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FAIRYTALE OF NEW CITY 
 

Are you sitting comfortably?  Then I’ll begin. 

 

Once upon a time, in a land not far away, there lived a fairy called Irres Ponsible.  It was nearly Christmas but 

Irres was not thinking about buying presents.  Even if he had wanted to, he could not as all his credit cards 

had been cancelled.  He reflected that he had been lucky when he decided to keep the packaging and 

polystyrene from his home-cinema, as the cardboard box now provided him with cosy protection from the 

elements.  His trendy apartment had been repossessed and he was living on the streets of New City.  How had 

he been reduced to this state? 

 

He had left college, many years before, with aspirations that new no bounds.  In his land the fairies had all the 

management jobs, while the elves did all the work.  Irres’s first job had been in export-import at a time when 

the elves made useful goods for sale in other lands.  At that time the land was called DockLand and was very 

busy with a merchant fleet sailing all over the globe.  The elves working in the port use to wonder what was 

in the packing cases being loaded on to ships.  Many crashed to the ground from cranes and broke open before 

ending up on the backs of lorries.  All shared in the prosperity and the land was renamed WonderLand. 

 

This was a happy time with a benign government which alternated between Conserve Party One and 

Conserve Party Two.  Both these parties promised jam today and jam tomorrow.  In the National Assembly – 

presided over by the Mad Hatter – the parties would change benches every few years, but nobody really 

noticed the difference.  The leader of Conserve Party One – Madge Tee - decided that the elves would stop 

making useful goods, which were made in nasty dirty factories, and instead the land would move on to the 

provision of financial services from nice clean offices. 

 

Because the port was no longer required the City was moved there.  A New City was built with skyscraper 

offices and high-rise apartments.  When it became time for Conserve Party Two to govern, their leader – Tee 

Blurr – decided it was such a good wheeze that he would make New City the global finance centre.  He 

appointed a Chief Financial Fairy and his band of eager young fairies to make sure this happened.  They 

became known as the Brownies, but they were always fighting with the Blurries.  Despite this, the financial 

fairies prospered while the elves stayed at home and watched Pixel Vision (the media was run by the pixies) 

and lived on benefits. 

 

They all lived on credit which they never had to repay.  The land changed its name again and became known 

as NeverNeverLand.  Irres wanted to earn loads of money and got a job in the New City, where the streets 

were paved with gold and the rivers flowed with milk and honey.  Irres decided to move house and live next 

to his office. 

 

He was told by a fairy friend to go down to the Mason Club and ask in the bar for the Steward who would sort 

him out.  The Steward introduced him to another member, Bob Bar Rat the Builder, who made him an offer 

that he could not refuse.  He would sell him a sooper-dooper apartment for £220,000, but because he had a lot 

unsold he would give Irres a discount of £20,000 – cash-back in hand, “nudge-nudge, wink-wink, know what 

I mean”.  Irres could not believe his luck but did not know that the Steward had received a fee for introducing 

him to Bob.  Irres was expecting a bonus but needed to borrow the entire purchase price, so the Steward 
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introduced him to a member called No Ro.  Irres asked for a mortgage of £220,000, even though he was 

getting a discount.  No Ro said “no problem” as the apartment will increase in value by 10% every year.  So 

he gave him the full amount and in addition another £25,000 for fitting out with a jacuzzi, and a home-

cinema, and one of those cordon bleu kitchens that financiers never use because they can afford to eat out at 

expensive restaurants all the time on their never-never credit cards. 

 

The mortgage was 1% interest per annum for four years and variable after that, but don’t ask how much.  Not 

to worry, as the apartment will have increased in value and Irres can borrow more money on the increased 

value or even sell it at a profit.  In fact Irres might never have to pay a true interest rate if he kept on 

remortgaging.  So Irres had a £245,000 mortgage on a £200,000 apartment.  The Steward received a 

commission from No Ro for introducing him to Irres.  No Ro financed the twenty-five year mortgage with 

some seven year personal loans and credit card borrowing.  But he had a security worth £245,000 and with 

house price growth of 10% per annum, he decided to issue 6 x £50,000 bonds guaranteed against that security 

and redeemable at any time but paying a high yearly interest until then.  No Ro had gnome chums in Zurich 

who bought these bonds because they seemed as solid as the Rock of Gibraltar. (Rather silly as the Rock of 

Gibraltar is honey combed with passages and roads, chambers and caverns.)   

 

No Ro decided not to pay off his personal loans and credit cards but instead used the money from the bonds to 

lend further mortgages.  He gave the Steward a fee, to broker a deal between Bob and Irres to buy another 

apartment at a discount which Irres would rent to an upwardly mobile elf on benefit.  Irres said “okey dokey, 

pig in a pokey” and kept on buying.  With this new security No Ro issued more bonds, eagerly snapped up by 

the gnomes in Zurich.  He used this money to make further mortgages available to Irres (his bonuses were 

getting gi-normous) who bought more apartments from Bob Bar Rat.  Irres had a property empire.  Some 

were rented to elves and some he kept empty ready to sell off when he reached retirement age. 

 

Every thing was fine and dandy until one day King Merv at the Bank of NeverNeverLand started to put up 

interest rates.  He had been worried for some time that the economy was heating up with a trade deficit that 

was too reliant on consumer elves borrowing to buy goods now made by Chi Na and In Dia.  Us Am was 

shrinking his dollars and selling dodgy bonds, and it all looked a bit glum. Poo Tin had decided to turn off the 

gas tap and charge more for his oil, as In Dia and Chi Na needed all they could get.  King Merv was not a 

happy-chappy because his friend Reg the Regulator was aware that No Ro was behaving badly but did 

nothing about it.  The House of Cards started to wobble just as fairy Darling was made the new Chief 

Financial Fairy. 

 

The gnomes in Zurich got their fingers burnt with Us Am bonds that were worthless and asked No Ro to 

redeem his bonds.  No Ro told Irres that he must repay some of his mortgages as not only did he have to repay 

the bonds, but his credit cards had been cancelled, and the seven year personal loans were due for repayment, 

and he could not get fresh credit.  Irres had used his bonus to pay off his own credit cards and the discounts 

cash-back had been gambled off-shore on South Sea stocks and shares. 

 

“Oh woe me”, said Irres “what shall I do?”   “I know”, he said “I will sell some of my apartments which are 

worth much more than when I paid for them”.  But he found out that all the fairies were doing the same and 

with no buyers, apartment prices were dropping faster than a free-fall fairy.  Irres lost his property empire and 

blamed the Bar Steward, but he said “no-way”.  Irres said “yes-way”, but the Bar Steward replied “not me 

sunshine, take it up with Plod, Noddy and Big Ears”. 

 

The gnomes got a whiff of what was happening and turned into gremlins.  They got into the works of the 

money making machine which ground to a halt.  No Ro went to Reg and said that Dick Branston was ready to 

buy his portfolio but as Dick was in a pickle he wanted to borrow billions from King Merv.  Reg thought this 

was a good idea, but Merv asked Darling for advice.  If he lent Dick Branston the money, the You Commissar 

in Sprouts Ville would rule him offside.  So instead, No Ro asked Merv for a loan to pay off his nervous 

subscribers.  Merv liked to say Yes!, but the You Commissar insisted that he tell all the fairies and elves.  

When they heard the news, they went knocking on No Ro’s door asking for all their money 
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At this Darling freaked and said he would guarantee that no one would lose their money and he would tax the 

elves to pay for it.  The elves who were paying more for their food and heating, being thrown on the street 

because their landlord fairies were being repossessed, having their benefits reduced and their credit cards 

cancelled decided that the situation was revolting.  They’d had enough and joined the Socialist Elves 

Revolutionary Party (SERPs) and that is when the fun began. 

 

The House of Cards that was NeverNeverLand came falling down because King Merv, Reg and Darling got 

in each others way and didn’t know what they were defending.  SERPs overthrew both the Conserve Parties 

and got rid of the Mad Hatter.  They reopened the jam-butty mines and the National Union of Diddy Elves 

was tickled.  The Prince married Miss NeverNeverLand and they ruled over the land which was renamed 

again and called NeverEverAgainLand.  And they all lived happily ever after. 

 

I was going to tell you the real story of Northern Rock, but you would not believe it.  

 

Next month, I will tell you a story about a land of Make-believe called NHS.  Not so much a fairytale, more a 

pantomime. 

 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

 

THE AGE OF CRIMINAL RESPONSIBILITY 
 

A few weeks ago the Archbishop of Canterbury suggested that the Government should consider raising the 

age of criminal responsibility from the current age of ten to a new threshold of sixteen. This was based on the 

need to recognise that many young teenagers who committed criminal acts should be treated as children 

instead of like adults. 

 

It is certainly the case that the legal system should recognise that they are children or adolescents and treat 

them accordingly when deciding what action needs to be taken as a result of that illegal behaviour.  But to 

suggest that any behaviour by a child, juvenile or adolescent under sixteen cannot be wrong and therefore that 

they should not be held to account for that behaviour is plain nonsense. 

 

Some children are streetwise and ever keen to tell persons of authority that they have rights and cannot be 

pulled up about their behaviour (‘you can’t touch me’), but then they have little regard for their 

responsibilities.  We have had a spate of teenage, and sometimes younger, gang related assaults and killings.  

In certain communities even the youngest seem to have access to guns and know how to use them.  They 

would all be immune from remedial action and, as in the recent case of a 13 year old suspected of having set 

fire to a rough sleeper on a Nov 5
th
 bonfire, would not be perceived to have done wrong. 

 

There may be problems that due to family circumstances and lack of moral guidance at home and school, they 

genuinely do not know right from wrong.  But to take legal action based on this subjective assessment instead 

of an objective statement of fact is madness and has already resulted in the anarchy that we see in present-day 

society. 

 

Even if family circumstances and poor example have played a part in the child’s behaviour, then the matter 

needs to be dealt with on a family basis with both child and parents being held to account.  There is a clear 

distinction between crime and punishment.  Nobody is suggesting that  the full force of the law should be 

brought to bear on the first or any minor infringement.  But repeated and serious infringers of the law need to 

brought to account, whereupon the action or punishment should take account of age. 

 

The Centre for Crime and Justice Studies published a study in September 2006 which proposes a different 

approach to youth crime.  Britain has a younger age of criminal responsibility than most other western 

counties.  Children aged 10 in England and Wales or 8 in Scotland face criminal charges compared with 12 in 

Canada, 13 in France, 14 in Germany Japan and Russia, and 15 in Italy. 
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They propose that 10-14 year olds accused of crimes should be dealt with by family courts instead of 

magistrate and crown courts, and dealt with using civil orders and compulsory care and supervision rather 

than criminal sentences.  The 10 year olds who killed James Bulger would not have had a public trial or 

probably not been given long custodial sentences. 

 

In 2004 more than 18,000 children aged 10-15 received court sentences.  Of the 600 aged 12-15 sentenced to 

custody, most had committed burglary, robbery or theft.  They argue that the current system demonises and 

criminalises young offenders without tackling underlying problems.  They call for a move away from ‘cops, 

courts and correction’ towards an emphasis on meeting the health, educational and family difficulties which 

lie behind so much offending.  They also advocate residential training orders of up to 5 years for serious 

crimes, an end to prison custody for 15-16 year olds, and new facilities for 17 year olds. 

 

They claim that a genuine shift from punishment to problem solving as the guiding principle for tackling 

youth crime would help to produce a society that is both safer and fairer.  The study has been criticised for the 

potential to let evil children get away with murder and tiny terrors defying police action.  Crimes which thirty 

years ago were carried out by children in their late teens are now carried out by those who are years younger.  

Carrying firearms and knives by 12-14 year olds is a regular occurrence. 

 

The Home Office commented that there are no plans to review the age of criminal responsibility in England 

and Wales. 

 

By comparison, in October 2006 the Republic of Ireland brought into effect new legislative provisions (Part 5 

of the Children Act 2001 as amended by the Criminal Justices Act 2006) increasing the age of criminal 

responsibility from 7 to 12.  A child under the age of 12 cannot be charged with an offence, although 

exceptions are made in the case of 10 and 11 year olds charged with manslaughter, murder, rape or 

aggravated sexual assaults.  No proceedings can be taken against a child under 14 without the consent of the 

Director of Public Prosecutions. 

 

Where a child under the age of 12 is suspected of committing an offence, they will be taken to their parents by 

a member of the Garda Siochana.  Intervention by the Health Service Executive will be provided where the 

child and their family are in need of support, and additional resources have been made available to the HSE to 

support intervention with troubled children. 

 

Brian Lenihan – Minister of State at the Department of Health and Children – said, 

“Young children do not have a full understanding of the consequences of criminal actions.  This legislation 

takes very young children out of the criminal justice system and provides additional safeguards for children 

up to the age of 14.  It strikes the right balance between protecting young children who offend and protecting 

their victims and society as a whole from criminal behaviour.” 

 

 

Resurgence - comment 
 

We accept the traditional view that at age 7, children have reached the age of reason and know the difference 

between right and wrong.  Or that use to be the case.  There is a view that in some sectors of society, children 

are not being taught by their parents how to behave properly and the difference between right and wrong.  

Bad example, glorification of disorderly behaviour by the media, the decision to stop teaching right and 

wrong in schools, declining moral standards and a valueless society are all contributing factors.  The liberal 

view that every person sets their own standards of behaviour of what is right and wrong is unsustainable and 

results in anarchy.  Tackling the wider issues must be a prerequisite to altering the way that we process 

delinquent behaviour. 

 

While autonomy of the person is central (a group can not be held responsible for the actions and behaviour of 

an individual) in the case of minors the parents/guardians must bear some responsibility.  There was an old-

fashioned standard of behaviour – a matter of honour - that held sway in many local communities.  If your 

youngster misbehaved, especially if they caused damage, a father would march them to their neighbour’s 
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house where an apology would be made and compensation proffered in restitution.  Discipline in school was 

endorsed by discipline at home, and you didn’t mess-up on your own door-step.  You didn’t bring disgrace on 

your family and you did not want your father’s displeasure.  The last thing that you wanted was a policeman 

knocking on your door. 

 

 

Resurgence – proposal 

 
A framework where the under 7s are not responsible for their actions but their parents are responsible for 

those actions and can be brought to account and have action and sanctions taken against them. 

 

7-13 year olds are deemed to know the difference between right and wrong but are under the control of and 

are the responsibility of their parents.  They will be jointly accountable.  Action will be taken against them 

jointly with the parents as prime defendant. 

 

14-20 year olds have reached the age of responsibility for their actions and behaviour but in many aspects the 

law still places a duty of care and responsibility on parents.  They will still be jointly accountable with action 

being taken against them jointly with the adolescent as prime defendant. 

 

At 21+ the adolescent becomes an adult and becomes solely responsible for their own actions and behaviour.  

Parents have no liability whatsoever for their adult son/daughter. 

 

Children in full-time education are deemed to be dependent and the financial responsibility of their parents 

even if that extends to graduation at age 23 or 24 +.  How do we reconcile that? 

 

The proposal as to which court is appropriate for each age group requires careful consideration.  Family 

courts are secret courts and are much criticised.  The input of social workers is also contentious.  This is 

potentially a minefield!  The part played by Government in setting standards and values also needs to be 

addressed.  Good example earns respect. 

 

Having decided a policy on the age of criminal responsibility, we can then be consistent and apply it to other 

age related issues? 

 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

 

TAXATION FOR THE COMMON GOOD 
 

A document under the above title was issued by the Catholic Bishop’s Conference of England and Wales in 

2004.  Its stated purpose – “What is often missing from debates about taxation is a moral context.  The aim of 

this document is to fill that gap by arguing that taxation is a contribution to the common good, representing 

the shared commitment of citizens to building up a just and healthy society”.  It concluded:- 

 

144. Taxation is neither a burden nor a necessary evil; but, as a positive contribution to the common good, it 

is a responsibility of citizenship.  In practice, of course, the different ends to which taxes are put and the 

different forms which they take must be examined in detail to ascertain whether these taxes are beneficial and 

equitable. 

 

145. There is a wide range of public services which are funded through taxation, and the quality of these 

services is related in part to the level of funding they receive and the overall levels of taxation to support such 

funding. 

 

146. There are different forms of taxation (for example, taxes on income, on capital and on expenditure).  

Some taxes are meant to be socially useful.  Some (for example, income tax) are progressive and others are 

not (VAT).  The balance between different types of tax results in taxation, as a whole, being more or less 

socially useful and more or less progressive. 
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147. It is the responsibility of us all – whether as voter, consumer, tax payer or citizen, to reflect on these 

complexities and to support a level and type of taxation that will promote the common good. 

 

So that is the exercise that we are about to embark on. 

 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

 

BIRDS OF A FEATHER 
 

We continue to make connections and spotlight the key players in the pro-abortion lobby. 

 

Bernie Smyth of Precious Life has given her personal account of the debate in the Northern Ireland Assembly 

at Stormont. 

“As I sat praying in the Public Gallery I knew we couldn’t lose.  Ironically, sitting in front of me was the 

Director of the Family Planning Association, Audrey Simpson, together with the self-confessed abortionist 

Breda Hughes of the Royal College of Midwives.  I prayed their conscience’s might be pricked as they 

listened to all the powerful words of truth in defence of the unborn child.  But all the pro-life talk must have 

been too much for Audrey Simpson.  She got up and left before the debate had finished.  She knew she was 

defeated and the FPA’s plans to have babies murdered here had been brought to a halt”. 

 

Family & Life in the Republic of Ireland has drawn attention to the links between Amnesty International 

(Ireland) and the Irish Family Planning Association.  At the AGM in Cork last month protesters demonstrated 

outside with placards reading “Amnesty has betrayed its mission, its dependents, and its supporters”, “No 

amnesty for the unborn”, “If life is a Human Right why is Amnesty seeking Abortion”. 

 

Inside the meeting much anger was displayed over the mixed messages on AI’s new pro-abortion stance and 

the fear that they would campaign for a change to Ireland’s pro-life Constitution.  Noeleen Hartigan, 

Programme Director, had previously stated that the Irish branch of AI would not campaign actively for 

abortion.  Members who had sought clarification on this vital ‘opt-out’ issue, however, were not given any. 

 

Also at the AGM, Ms Hartigan confirmed that she was the same Noeleen Hartigan who had been Chairperson 

of the Irish Family Planning Association – a member of the International Planned Parenthood Federation.  

She said there was no conflict of interest and the Executive Committee of AI was aware of this.  The question, 

which had been put by a member, as to why members were not informed, was not answered. 

 

Following the AGM, AI (Ireland) issued a report – Mind the Gap -about Irish human rights.  There is 

reference to women’s reproductive health services.  We know what that is code for. 

 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

 

AS EASY AS - A B C 
 

Who said that government wasn’t rocket science?  Well that might have been fiction, but in fact politicians 

make it more complicated than it needs to be. 

 

Q How do you fire a gun?  A You pull the trigger with your finger.  No, I didn’t find that in a cracker and the 

answer is only partly right.  You fire a gun with your brain.  It is all about what you are thinking and your 

intentions.  In other words Attitude.  Attitude conditions Behaviour.  Behaviour has a Consequence.  This is 

the natural A B C progression. 

 

Governments are always dealing with consequences and sometimes they attempt to deal with behaviour, but 

they neglect to deal with attitude.  They seem to believe that things have just happened and are not a result of 

their actions and policies, and not because the media forms opinion.  If the media could not alter people’s 
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thoughts and desires, then publicity gurus and marketing executives would be out of a job and companies 

would not pay for advertising. 

 

Underpinning the A B C progression is Conscience, which is that natural instinct of what is right or wrong.  

Conscience needs to be informed and that is part of what Resurgence is about. 

 

 

RESURGENCE 
Congregation of People for Solidarity and Conscience for Life 

Registered as a political party with the Electoral Commission – Number RPP5334522 
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------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

 

E-mail:   leader.resurgence@btinternet.com  Phone:   01526 348 555 

 

Post to:  P.K. – S.C.L.  PO BOX 1070 - LINCOLN - LN4 4WE 


