





Chapter 1:          THE CHARACTER OF NEW LABOUR     





 David Coates











The return of the Labour Party to power on May 1st 1997 will undoubtedly prove to be one of those watershed events regularly cited by subsequent political historians. It seems already destined to be treated as a defining moment in the life of late twentieth century Britain, a moment when one important chapter of recent British political history decisively closed and another equally decisively opened. Certainly the result drew a sharp (and at the time, unexpectedly deep) line in the electoral sand. It sent into opposition a Conservative Party that had hitherto enjoyed almost two decades of unbroken political power, and one which in its Thatcherite heyday only two elections before had seemed to many to be electorally invincible. It brought into power a Labour Party which had hitherto failed to win a general election for over twenty years, and gave that party a parliamentary majority of unprecedented scale. New Labour entered office with a parliamentary majority of 179, and faced a Conservative opposition with fewer seats than that party had known since the 1830s. In terms of seats won  (if not in terms of votes captured), Landslide elections don’t come much bigger than this; and governments rarely enter office with their electoral mandate so clearly endorsed. The purpose of this text is to monitor how true to that endorsement New Labour in office is proving to be. 














THE ARRIVAL OF NEW LABOUR


 


     Among its supporters, desperate for a release from the seemingly endless years of Conservative political ascendancy, New Labour’s electoral victory was widely hailed at the time as being of epochal importance. It was presented both as a clear statement of a nation’s preference for a new direction in politics and as ‘an immense opportunity’ for the incoming Labour Cabinet ‘to redefine the terms of political debate and recapture the language of political exchange’ (Observer 4 May 1997). It was ‘the people’s victory’, Hugo Young euphorically announced in the immediate wake of the election: one in which  the UK electorate, in ‘bringing in the centre-left, despatched the right into outer darkness with a conclusiveness that has never been done to it in time of prosperity and peace’ (Young, 1997:10). ‘Dilute the excitement with whatever doses of scepticism you feel appropriate,’ Andrew Rawnsley wrote, ‘and there is still no question that on Friday morning Britain woke up a different country. It may be a trick of the light but it feels like a younger country’ (Rawnsley, 1997:2).


     Rawnsley’s reference to the UK as a ‘younger country’ was a deliberate invocation of what had become by then a distinctive theme of the Labour Party leadership, one heralded explicitly in the title of Tony Blair’s collection of pre-election speeches: New Britain: My Vision of a Young Country. New Labour coming into power promised to modernise Britain, and to re-energise it (to make the country ‘young’ again). As Harold Wilson had done a generation before, Tony Blair understood his task as party leader as one primarily focused on what George Bush once famously called ‘the vision thing’: on the clarification, that is, of a distinct and alternative vision of Britain’s future to that canvassed by Labour’s political opponents. Harold Wilson had toured the UK in 1964 laying out the various dimensions of Labour’s modernising project (what he termed then its ‘economic purpose, social purpose, world purpose’), promising if elected to:





mobilise the entire nation in the nation’s business…to create a government of the whole people…to replace the closed, exclusive society by an open society in which all have an opportunity to work and serve, in which brains will take precedence over blue-blood, and craftsmanship will be more important than caste. Labour wants to streamline our institutions, modernise methods of government, bring the entire nation into a working partnership with the state (Wilson, 1964:9-10)





 A generation later and in a different idiom, Tony Blair did the same thing; and in pulling together those speeches as part of the pre-election build up, described New Labour’s ambitions for ‘my kind of country’ as resting on: 





four cornerstones…four building blocks of a more secure and successful Britain. First, we want to improve the standards of living of all Britain’s families through an economic strategy based on investment in people, infrastructure and industrial research and development….Second, we want to build a new social order in Britain, a genuine modern civic society for our own time, based on merit, commitment and inclusion…Third, we seek to decentralise and make accountable the institutions of political power in Britain…Finally, the condition of Britain at home is intimately connected to our influence abroad…We should say loud and clear that Britain has a lot to offer, especially in partnership with other countries….These are the building blocks of the young country I want to lead - confident in itself, and confident in its future (Blair, 1996:xii-xiii).





     These four cornerstones constituted a coherent ‘New Labour’ policy package: the first signalling new economic policies, the second a new social agenda, the third a programme of political and constitutional reform, and the fourth a new foreign policy. Both individually and collectively they were presented to the UK electorate in 1997 as qualitatively different from the policies on offer from the then Conservative government, and from policies offered to previous UK electorates by earlier Labour Party leaderships. New Labour presented itself in 1997 as a new ‘third way’ in British politics that was neither Thatcherite nor Old Labour; and in doing so transformed the electoral fortunes of both the political formations from which it chose to distance itself. It sent the Conservative Party, as we have seen, into the political wilderness for at least one election, and maybe more: leaving it with a share of the popular vote (31%) lower than that party had ever fallen to since the modern party system began in 1832. And it pulled Labour back from the electoral depths into which it had slipped by 1983: giving it a share of the popular vote (43.2%) that no Labour Party had obtained since Harold Wilson’s landslide victory of 1966. 





THE CREATION OF NEW LABOUR





     The arrival of New Labour in power was itself the culmination of a long (and at times confrontational and traumatic) process of internal party reform, a process triggered by the scale and character of the 1983 election result. That process of reform went through a number of stages, initiated first by Neil Kinnock and then by John Smith. In particular it involved:





a strengthening of the position of the party leader (initially against an National Executive Committee dominated in the early 1980s by left-wing forces within the party): by the creation in 1983 of a Campaign Strategy Committee answerable to the leader; by the post-1985 re-organisation of party headquarters and expansion in the size and resources of the Leader’s Office; by the re-structuring of NEC policy-making (after 1987 policy emerged from a full Policy Review organised through just 7 NEC committees, each jointly chaired by a shadow cabinet member and a senior NEC figure); and by the establishment after 1988 of a shadow cabinet economic secretariat (from which, by the early 1990s, party economic policy largely derived).





incremental moves away from forms of party government based on affiliated organisations towards direct individual membership participation (around the notion of OMOV - one member one vote. In 1987 candidate selection was re-organised on an electoral college model, with individual members contributing 60 % of the votes cast, and affiliated unions controlling the rest.  In 1993 this residual trade union vote was removed from candidate selection, union block votes at conference were reduced from 90% to 70%, and the rules for leadership selection were amended (to give union members, voting as individuals, one-third of the vote, with MPs, Euro-MPs and constituency party members contributing the rest).





a steady shift of policy commitments away from the 1983 programme: to leave the party by 1992 (as we will see in detail later in this section) no longer opposed to EC membership or to the UK’s retention of nuclear weapons, and no longer committed to the revocation of Conservative policies on industrial ownership and industrial relations reform.


     With Tony Blair as party leader, the pace of internal party reform then intensified. The leadership group around Tony Blair were convinced that the full transformation of the party’s constitution and programme was a vital pre-requisite to the transformation of the party’s electoral performance. Modernisation, in Blairite terms, had to start at home. Party modernisation in the Blair era has so far included the following changes.





the replacement of the old Clause 4 by a new statement of party values and aims (see Box 1)


the creation of a mass membership base for the party, with a target of half a million party members by 2001.


the resetting of decision-making processes within the party. This has involved a reduced reliance on trade unions as sources of party funds (for the first time in 1997, the trade unions became responsible for less than 50% of party funding); the ending of trade union sponsorship of MPs; the making of direct appeals by the party leadership to the membership for policy ratification (on the pre-election Road to the Manifesto document in 1996); the redesign of NEC membership to include a wide range of party ‘stakeholders’; and the resetting of the role of the annual conference. Under proposals placed before the party in 1997 (in the documents Labour into Power and Partnership in Power), future policy will emerge from a two-year rolling programme of policy review organised through committees reporting to a new broadly-based (and regularly re-elected) National Policy Forum of 175 party members, with the annual conference restricted to a bi-annual discussion of the resulting policy outcomes and otherwise encouraged to play a ‘showpiece role’ free of  ‘gladiatorial…and deeply divisive conflicts’.


more generally, the establishment of what Neil Kinnock later described as ‘a huge distance in reality and in public perception’(Kinnock:1997) between itself and ‘Old Labour’ in both its 1983 Bennite and its 1974-9 Wilson/Callaghan manifestations.





Insert Box1.1 close to here





     Central to the establishment of this ‘huge distance in reality and in public perception’ has been the adoption by the Labour Party under Tony Blair’s leadership of the term New Labour and the associated rhetoric of modernisation and change. The term ‘new’ appeared no less than 107 times in the Road to the Manifesto document; and was equally present in major Blair speeches throughout the pre-election period. It was used, for example, 37 times in the Blair address to the 1995 party conference! (Harrison, 1996:2) Such usage was not accidental. The new Labour leadership were very conscious, as Tony Wright MP later put it, that ‘a lot of people [had] simply walked away from the Labour Party’ in the 1980s, ‘walked away emotionally from it, and something had to be done about that’ (Wright, 1997b). New Labour became convinced that the electorate were sending it a strong set of messages to which the party had to respond if it was ever to regain office.





There was an assortment of messages….That a party agenda that seemed to revolve only around more state control and higher taxes was out of tune with the times. That it was not enough to be a caring party if the caring could not be paid for or priorities clearly established. That a party that seemed to be the prisoner of outside interests could not pursue the public interest. That a party that represented producer interests could not properly represent consumer interests, not least in the public sector. That a party that seemed more interested in defending yesterday’s economy than in creating the conditions for tomorrow’s was on the wrong track. That a party whose instincts on so many fronts appeared defensive and conservative was unlikely to be a source of radical ideas. That a party that seemed to be on an ideological trip from somewhere in the past…was increasingly irrelevant to a changed world.’ (Wright, 1997a:23-4)





     In relation to the economy, New Labour has positioned the party well to the right of its policy stance in 1983. The 1983 Labour Party presented itself to the UK electorate as a party of state ownership and control. It was committed to the creation of a five year national plan to be negotiated primarily with the trade unions, to the re-nationalisation of all firms and industries privatised by the Conservatives, and to the withdrawal of the UK economy from the EC. It was also committed to exchange controls and to the use of selective import quotas. New Labour, of course, is not. Far from seeking to control private industry and regulate market forces, New Labour is committed to the creation of  ‘a new partnership between government and industry, workers and managers - not to abolish the market but to make it dynamic and work in the public interest, so that it provides opportunities for all’ (Blair, 1996:32). And far from actively seeking what the 1983 manifesto called ‘a partnership with the trade unions’. New Labour has actively distanced itself from any special relationship with them. New Labour is not anti-union in a Thatcherite sense. Tony Blair certainly made clear to the 1997 TUC that his government wants to work with trade unions in the pursuit of industrial competitiveness. But New Labour will not reverse the Conservative industrial relations legislation or abandon its pursuit of labour market flexibility. There is to be no going back ‘to the days of industrial warfare, strikes without ballots, mass and flying pickets, secondary action and the rest’. New Labour, the Prime Minister told his union audience, ‘will keep the flexibility of the present labour market. It may make some shiver, but I tell you in the end it’s warmer in the real world’ (Blair, 1997c:8) - a message far removed from Labour’s 1983 endorsement of trade unions as standing ‘at the heart of our programme’.


     The 1983 Party was also heavily committed to the redistribution of wealth and power, and to the provision of an extensive and largely unreformed set of welfare services. New Labour is committed to neither of these things (except in so far as its ‘welfare-to-work’ proposals were seen as inherently redistributive). In 1983 the party proposed to increase public spending (and to borrow extensively to finance this spending), to tax the rich, to raise child benefit, to tie pensions to inflation/average earnings (whichever was rising faster), to phase out health charges and extend the range of disability benefits. New Labour, on the other hand, has sought to ‘put the final nail in the coffin of the old tax and spend agenda’ (Blair, quoted in The Guardian 4 April 1997:13) It has adopted the spending ceilings of its Conservative predecessor. It has refused to increase income tax for the duration of its first parliament; and it has set about a major review/reform of the entire welfare and benefit system. New Labour has its own ambitious welfare programme; but it is also of the view that ‘we have reached the limits of the public’s willingness simply to fund an unreformed welfare system through ever higher taxes and spending’ (Blair, quoted in The Guardian 14 May 1997:1) and New Labour in power is committed to a new deal for the unemployed that will move them from welfare to work, and to a major overhaul of the modes of provision of both health care and high educational standards.


     The 1983 Party had been opposed both to membership of what was then the EEC and to the UK’s retention of nuclear weapons. Its election manifesto had committed the next Labour Government to the full repeal of the 1972 European Communities Act and to the establishment of a non-nuclear defence policy for the UK. No such commitments informed the election manifesto of 1997. On the contrary, New Labour went to the country promising constructive leadership within the European Union and a strong defence stance within NATO. Against the Conservative Party’s increasingly strident opposition to greater European integration, New Labour made clear in 1997 its commitment to the rapid completion of the single market and to acceptance of the Social Chapter, while indicating its continued opposition to the idea of a European federal super-state and its caution in relation to immediate European monetary union. And while the 1997 manifesto was as keen as the 1983 manifesto  had been on international negotiations to reduce nuclear stock piles, it simply declined to follow the 1983 initiative of unilaterally cancelling the Trident programme. Instead it offered a strategic defence and security review (which would allow British nuclear weapons to be included in any multilateral arms reduction talks), the banning of production and trade in anti-personnel mines, and a foreign policy in which human rights, environmental concerns and the combating of global poverty, would all move up the policy agenda.


      In breaking so distinctly with the left face of Old Labour, New Labour has not chosen, however, to realign its policies with Old Labour’s more moderate faces either. On the contrary, New Labour has been keen to put a distance between its policy stance and the main economic policies of previous Labour governments. Those governments, and particularly the 1974-79 governments, were ultimately corporatist in thought and intention. New Labour is not. The Wilson and Callaghan governments were committed to the building of a strong national manufacturing base via extensive state involvement in industry. New Labour is not. There is to ‘be no going back to nationalisation or to corporatist management of the economy in which the state created industrial strategies designed to “pick winners” ‘, and no return to ‘tripartite institutions or beer and sandwiches at No.10” (Blair, quoted in The Guardian 8 April 1997:1).  For New Labour is a keen exponent of the thesis of  globalisation, and of the need for investment in human capital as the key to economic competitiveness. It sees itself - in economic terms -as pursuing a middle way between the statism of Old Labour and the unbridled individualism of its Thatcherite alternative - a ‘third way’ as Tony Blair likes to describe it -  and the intellectual gurus of New Labour are prone to present this ‘third way’ as new and uncharted territory. Tony Wright again:





in the past the Left believed that its job was broadly to embrace the state and to attack markets, and the Right on the whole believed it was its job to embrace markets and attack the state. I think we’ve reached a politics which understands the limitations of both those analyses, hat it’s possible to see what the state might do and possible to see what the market might do. That’s where politics is at now, trying to find a way in which states and markets can be constructed for the public good. But that’s very different from the old way we used to talk about the mixed economy…which simply said there shall be a market economy and there shall be a state sector, and there shall be co-habitation between the two (Wright, 1997b).





     In its economic and social policies, as well as in its European and international ones, New Labour sees itself as a major reforming force on the UK Centre-Left: one that is still firmly rooted in the values of the Labour tradition, but one whose re-renewed radicalism comes from its willingness to forge new modes of delivering those values, modes appropriate to the realities of the modern age.  ‘I challenge anyone to deny that this is a radical programme’, Tony Blair announced when launching the Party’s 1997 election manifesto, but ‘it is a radicalism of the centre - one entirely in tune with the needs and aspirations of the British people’. The emphasis placed by the leadership of New Labour on the underlying continuities of its policy proposals is a strong one. As Tony Blair put it when steering the reform of Clause 4 through an initially sceptical party conference: ‘our values do not change. Our commitment to a different society stands intact. But the ways of achieving that vision must change. The programme we are in the process of constructing entirely reflects our values. Its objectives would be instantly recognisable to our founders’ (Blair, 1996:18).  But the claim for radicalism and novelty is equally strong. For New Labour sees itself as possessing an unprecedented sensitivity (as far as past Labour parties go) on the need to prioritise the building of strong communities, conventional families and a widespread respect for law and order. It talks a language of stakeholding, duty and responsibility in ways that previous Labour governments did not: and is in consequence drawn towards active policies on youth crime, school truancy, even inadequate parenting which were missing from the policy portfolios of earlier Labour administrations. It also possesses an unprecedented scale of commitment (as far as past Labour governments go) to a major package of constitutional reforms: not just to the reform of the House of Lords and to Scottish and Welsh devolution (as was the Labour Party in the 1970s) but also to a Freedom of Information Act, the incorporation into UK law of the European Convention on Human Rights, and to the possibility of major changes to the rules governing the electoral system.


      It is not that New Labour created these commitments afresh in the three years of Blair leadership: but rather that New Labour inherited a momentum in policy formation under all these headings, and was prepared both to accelerate that momentum and to consolidate its outcomes into what it now sees as a great reform package. The incremental movement of party position over time is clear, for example, in the key area of industrial policy: where stealthily and by stages the 1983 position (of re-nationalising all firms privatised by the Conservatives) gave way to merely the social ownership of stakes in privatised companies (the 1987 position), to the stronger regulation of privatised utilities (in 1992) and to the advocacy of joint public-private partnerships (in 1997). Similar patterns of change are discernible across the whole sweep of party policy; and can be tabulated as follows.





Insert here Table 1.1





THE PROMISE OF NEW LABOUR





     So against what set of general commitments and specific promises did New Labour by 1997 ask that its performance be judged? 


      The general commitments against which its performance in government can legitimately be set emerged steadily from New Labour figures in the run up to the 1997 election. Indeed some of New Labour’s more general ambitions were foreshadowed earlier still. Tony Blair, for example, long before there was any question of him leading the Labour Party and in the context of a wide-ranging interview with Marxism Today, had already ‘sketched out the headings of a new policy agenda…fundamentally different from the issues that dominated debate in the past’ (Blair, 1991:33). That interview would, of course,  now constitute only a forgotten moment in the history of Labour Party modernisation but for Blair’s later elevation to party leadership; but in the light of that subsequent history, it does offer an intriguing insight into the continuities of thought (and policy concerns) of what we now treat as the New Labour project. Asked for his new agenda, Blair in 1991 foreshadowed his later ‘ 4 cornerstones’ in the following manner.





A modern society requires a modern constitution….There is a clear case for a written constitution, including the guarantee of certain inalienable civil liberties. Decision-making should be devolved as far as is practical from the centre and as close to the impact of the decision as is sensible….Constitutional reform can no longer be treated as peripheral. If it is right that we need a modern view of society and its relationship with the individual, then the constitutional question becomes central.


In economic policy…we need to develop a new economics of the public interest, which recognises that a thriving competitive market is essential for individual choice…but without seeing it as an ideology in itself which we must obey even if it conflicts with the objectives we as a community have identified as part of the public interest…The government should play a full and active part assisting industry to grow and modernise…[in] a partnership between the public and private sector….There is a real case for investment in training, not just for economic success, but to allow each individual the opportunity to develop his or her talents to the full and thus have much greater power over their own future.


The crusade against poverty is not simply one of compassion for the poor…of even of some loose notion of a safety net for the most disadvantaged….The existence of an underclass of deprived and poor, with vast disparities of wealth existing between rich and poor, is seen not just as morally wrong but as an obstacle to the creation of the social cohesion necessary for society to function effectively.


A new settlement between individual and society must recognise, more than ever before, that it is a settlement not just within our own nation but with Europe and the wider world….If Britain was confident in itself, in its modern identity as a European nation, it would be supporting the movement towards a single currency and closer European integration, but focusing the debate where it should be - on the measures that must accompany monetary union to make it work, and up-dating radically the institutions of the European Community to insist that, as its power increases, so must its democratic accountability (Blair, 1991: 33-4)





     These characteristically Blairite concerns and formulations then resurfaced in the Labour Party leadership election campaign in 1994, where they were presented in the Tony Blair’s personal manifesto, Change and National Renewal, as giving ‘modern voice to Labour’s values’ (The Guardian, 24 June 1994:8)). In that campaign, Tony Blair linked arguments about economic policy to arguments about community, and linked arguments on rights with arguments about duties and responsibilities, in a way that would later becoming defining of the core of New Labour’s project. ‘Over the last few years’ he announced in the first speech of his leadership campaign,





there has developed a keen belief that we have lost our sense of purpose and direction as a country. One reason surely is that we have lost our identity as a country. The growth of social division, inequality and the disintegration of the family and the community have torn us apart. The task of the Left is not to replace the Tories’ crude individualism with old notions of an overbearing paternalistic state. The task is rather one of national renewal, rebuilding a strong civic society and basing it on a modern notion of citizenship, where rights and duties go hand in hand, where the purpose of social action is to develop individual potential, not subjugate it. We have to counter the belief that action by society to improve social conditions and notions of personal responsibility are incompatible (cited in The Guardian, 25 May 1994:2)





     By the time of the 1997 election campaign, there is a discernible coherence to much of what New Labour was by then promising, a coherence rooted in a distinctive understanding of how modern nations work. They work - or rather they work well - according to New Labour if they are based on a dynamic economy and a developed civic society. They work badly if economic dynamism is blocked and social cohesion is undermined. A dynamic economy requires the encouragement of enterprise, the development of skills, and an active partnership between business, workers and government. A strong civic society requires stable families, strong communities, and well-resourced public services. It also requires a widespread respect for law and order. In a New Labour understanding of the world, economic dynamism is a casualty of over-regulated product and labour markets, and inadequate systems of education and training; and social cohesion is a casualty of persistent poverty, social exclusion and widespread criminality. For New Labour, economic dynamism and social cohesion go together. Each is enhanced by policies which recognise that ‘the role of government has changed: today it is to give people the education, skills, technical know-how to let their own enterprise and talent flourish in the new market place’ (Blair, 1997b). As Gordon Brown told Roy Hattersley, ‘today, in an economy where skills are the essential means of production, the denial of opportunity has become an unacceptable inefficiency, a barrier to prosperity” and “the long-term root cause of poverty’ (Brown, 1997:9). In such a world, equality of outcome is less important than equality of opportunity, and New Labour can best help the poor by combining a commitment to strong public services with one to maximise opportunity by tackling ‘at source the denial of work to millions of people’.





That is why by far the biggest new expenditure commitment by the Government is our welfare-to-work programme - the largest employment programme for decades. At the heart of the programme is a commitment to equality of opportunity - helping those out of work to realise their potential through fulfilling employment….We will not succeed by repeating old solutions that fail to address the problems of the 1990s and simply try and compensate people for poverty. Roy Hattersley says Britain needs a party which speaks up for the poor and for greater equality. Britain has such a party. It is in government, and it has begun systematically to meet the challenge of reuniting a divided society. (Brown, 1997:9)





     Of course, by the time that Tony Blair and Gordon Brown were delivering these statements of New Labour’s underlying analysis of modern capitalism, the General Election had already been won: on a manifesto which had begun life (in 1996) with a statement of 5 early pledges made in the policy statement New Labour, New Life for Britain. These are listed below.





Insert here Box 1.2





Those 5 were then expanded, in the full manifesto, into Labour’s 10 point ‘contract with the people’. The 10 pledges were as follows





Insert here Box 1.3





Each of the ten was then accompanied, in the full manifesto, with a linked series of more detailed policy commitments. 





Insert here Box 1.4





     Labour went to the country in 1997 claiming that in government it would tell the truth, make tough choices, insist that the public sector live within its means, take on bested interests, resist unreasonable demands, and give a moral lead in those areas where government had responsibilities it should not avoid (Labour Party, 1997). It went to the country too asking to be judged against what Tony Blair called the ‘traditional aims of the Labour Party - namely extending opportunity, social justice, progress, a sense of community rebuilt’ (Blair, 1997a).  The task of the chapters that follow is to assist you to decide if - when set against its election manifesto commitments and its own declared criteria of performance, New Labour in power is actually delivering on its central promises. It is also to enable you to judge the degree to which - in responding to issues which the manifesto did not/could not anticipate - the policy trajectory of New Labour remains consistent with the values and policy-lines on which the Party fought and won its 1997 landslide. 
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BOX 1.1


The original Clause 4 (1918)





To secure for the workers by hand or by brain the full fruits of their industry and the most equitable distribution thereof that may be possible, upon the basis of the common ownership of the means of production, distribution, and exchange, and the best obtainable system of popular administration and control of each industry and service.








The new Clause 4 (1995)





The Labour Party is a democratic socialist party. It believes that by the strength of our common endeavour, we achieve more than we achieve alone so as to create for each of us the means to realise our full potential  and for all of us a community in which power, wealth and opportunity are in the hands of the many not the few, where the rights we enjoy  reflect the duties we owe, and where we live together, freely, in a spirit of solidarity, tolerance and respect.


To these ends we work for: 


a dynamic economy, serving the public interest, in which the enterprise of the market and the rigour of competition are joined with the forces of partnership and co-operation to produce the wealth the nation needs and the opportunity for all to work and prosper, with a thriving private sector and high quality public services, where those undertakings essential to the common good are either owned by the public or accountable to them;


a just society, which judges its strength by the condition of the weak as much as the strong, provides security against fear, and justice at work; which nurtures families, promotes equality of opportunity and delivers people from the tyranny of poverty, prejudice and the abuse of power;


an open democracy, in which government is held to account by the people; decisions are taken as far as is practicable by the communities they affect; and where fundamental human rights are guaranteed;


a healthy environment, which we protect, enhance, and hold in trust for future generations.


Labour is committed to the defence and security of the British people, and to co-operating in European institutions, the United Nations, the Commonwealth and other international bodies to secure peace, freedom, democracy, economic security and environmental protection for all.


Labour will work in pursuit of these aims with trade unions, co-operative societies and other affiliated organisations, and also with voluntary organisations, consumer groups and other representative bodies.


On the basis of these principles, Labour seeks the trust of the people to govern.�
�


















BOX 1. 2


cut class sizes to 30 or under for 5,6 and 7 year-olds, by using money from the assisted places scheme


fast-track punishment for persistent young offenders, by halving the time from arrest to sentencing


cut NHS waiting lists by treating an extra 100,000 patients as a first step by releasing £100 million saved from NHS red tape


get 250,000 under-25s off benefit and into work by using money from a windfall levy on the privatised utilities


set tough rules for government spending and borrowing; ensure low inflation; strengthen the economy so that interest rates are as low as possible









































BOX 1.3





Education will be our number one priority, and we will increase the share of national income spent on education as we decrease it on the bills of economic and social failure.


There will no increase in the basic or top rates of income tax.


We will provide stable economic growth with low inflation, and promote dynamic and competitive business and industry at home and abroad.


We will get 250,000 young unemployed off benefit and into work.


We will rebuild the HNS, reducing spending on administration and increasing spending on patient care.


We will be tough on crime and tough on the causes of crime, and halve the time it takes persistent juvenile offenders to come to court


We will build strong families and strong communities, and lay the foundations of a modern welfare state in pensions and community care.


We will safeguard our environment, and develop an integrated transport policy to fight congestion and pollution.


We will clean up politics, decentralise political power throughout the United Kingdom and put the funding of political parties on a proper and accountable basis


We will give Britain the leadership in Europe which Britain and Europe need.














BOX 1.4





Education�
cut class sizes to 30 or under for 5,6 and 7 year-olds


Nursery places for all four year olds


Attack low standards in schools


Access to computer technology


Lifelong learning through a new University for Industry


More spending on education as the cost of unemployment falls�
�
Personal Prosperity�
Economic stability to promote investment


Tough inflation target, mortgage rates as low as possible


Stick for two years within existing spending limits


Five-year pledge: no increase in income tax rates


Long-term objective of ten pence starting rate of income tax


Early budget to get people off welfare and into work�
�
Business�
Backing business: skills, infrastructure, new markets


Gains for consumers with tough competition laws


New measures to help small business


National minimum wage to tackle low pay


Boost local economic growth with Regional Development Agencies


A strong and effective voice in Europe�
�
Welfare-to-work�
Stop the growth of an ‘underclass’ in Britain


250,000 young unemployed off benefit and into work


Tax cuts for employers who create new jobs for the long-term unemployed


Effective help for lone parents�
�
Health�
100,000 people off waiting lists


End the Tory internal market


End waiting for cancer surgery


Tough quality targets for hospitals


Independent food standards agency


New public health drive


Raise spending in real terms each year - and spend the money on patients not bureauctacy�
�
Crime�
Fast track punishment for persistent young offenders


Reform Crown Prosecution Service to convict more criminals


Police on the beat not pushing paper


Crackdown on petty crimes and neighbourhood disorder


Fresh parliamentary vote to ban all handguns�
�
Family Life�
Help parents balance work and family


Security in housing and help for homeowners


Tackle homelessness using receipts from council house sales


Dignity and security in retirement


Protect the basic state pension and support secure second pensions�
�
Quality of Life�
Every government department to be a ‘green’ department


Efficient and clean transport for all


New arts and science talent fund for young people


Reform the lottery


Improve life in rural areas


Back the World Cup bid�
�
Politics and the Constitution�
End the hereditary principle in the House of Lords


Reform of party funding to end sleaze


Devolved power in Scotland and Wales


Elected mayors for London and other cities


More independent and accountable local government


Freedom of information and guaranteed human rights�
�
Foreign policy�
Referendum on a single currency


Lead reform of the EU


Retain Trident: strong defence through NATO


A reformed United Nations


Helping to tackle global poverty�
�



















































