with 1,000 names, provides the largest part of the total. The Diplomatic Service and Overseas list is submitted by the Foreign Secretary and contains about 150 names. The Defence Services list is submitted by the Secretary of State for Defence and has some 200 names.

3.
Responsibility for securing the integrity and validity of the three lists rests with the three Ministers supported by their civil servants. To discharge that responsibility, arrangements have been put in place designed to secure a balanced distribution between different sectors of society and walks of life and fair treatment between individual candidates; to ensure that the successful ones are deserving and of good quality; and to protect the honours system from political abuse.

4.
This paper is in four parts. It begins with a review of international experience and then takes in turn the three issues of distribution, quality control and propriety.

Part 1 – international experience

5.
Canada and Australia claim to operate systems which have won the public’s confidence by removing honours from the political domain.

6.
The Governor General, as Chancellor of the Order of Canada, makes appointments to the Order on the recommendation of an Advisory Council -No politicians sit on the Council and nor can they be considered for awards while holding office.

7.
The Council is chaired by the Chief Justice of Canada, and its members are the Clerk of the Privy Council, the Deputy Minister of the Department of Canadian Heritage, the Chair of the Canadian Council for the Arts, the President of the Royal Society of Canada, the Chair of the Association of Universities and Colleges of Canada and two members of the Order who are appointed for a maximum term of three years. Given its coverage, this is a very small committee of eight members. It is serviced by an honours secretariat which is based in the Governor General’s office. 

8.
The Council of the Order of Australia meets twice a year to consider all nominations and make recommendations to the Governor General, as the Chancellor of the Order. The Order’ s web site announces that it operates on “the principles of independence and freedom from political patronage”
 The review of the Australian system in the mid-1990s produced “ a very strong message that the community values highly an assessment process...which is administratively separate from executive government...Australians want the Council maintained as a mechanism which removes from overt political patronage the final recommendation on who should receive an award...for many people this is the critical factor which makes the Australian system superior to the British system of honours which it replaced.” 

9.
The Council has 15 members: community representatives for each of the eight States and Territories appointed on the advice of the State Premiers, four members appointed on the recommendation of the Prime Minister (one of whom must be able to represent the aboriginals and one of whom serves as Chairman) and three ex-officio members, the Chief of the Australian Defence Force, the Secretary of the Department of Administrative Services, and the Vice President of the Federal Executive Council. The characteristics of the first twelve members are laid down so that the politicians are constrained to recommend people who will be accepted as representative of and sensitive to the interests of the general community. For example, the end result must be a 50:50 male-female balance on the Council. The Council is serviced by an honours secretariat based in the Governor General’s office.

10.
In the USA, the Presidential Medal of Freedom is the highest civilian honour. Instituted by Truman and renamed by Kennedy in 1963, the medal is for those “who have made an especially meritorious contribution to the security or national interests of the US, to world peace, or to cultural or other significant public or private endeavours”. A Distinguished Civilian Awards Board makes recommendations to the President. Kennedy added five members from outside Government to complement the five members drawn from the executive. 
 Similarly, nominations to the Secretary for Commerce for the National Medal for Technology (for leading innovators who have made lasting contributions to enhancing America’s competitiveness and standard of living) are made by an independent Nomination Evaluation Committee made up of experts drawn primarily from the private sector.

11.
By contrast, New Zealand has retained a system which is clearly and openly under political control. ‘Twice a year the Prime Minister, with the assistance of a Cabinet Committee of Ministers studies all the nominations received and from which a selection or shortlist is made for submission to the Queen.” 
 The honours secretariat is based in the Cabinet Office of the Department of the Prime Minister and the Cabinet.

12.
In France too there is clear political input into the system. For both the Legion of Honour and the National Order of Merit, upper limits are set by the President of the Republic for three years ahead and split up between different Ministers who make their recommendations to the Grand Chancellor of the two Orders. Members of the National Assembly and the Senate cannot be admitted to either Order. 

13.
There is no obvious lesson from this mixed international practice. However, it is interesting that the executive branch in Australia, Canada and the United States has given independents a direct role in the top-level bodies responsible for the administration of their honours systems. The composition of the Council of Australia in particular conforms with the Government’s commitment to public bodies which reflect the diversity of modem society.

Part 2 – distribution and balance

14.
Were one starting with a blank sheet of paper, one might follow a logical sequence to decide who should get which honours and in what proportions. This might run as follows.

(i)
Decide upon a broad breakdown of the list. One possible new split could be between public service, community service, the wealth of the nation and the gaiety of the nation. Another possible way of splitting the list would be to decide in the first instance what share should go to those doing voluntary service – the remainder would be available for people doing paid work, broken down into broad economic and social categories.

(ii)
Whatever the preferred split, it would then be necessary to decide what share of the list (overall and at the higher K and C levels) should be devoted to each of the defined sectors. This might be done through a formula (for example by reference to each sector’s contribution to GDP, or its share of the national workforce or the size of its customer or client base). Alternatively, the allocation could be set broadly to reflect the priorities on which the Government of the day had been elected as the best recent reflection of the values and preferences of a democratic society.

(iii)
Within whatever allocations are set by the preferred method, targets would need to be set for achieving a fair distribution between the sexes and the different ethnic minorities, acknowledging that this will be constrained by their relative under-representation in certain sectors. Targets for other balances deemed to be desirable could also be set – for example between regions and age ranges.


Each of these elements is now considered in turn, with most space devoted to the issue of distribution because there is a special issue here about what share of the available honours should go to state servants.

Voluntary Service and paid work
15.
The Major review of 1993 concluded that there should be a significant increase in awards made to those doing voluntary work. In the birthday 1994 list, such awards made up a third of the Prime Minister’s list. Two years later, in the Birthday 1996 list, this was up to 47%. It reached 50% in the New Year 1998 list. Since then, it has only once fallen below half, its highest point to date being 57% in the Birthday 1998 list. Awards for voluntary service are clustered at the MBE level.

16.
These figures are always drawn to the Prime Minister’s attention when each list is submitted to him by the Head of the Home Civil Service. Hence this first cut of the honours cake faithfully reflects a value judgement taken by the Prime Minister in 1993 (which was well received by Parliament and the general public) and confirmed by his successor through his endorsement of subsequent lists.

Distribution by sector
17.
The overall distribution of honours is not made according to any explicit guiding principle or formula. As noted in the paper on committee structure, the honours selection sub-committees and their respective “quotas” for each of the Prime Minister’s lists have evolved over time. The starting point and rule of thumb for each sub-committee is the share it obtained in previous lists. This generates a set of precedent-driven expectations and means that the overall shape of the lists tends to stay the same with changes in relative shares confined to the margins. Any redistribution beyond that requires an intervention from the highest level.

18.
The list is the Prime Minister’s list. He can seek a switch in the balance of awards very quickly indeed, notwithstanding the convention of quinquennial reviews of the scale and distribution of honours.

19.
For example, as the Government’s top priority is education, the Prime Minister should be able, as part of the general promotion of the importance of education, to get more honours to head and classroom teachers and college lecturers. To a degree, this has happened. In the six lists from New Year 1998 to Birthday 2000, a total of 15 knighthoods went to headteachers (2.5 per list). Over that period there was a threefold increase in the number of awards made to all teachers – classroom teachers as well as heads: 175 awards at all levels (29 per list) as against 63 in the preceding six lists (10 per list). But to put these increases in context there are 449,000 teachers in maintained schools in England and Wales alone. 

20.
Another priority for the current Government is the national health service. The Government has wanted to recognise and celebrate the important part which nurses play at the sharp end of the service. Again, this priority has been recognised in recent lists. Nurses have received one DBE per list over the period New Year 1998 to Birthday 2000 and the overall number receiving honours has doubled: 101 awards at all levels (17 per list) compared with 45 in the preceding six lists (7.5 per list). For context there are 339,000 nurses, midwives and health visitors in the NHS in England. 

21.
The increase in the number of awards for teachers and nurses has been accommodated at the K/D and C levels by a small increase in the overall total and a switch from the Agriculture, Commerce and Industry Committee to the Local Services Committee. The absolute numbers are small – just over 3 extra Ks and Cs per list. The proportionate changes are significant: a 40% increase in the number of K/Ds and a 12.5% increase in the number of Cs for Local Services.

22.
There seems little doubt that, in so far as the public thinks about such things, they do not regard such shifts as an abuse of Prime Ministerial patronage but rather as a fair reflection of the values and policies on which the Government was elected.

23.
At Appendix A there is a set of tables showing the extent to which the Prime Minister’s list has been re-shaped to reflect the current Government’s priorities. Since May 1997, the lists have been adapted to reflect the priorities of the Government. It may be that the Prime Minister and his advisers would like to push these trends further and effect a more fundamental redistribution to reflect the Government’s view of the contributions which different sectors and groups make to contemporary society.

24.
This would give added significance to the review conducted every five years when the economic weight and social importance of the different sectors and walks of life can be considered and judgements made on whether shifts in relativities are desirable (with a consequent transfer of “quotas” between the honours selection sub-committees).

25.
To take the two cases in point: over the last six lists, teachers have been getting one award per 15,500; the ratio for nurses is one in 20,000 (and the odds lengthen when we convert these to UK figures). Judgements on whether these ratios should be improved (and at the expense of which other group or groups) should be the province of the quinquennial review.

26.
To revert to the question of the right methodology for determining the distnbution of honours between sectors (paragraph l4ii above), there is a case for proceeding in a way that is simultaneously flexible enough to reflect the priorities of the Government of the day and systematic enough to reflect shifts in the country’s economy and social values. The current arrangements provide the basis for this, but there is the potential to use them more expressly to achieve these purposes. The Government’s priorities can be expressed and reinforced list by list using the medium of the “Dear Hayden” letters. Beyond this, the quinquennial reviews provide the basis for a more long-term and systematic analysis of the overall distribution of honours.

Distribution by sector –  quinquennial reviews and the share for state service
27.
The body formally responsible for periodically reviewing the scale of awards, both civil and military, is the Committee on the Award of Honours Decorations and Medals (HD). HD is a Committee of officials chaired by the Head of the Home Civil Service. 
 It reports direct to the Queen. Although the Prime Minister is consulted on the scope and conclusions of each of HD’s regular quinquennial reviews, there is only rarely a political input into the process. (It is significant for this section of the paper that on the two occasions when that input has been forthcoming — from Harold Wilson in 1967 and John Major in 1993 - the number of awards made to state servants was significantly reduced.)

28.
The papers for the last two quinquennial reviews suggest that HI) takes a narrow view of its remit when looking at the sectoral distribution of honours. The 1993 and 1998 reviews concentrated almost exclusively on realigning the quotas” for state servants with changes in their number and establishing acceptable disparities in the relative chances of success as between the three different services.
29.
The two reviews did not address the wider issues involved in determining what might be the appropriate overall balance of awards across all walks of life, of which state service is just one part. They only turned to the other sectors once they had decided the due allocation for the three state services. And at that point the analysis consisted of discussions between the Ceremonial Officer and the chairmen of the relevant honours selection sub-committees, primarily about the distribution of Ks and Cs across committees.
30.
Had HD looked wider, they might have paused on state servants’ strikingly better chances of getting an award – one honour per 3,125 home civil servants. 
 The chances are much better for diplomats (one honour per 123) 
 and members of the armed forces (one per 1,090). 
 HD might have compared these with the ratios given in paragraph 25 above for teachers and nurses and considered whether the disparities could be justified.
31.
This raises a first order question in terms of the balance to be struck in the distribution of honours. State service, and particularly military service and serving the country abroad, have historically been disproportionately well rewarded through the honours system. The question is whether in the 21st century there continue to be factors specific to serving the state which justify state servants receiving 29% of the honours
 when an allocation proportionate to their size within the country’s overall working population would give them a much smaller share.
32.
It may be that every state servant who receives an honour fully deserves it and that state service as a whole warrants its overall share of the honours. However, this not only needs to be so; it also needs to be seen to be so. At a time of written contracts and performance-related pay, there seems to be at least a prima facie case for state servants taking their chances in the honours stakes alongside their fellow citizens from other walks of life, competing against them on terms of greater equality. (The companion paper on orders and levels considers whether the Orders of the Bath and St Michael and St George should be subsumed within the Order of the British Empire to facilitate such competition.)
33.
However, so long as this is a question for HD, state servants will be judge and jury in their own case. The role of overseer is effectively exercised exclusively by the three services (four if one includes the Royal Household) whose members are simultaneously competing for and being successful in getting a significant share of the limited number of honours available. Such arrangements are structurally flawed. It would be difficult to persuade a critical outsider that they comply with two of the seven principles of public life developed by Lord Nolan – selflessness and objectivity.
34.
And there have been such critics in the past.

“Civil servants supervise the operation of the entire system, and do very well out of it! They get a sixth of the honours although they constitute less than a sixtieth of the population.”

“The senior civil service has a vested interest in the present system.”

“As a matter of principle, it does not seem that there can be any rational argument for the wholesale distribution of honours to civil servants, diplomats and members of the armed forces” 

35.
There seems to be a case for conducting future quinquennial reviews in a different way to secure explicit political legitimacy for the distributional pattern of the honours lists. A special report on the shape of past lists over the previous five years might be compiled to show the relative shares of the different sectors and the relative chances of success by sector. This would be submitted to the Prime Minister with a view to obtaining his views on the changes he might like to see over the subsequent five year period. The feasibility of any desired changes over that time scale would then be studied. The Head of the Home Civil Service would then make a submission to the Prime Minister on the staged redistribution to be sought over the forthcoming five years. (In parallel the same exercise would need to be conducted in respect of the Defence Services and Diplomatic and Overseas lists.) Once endorsed, this plan would be converted into a report to the Queen. It would be possible to monitor progress list by list and the whole process could be repeated at five-yearly intervals.
Distribution – female/male balance
36.
When finding the outcomes of the honours system not altogether fair, Michael De-la-Noy saved his harshest criticism for its sexist bias:
“the most glaring inequality is in the dearth of senior honours for women. It is astonishing how few women in public life receive...the DBE for work...for which men become knights as a matter of course.” 

37.
This criticism was confirmed by the Major review. Since then, there has been an increase in the number of women featuring in the Prime Minister’s list.

	
	Women % of total on list
	Number of women on list
	Women at D level
	Women at C level

	BD 00
	40.3, best yet
	391, best yet
	6
	32, best yet

	NY 00
	31 (long list)
	620 (long list)
	10 (long list)
	46 (long list)

	BD 99
	33.7
	340
	7
	21

	NY 99
	32
	322
	5
	21

	BD 98
	33.9
	337
	11, best yet
	18

	NY 98
	33.7
	327
	4
	11

	NY 94
	
	272
	
	



These figures are always drawn to the attention of the Prime Minister by the Head of the Home Civil Service when he submits each list. Despite the progress shown, there has been no sustained improvement in the number of Dames. Even in the extended millennium list, it was only possible to find ten candidates. We are still a long way from parity.
38.
The paper on Committee Membership recommended an increase in the number of women on the selection sub-committees. They would inject more urgency into the quest for parity and they would introduce new thinking about the pools in which to seek candidates and the way in which the nomination of women might be encouraged.

Distribution – ethnic minorities
39.
Over the last six years there has been a significant improvement in the number of honours granted to members of ethnic minorities (up from 20 to 52 or 160%). But even in the extended millennium list it proved possible only to find 80 candidates.
	
	K
	C
	O
	M
	Total
	% of list

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	BD 00
	-
	2
	16 (best)
	34
	52
	5.9 (best)

	NY 00*
	2
	8
	18
	51
	79
	5.1

	BD 99
	2
	4 (best)
	10
	26
	42
	4.2

	NY 99
	2
	3
	12
	36 (best)
	53 (best)
	5.3

	BD 98
	2
	2
	7
	30
	41
	4.0

	NY 98
	-
	3
	3
	20
	26
	2.6

	BD 97
	3 (best)
	3
	5
	14
	25
	2.5

	NY 97
	1
	1
	1
	21
	24
	2.5

	BD 96
	1
	1
	6
	20
	28
	2.7

	NY 96
	-
	2
	3
	17
	22
	2.2

	BD 95
	-
	-
	6
	16
	22
	2.2

	NY 95
	-
	2
	5
	13
	20
	1.9

	* long list
	
	
	
	
	
	



As the table shows, much more remains to be done and the introduction of more ethnic minority representatives onto the honours selection sub-committees could only help to add impetus to the efforts to ensure that all groups receive their fair share of the awards available.

Part 3 – Quality Control
40.
Competition is the ultimate guarantor of quality. There is a finite number of honours fixed by the statutes of the different Orders. 
 These are translated into the ceilings or “quotas” used in each list by the honours selection sub-committees. These are not allocations to be filled each time irrespective of merit or achievement but upper limits designed to impose pressure on the committees to discriminate and take hard decisions. Each quota is tightly drawn so that competition becomes a kind of guarantee of standards.
41.
The stronger the competition for the awards, the healthier the system. Much hinges therefore on the candidate-producing potential of the nomination system. In 1999, there were 30,000 live public nominations in the system, with an average of 6,000 new nominees being put forward each year. In addition, Departments had 5,000 nominations that they had received direct. About 40% of the those honoured in the 1,000-name lists have been publicly nominated, and the system is operating therefore at a healthy 44:1 nomination:honour ratio. 
 This allows considerable scope for ensuring that only candidates of sufficient merit get through. The remaining 60% of those honoured are identified by Departments through their own systems for generating names and the “Dear Hayden” letters are frequently used to urge them to expand and develop the pools in which they fish.
42.
The quality control of the names which emerge from the two nomination channels is exercised by the honours selection sub-committees. The papers on Committee Structure and Membership make suggestions intended to improve their effectiveness in discharging this important responsibility.
43.
As for the ultimate responsibility for assuring the quality of the lists, the position was accurately reported in one of the critiques of the honours system: the “Main Honours Committee acts as the final quality control mechanism before the lists reach the Prime Minister.” 

44.
The rule of thumb that informs the work of Departments, Honours Selection Sub-Committees, Main Committee and Ceremonial Branch is that awards should be well received by the peer groups of successful candidates. There are feedback loops within the system whereby badly received awards are registered and lessons learned for the future. Beyond this one must assume that the absence of comment denotes acceptance of the names on the list. Only by following the example of the Australians and conducting a review with full public consultation would one be able to obtain hard evidence on the general public’s perceptions of the quality of the people who receive honours.
45.
The process of identifying candidates and then selecting some in preference to others is always going to a process with a large element of chance and subjectivity about it. As insiders, we naturally tend to the judgement that by and large we get it right and only good candidates make it onto the lists. It is important to remember that outsiders can be less sanguine. Scarcely a list is published without the accompaniment of a critical article challenging its composition.
46.
The best response to this kind of criticism is to subject the quality of the lists to the scrutiny of bodies with independent members. The reconstitution of Main Committee and its sub-committees, as recommended in the paper on Committee Membership would meet this purpose.
Part 4 – propriety
47.
Historically, as a result of some notorious abuses, the first priority in overseeing the UK honours system has been to secure its freedom from political abuse.
Propriety – Freedom from political abuse
48.
Responsibility for this rests with the Political Honours Scrutiny Committee. The origins and development of the Committee are traced in Appendix B to this paper. It has itself been subjected to recent scrutiny by the Neill Committee whose recommendations for expanding its role are still in the course of being implemented.
49.
The Committee’s membership is in the public domain. The current members are Baroness Dean, Lord Hurd and Lord Thomson of Monifieth. Like all recent past members, they are Privy Councillors and they are drawn from the three main political parties. The Ceremonial Officer is the Committee’s secretary.
50.
Before submitting an honours list to the Queen, the Prime Minister must send the Committee the names of those proposed for honours for political services, together with their biographical details, the name and address of the original proposer, an outline of the services performed and the reasons for the recommendation, and a statement from the Whip of the Party concerned certifying that no payment or expectation of payment to any party or political fund is directly or indirectly associated with the recommendation.
51.
Also, should the Prime Minister add any of his own names (be they political or non-political) to those submitted through the official machinery, these too are referred to the Committee along with a certificate from the Government Whip.
52.
The list of names is returned to the Prime Minister with any comments by the Committee. The Committee is required to report to the Prime Minister if “the past history or general character of a person renders him unsuitable to be recommended”. The Committee can make such inquiries as it thinks fit to see that those nominated are “fit and proper persons”, taking into account their “past history or general character”.
53.
In the event of the Committee deeming a candidate unsuitable and the Prime Minister nevertheless going ahead and recommending that person, a copy of the report of the Committee must be submitted to the Queen. This enables her to exercise the Monarch’s residual constitutional right “to be consulted, to encourage, and to warn”. But the final decision rests with the Prime Minister.
54.
Throughout its existence, members of the Committee have followed the approach to political donations taken by the Royal Commission which recommended its creation. A donation to a political party should not disqualify the donor from receiving an honour – so long as the candidate’s merits justified the award irrespective of the donation. Conventionally, the Committee has sought a certificate from the Prime Minister assuring them that the granting of a political honour is not in any way related to the donation.
55.
In a non-deferential age, the extent that the public will be persuaded by such assurances must always be limited. But in the 1980s and 1990s many thought that the arrangements operated by the Committee failed to protect the honours system from being brought into disrepute.
“the coincidental numbers of peerages and knighthoods received by the staff of certain firms that have made enormous contributions [to Conservative Party funds] indicate a system of purchasing honours with shareholders’ profits. The difference between Mrs Thatcher’s methods of raising party funds and rewarding contributors and Lloyd George’s seems only to have been one of refinement; in Mrs Thatcher’s case, she dispensed with the middleman.” 


Even a former Chairman of the Political Lionours Scrutiny Committee, Lord Shackleton, believed it highly likely that “honours are in effect being bought.” 

56.
The Committee on Standards in Public Life looked at this issue in its 1998 review of the Funding of Political Parties in the United Kingdom. 
 It accepted the line, which has been followed since 1922, that political donations are not necessarily incompatible with honours. But the Neill Committee was able to do so on the basis that henceforth such donations would be made public. This transparency means that the honour-worthiness of donors will be open to the scrutiny not only of three Privy Councillors but to the general public.
57.
When taking oral evidence, Lord Neill expressed surprise that in looking at those nominated for ‘political services’, the Committee saw just about 5% of the total honours list. Lord Pym, then Chairman of the Committee, said it would be an “enormous undertaking” to move from scrutinising 50 names to 1,000. However, it was acknowledged that an open register of political donations would eventually allow an automatic referral system for “donor-candidates” to be developed.
58.
Furthermore, the three Privy Councillors conceded that, in their experience, most allegations of impropriety related to names which were not referred to their Committee. Such names did not come forward on the ‘political services’ slate but through the general honours machine. Professor Anthony King believed that the Committee should cease to restrict itself to scrutinising the probity of individuals and take responsibility for reporting on the probity of the system as a whole. 

59.
The Neill Committee made three recommendations.

(i)
The Committee should scrutinise not just nominees for ‘political services’ but every case where a nominee for a CBE and above has directly or indirectly donated £5,000 or more to a political party at any time in the past 5 years. “The Committee should satisfy itself that the donation has made no contribution to the nomination for an honour”.

(ii)
The Committee should monitor what proportion of nominations for honours (at CBE level and above) are made in respect of individuals making such £5,000 donations. The Committee should “ensure that an undue preponderance of honours is not conferred on those who have made [such] donations.”
(iii)
The Committee, in recognition of its enlarged role, should be re-named the Honours Scrutiny Committee, ‘political’ being dropped from its title.
60.
The Government accepted Neill’s general argument and specific recommendations. 
 The Scrutiny Committee will begin by examining those nominated (irrespective of whether the nomination is for political or for other services) at the K/D level (about 30 per list). Its scrutiny will be extended to nominees for the CBE (about 100 per list) when sufficient data on donations has become available.
61.
The Committee will, in due course, have access to the Electoral Commission’s register of political donations. The suggestion is that, in the meantime, information should be sought from the Government Chief Whip. However, it is going to stretch the capacity of the Whip’s Office to cope with the names at the K/D level. It will be impossible for the Office to produce certificates for the far larger number of CBE candidates. In practice, therefore, it is only when the Electoral Commission has built up its records that CBE candidates will be brought under scrutiny.

62.
Following each list, “the Committee will present to the Prime Minister their views on whether  they have detected any undue preponderance of honours being conferred, or being conferred ‘rather rapidly’, on those who have directly or indirectly made party political donations. The Prime Minister will make the Committee’s view available to Parliament”. 

63.
The Political Parties, Elections and Referendums Act received the Royal Assent at the end of November. The Electoral Commission’s register of donations is not going to be available for some time yet. There will be one year’s worth of records in time for the Birthday 2002 round, which is the first conceivable point at which there will be any material available on which the Committee can make any report to the Prime Minister. In the meantime, the Honours Scrutiny Committee will be playing essentially the same role as its “Political” predecessor.
64.
However, when the new arrangements bed down and, in particular, as the Prime Minister begins to make his reports to Parliament on the publication of each list, it is conceivable that expectations will develop for the Honours Scrutiny Committee to live up to its new name. The Neill Committee’s proposal that its functions be enlarged “to enable it to monitor and review the operation of the honours system” 
 leaves open the possibility of the Committee developing (or being developed) into a body responsible for scrutinising (that is not running but overseeing) the operation of the system as a whole.
65.
In the meantime, it is worth noting that receiving a clean bill of health from the evidence-based Neill Committee does not necessarily mean an end to criticism in the hurly-burly of party politics. The political abuse of the honours system remains a target for critics of the Government. In the Spectator of 2 December, Paul Johnson claimed that this Government is worse than James I, carrying on his tradition but “on a much bigger scale and for far more cash.”

Propriety – Conflict of interest
66.
The 1922 Royal Commission restricted its criticism to that part of the honours system concerned with political services. It had no difficulties with the departmental and diplomatic lists or with the lists for the arts, literature and sciences.
67.
In 1998, the Neill Committee reported that, just like the 1922 Royal Commission before them, they did not have referred to them any issue concerning honours awarded to members of the diplomatic service, the armed forces and the home civil service. 

68.
It is possible that this clean bill of health was a consequence of the nature of the inquiry. Neill’s examination of the honours system was incidental to the wider issue of the funding of political parties. Had the honours system itself been the subject for examination, the Neill Committee would have had to address the issue of a potential conflict of interest for the civil servants, diplomats and members of the armed forces who operate and oversee a system from which their organisations are significant beneficiaries.
69.
This issue is addressed substantively at paragraphs 27 to 35 above where a proposal for resolving the conflict of interest is made.
Conclusions
70.
An honours system will only earn and keep the respect of the people if it recognises and celebrates the meritorious and deserving. There is currently no serious and consistent questioning of the results produced by the British honours system and a first option would be essentially evolutionary, with HD remaining responsible for the periodic review of the way in which honours are distributed, Main Honours Committee and its sub-Committees (with their membership broadened to bring in more independents) responsible for ensuring that the process produces good candidates, and the Honours Scrutiny Committee growing into the enhanced propriety role set for it by the Neill Committee.
71.
A second option would be to recognise the difficulties of an overall distribution determined by the HD methodology (with its in-built bias in favour of state servants) and to institute new arrangements (of the kind described in paragraph 35) designed to secure explicit political legitimacy for the way in which honours are broadly to be distributed between the different sectors of society.
72.
A third option would be to build upon the expanded role of the Honours Scrutiny Committee. The Committee would be asked to go beyond its traditional role of checking the fitness and propriety of individual persons to take responsibility for conducting periodic checks into the processes by which candidates’ names are generated, assessed and ranked and how closely and consistently the lists reflect the distributional pattern set by the Government of the day. The processes and systems would continue to be operated by others but they would now be subject to periodic high-level external oversight.
APPENDIX A
DISTRIBUTION OF HONOURS UNDER THE BLAIR ADMINISTRATION

Excluding the exceptionally long NY 2000 Millennium list, there has been an average of 1,004 names on each Prime Minister’s list since BEMs ceased to be awarded at BD 93. The average has fallen by 26 names to 978 in the lists produced during the Blair administration (again excluding the millennium list of NY 00).

In the following tables the way in which honours have been distributed is tabulated for each of the four levels (awards at the G level average at about one per list). These show how the lists produced under the Blair administation compare with the lists produced over the decade as a whole.

K/D level

On average, and excluding the exceptionally long NY 2000 list, an average of 30 awards at the K level were made over the 1990s. (Ks given for ‘political service’ are not included.) The average number of K level awards distributed by Committee is:

	State
	Medicine, S&T
	ACI
	Maecenas
	Local Services
	Sport
	Media
	Total

	3.3
	4.6
	7.9
	5.0
	8.0
	1.0
	0.6
	30

	11%
	15%
	26%
	17%
	27%
	3%
	2%
	100%



There has been an increase in the average number of Ks in the 5 “Blair” lists (ie NY98 to BD 00 excluding NY 2000). They are up nearly 4 per list, 3 of which have gone to candidates from local services.
	State
	Medicine, S&T
	ACI
	Maecenas
	Local Services
	Sport
	Media
	Total

	3.6
	4.6
	6.8
	5.4
	11.2
	1.2
	1.0
	33.6

	11%


	14%
	20%
	16%
	33%
	4%
	3%
	100%



C level
On average, and excluding the exceptionally long NY 2000 list, there were 111 awards at the C level over the decade. The average number of C level awards distributed by Committee is:

	State
	Medicine, S&T
	ACI
	Maecenas
	Local Services
	Sport
	Media
	Total

	30.6
	9.9
	30.2
	9.5
	27.2
	1.8
	1.9
	111

	28%
	9%
	27%
	9%
	25%
	2%
	2%
	100%


This has remained constant in the 5 “Blair” lists, excluding NY 2000. The distribution too has stayed broadly in line with practice over the decade as a whole, with State Servants and ACI losing 1 and 3 respectively at the expense of Maecenas and Local Services.

	State
	Medicine, S&T
	ACI
	Maecenas
	Local Services
	Sport
	Media
	Total

	29.4
	9.8
	27.4
	10.4
	30.6
	1.6
	2.6
	112

	26%
	9%
	25%
	9%
	27%
	1%
	2%
	100%


OBE

This is the first level where the ten-year series of statistics is strikingly broken as a result of the Major review, with a significant increase in OBEs given for local services from NY 94. From then to BD 2000 (but again excluding the NY 2000 list), an average of 237 OBEs have been awarded in each PM’s list. The average number awarded by each Committee is:

	State
	Medicine, S&T
	ACI
	Maecenas
	Local Services
	Sport
	Media
	Total

	44
	14
	50
	11
	108
	5
	4
	237

	19%
	6%
	21%
	5%
	46%
	2%
	1%
	100%


This pattern has been faithfully followed in the 5 “Blair” lists:
	State
	Medicine, S&T
	ACI
	Maecenas
	Local Services
	Sport
	Media
	Total

	41
	15
	49
	12
	108
	6
	3
	234

	17%
	6%
	21%
	5%
	46%
	2%
	1%
	100%


MBE
BEMs were dropped from the BD 93 list following the Major review. The statistics were only integrated from NY 96. In the last 4 lists of the Major administration an average of 595 MBEs were awarded distributed across the Committees as follows:
	State
	Medicine, S&T
	ACI
	Maecenas
	Local Services
	Sport
	Media
	Total

	91
	12
	88
	15
	366
	17
	6
	595

	15%
	2%
	15%
	3%
	62%
	3%
	1%
	100%


The first 5 lists of the Blair administration (excluding the NY 2000 list) reduced the number of MBEs to State Service and ACI and increased those for Local Services. The average distribution of MBEs across the “Blair” lists is as follows:

	State
	Medicine, S&T
	ACI
	Maecenas
	Local Services
	Sport
	Media
	Total

	78
	12
	83
	17
	377
	18
	5
	590

	13%
	2%
	14%
	3%
	64%
	3%
	1%
	100%


APPENDIX B

The origins of the Political Honours Scrutiny Committee
1.
From time to time, abuses of the honours system have aroused bitter controversy. On occasion they have produced dramatic fails from political grace.
2.
The emergence of parliamentary democracy created parties which needed funds to fight general elections. By the end of the l9th century parties in office began to see and use the honours system as a source of such funds. The sale of honours was moved up a gear by Lloyd George, eventually causing a scandal which contributed to the fall of his coalition government.
3.
After the notorious 1922 Birthday honours list, George V complained to Lloyd George that “for some time there have been evident signs of growing public dissatisfaction on account of the excessive number of honours conferred; the personality of some of the recipients; and the questionable circumstances under which the honours in certain instances have been granted.” 

4.
A Royal Commission was set up under Lord Dunedin. It refrained from taking evidence from the “touts” (honours procurement agents) and their alleged customers. After a three-month enquiry, it reported in the parliamentary and press quiet of late December, Lloyd George having resigned in the meantime.
5.
The Commission had no problems with the departmental and diplomatic lists or with the lists for the arts, literature and sciences.
6.
Assured by all living Prime Ministers (including Lloyd George) and their patronage secretaries that they were unaware of any bargain of an honour in return for a contribution to Party funds, the Commission concluded that honours for ‘political service’ should continue.
7.
The definition of such service was broad: “some are able to help in ways such as organisation, and organisation cannot be directed without funds”. The Commission believed that “it is no disqualification [for an honour] for one who has…contributed to Party funds”, believing that “any individual proposed should be meritorious on the basis of their achievements quite apart from any donation.” 

8.
The Commission made two recommendations:
(i)
an Act of Parliament to proscribe honours-touting; and

(ii)
the creation of a committee of three Privy Councillors to scrutinise those nominated for political honours.


It ducked the issue of imposing a limit on the number of awards, noting that “it is open to any Prime Minister to restrict severely the number of recommendations”, a course that the Commission thought would be commendable. The Government accepted and acted upon both of the Commission’s recommendations.
9.
The Honours (Prevention of Abuses) Act, 1925 made it a criminal offence to deal in honours, either as broker or purchaser. The Act did not recognise the existence of a seller in the transaction. The maximum penalty was a fine of £500 and 2 years’ imprisonment. Only one prosecution has ever been brought under the Act. Maundy Gregory was fined £50 and imprisoned for 2 months in 1933. He was then secretly pensioned off to live in obscurity and silence in France. As the then Chief Whip of the Conservative Party recorded, “we kept him until the end”. As with jokes, so with public scandals; the best ones are the old ones.
10.
The Political Honours Scrutiny Committee was set up in 1923. It was to consist of three Privy Councillors appointed by the Prime Minister. Its role is described in paragraphs 4 to 7 of the main paper.
11.
The biggest public controversy during the Committee’s 77-year history was Harold Wilson’s resignation list of 1976. This episode demonstrated the Committee’s ineffectiveness in the face of a Prime Minister who ignored their comments and objections. All but one of the original names appeared in the published list despite the Committee’s representations that they could not approve of at least half of the list. The Committee was even uncertain of its right to insist that its report be submitted to the Queen.
12.
In 1979 Mrs Thatcher extended the Committee’s remit to examine any names that she added (at CBE and above) to the recommendations which came to her through the official honours machinery. This was to be irrespective of the service being recognised. This was reflected in an Order in Council which simultaneously reaffirmed the Committee’s traditional role.
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