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Unlock the system
I read with interest the June FW article by

Denis MacShane on prisoner access to finan-
cial services. Sadly, his experiences of bank
accounts and insurance are not uncommon.
Opening even a basic bank account provides
access to employment opportunities, as well as
to government benefits and charitable grants.
Yet far too often we hear of people leaving pris-
ons without a bank account, though there are
processes in place to help them – partly set up
by Unlock.. 

With regard to insurance, this affects more
than just people leaving prison. Anybody who
has an unspent criminal conviction (a court
fine is unspent for a year, a 1-year prison sen-
tence is unspent for 5 years) will normally have
to disclose it for home insurance, and often
motor insurers ask too. 

The feeling amongst insurers, so we are
told, is that criminal convictions are ‘relevant to
the risk’. We have never seen any evidence for
this – quite the opposite in-fact. We have
worked hard to develop a wide range of insur-
ance services that can help people with
unspent convictions, and these companies tell
us that people with convictions represent their
best customers. But mainstream insurers con-
tinue to rule out anybody who has unspent
convictions. 

Ultimately, we have to ask ourselves
whether we want people with convictions to be
integrated into our society. If the answer is
‘yes’, we have deal with the obstacles that are in
their way. If we would rather exclude them
and treat them differently, we should not be
too surprised if we struggle to reduce the stub-
bornly high re-offending rates that continue to
plague our failing criminal justice system.  

Christopher Stacey, director (services,
Unlock

Marshvole advances
Pressing buttons on a Barclays ATM, I find
myself offered the services of a digital
eagle. Can Barclays be taking advice from
Professor Keith Marshvole? (My headmaster
always maintained that you could not parody
modern life.)

Christopher Fildes, London

goods, services and capital – are one of the
biggest charters of freedom the world has seen.
I defend EU immigration, both for its eco-
nomic and its cultural benefits. Of course, I do
not pretend everything is good in the EU. But I
set out a realistic agenda for making it more
competitive and less centralised. My motto is
“fix it, don’t nix it”.

I do argue that all alternatives to our mem-
bership are worse. Put simply, we cannot have
full access to the single market without playing
by the rules – and if we quit, we will not even
have a vote on those rules. But it is just false to
say that my “whole case is based on the absurd-
ity that the rest of the EU would not want to
trade with us if we were no longer members”.
It is not that black and white. My point, rather,
is that we would not get as good terms for
accessing the single market if we quit the EU.

Redwood also says I do “not consider the
obvious point that they sell so much more to us
than we sell to them”. He cannot have read the
book carefully. Yes, we have a deficit with the
EU but, as I point out, our “exports to the EU
represent 14 per cent of our GDP. The rest of
the EU’s exports to Britain represent 2.5 per
cent of its GDP”. What this means is that we
are not in a position to play hardball if we do not
like the terms they offer us.

Finally, Redwood criticises me for not
explaining how the UK can be a full member
“once political union is completed for the euro
members”. I do not address this point because
I challenge the lazy premise that political union
is necessary, desirable or likely to happen.

Hugo Dixon,  London

Off the grid
I always enjoy receiving the magazine which
serves to keep me up to date with matters in the
financial world, which I retired from in 2001. I
also look forward to pitting my wits against
those of the crossword compiler. This time,
however, I was forced to admit defeat. I had
worked through many of the clues in my head
without actually trying to write any in before I
realised that the grid was actually the one used
last time. Is this a cunning plan to save you a
bottle of bubbly ?
[Ed note: we’re not that crafty, I’m afraid.
Many apologies for the snarfu.]

D L Riley, ACIB
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Social savvy studies
John Plender recently lamented in the

Financial Times that “the financial system
appears to have become an ethics-free zone”.
One key group of actors has got away
almost scot-free in the post-crisis debate about
this so far: that is, mainstream economics and
finance academics. 

Mainstream economics has an inferiority
complex. It badly wants to be a hard science,
like physics. So for the past two generations its
practitioners have quite consciously excised
ethics from what they write and teach. As one
well-known heretic, Deirdre McCloskey,
wrote in 2011: “The main effect of positive eco-
nomics has been to cut off ethical discussion
before it gets serious. It has made the intellec-
tual grandchildren of Samuelson and
Friedman into social morons...”

Alternatively, listen to someone who could
hardly be a more establishment figure. Luigi
Zingales is a Chicago professor and  president
of the American Finance Association. In 2012,
he wrote an op-ed for Bloomberg called Do
Business Schools Incubate Criminals?: “The
daily scandals that expose corruption and
deception in business are not merely the doing
of isolated crooks. They are the result of an
amoral culture that we – business school pro-
fessors – helped foster. The solution should
start in our classrooms.” He does not mean
more “ethics” classes, by the way. He means
leading professors should set an example.   

Few have had the insight or the courage to
speak out in the way that McCloskey and
Zingales have done and there are no easy solu-
tions because remedies involves reversing the
cultural drift of two generations. But that needs
to happen. Otherwise, there is a real risk that
people with pitchforks will throw out the good
parts of markets along with the bad. 

Peter Morris, London 

Turning the tables
John Redwood’s review of my book, The

In/Out Question: Why Britain should stay in
the EU and fight to make it better, in May’s
FW, misunderstands most of the main points. 

He says the book is “mainly negative”. In
fact, I argue that our EU membership, even as
it stands, is valuable. I explain why the so-called
four freedoms – free movement of people,
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