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We hope this will be the last Party
Conference before the election of a
Conservative Government.

Thanks to David Cameron's transformational
leadership, a sense of change is in the air.
Dare we really hope this time? We are all
looking forward with a sense of excited
expectation, not complacency. We think
increasingly about the future change that an
election could bring. And so, in this issue,
members of the Shadow Cabinet,
Parliamentarians, commentators and
candidates write about their hopes for the
years to come.

The greatest change is likely to be seen in
our MPs. A Conservative Government would
see newly elected MPs make up over half
the Parliamentary Party. It would be an
infusion of new blood not seen since the
1950s. What will they be like? Will they just
be nodding donkeys? Will they make a
difference? In focusing on the potential
"Class of 2010" this issue of Forward
Magazine seeks to shed some light on what
we might expect.

We chose a broad cross section of
Parliamentary candidates to put forward
their hopes and ideas for the future.
Candidates standing in all sorts of seats.
There is lots of energy and enthusiasm. Yet
there is substance and serious expertise as
well. An intake of which I would be proud
to be part - fingers crossed!

What contribution might we expect from the
2010 generation? This is the generation of
"Thatcher's children" now come of age and
ready to serve. People who grew up
inspired by her ideas, strength of leadership
and the way she turned our country around.
Given where Britain finds herself today
tough decisions and strong Government are
once again needed to turn things around.
To make our nation great and strong again.

The Thatcher years provide an
encouragement that we can make the
change. That we can break out into the
Sunlit Uplands once more. We can clean the
rust from Britannia’s sword, set straight her
helm and stop up the holes in her shield.

Yet Conservative Parliamentary candidates
are very grounded in the Britain of the
present. For them it is not about putting old
wine into new bottles.

There is a more fundamental difference.
The 2010 generation are local champions,
world citizens volunteering overseas,
engaging in social action projects to make
a "real life" difference. For them there is a
difference between politics and public
service. A generation steeped in the internet
revolution, seizing the opportunities for
greater community engagement, trusting
folk more.

They think deeply about a greater future -
leading to a real focus on schools, skills and
family life. They want to see less
government and more power to the people
in ways that weren’t really possible in past
times. They would ward off the heavy hand
of command and control, with localism and
decentralisation. By trusting people, they
seek to earn trust in return.

A strong strand of compassion lies at the heart
of the modern party. Concern for the family,
for the best of starts for our young people, for
the elderly to retire with dignity. There is an
abiding desire to touch with success the lives
of the least well off. To unlock the potential of
lives blighted by welfare.

The 2010 generation stands as a sort of
summation of the Cameron achievement.
To take the best parts of the 1980s -
“Rebuilding our broken economy”. The best
parts of more traditional one nation
Conservatism - "Mending our broken
society”. And the best parts of public service
Toryism - "Fixing our broken politics”. Yet to
create something altogether unique,
distinctive and progressive for our times. A
Conservatism that is relevant and has
answers for today's Britain.

A Conservatism that really could make you
proud that in 2010 you worked so hard to
get change. !
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Welcome to the conference edition of
Forward. It is a great honour for me
to become Chairman of Chairman of
Conservative Way Forward.

I would like to pay tribute to my
predecessor Chris Chope MP who
worked tirelessly to promote and
strengthen our great organisation.

As we gather for conference in the
thirtieth anniversary year of our
President's historic victory in 1979, we
once more face the challenge of making
the case for more effective, more
efficient and less intrusive government.

Lady Thatcher herself said of that great
victory: "Some elections are not just part
of history - they make history."

The values and principles that underpinned
that inspiring period are those that CWF
exists to promote. Those values are at the
core of our Party and are why David
Cameron has described CWF as "the largest
and most effective pressure group within
the Conservative Party today."

You will see from this exciting edition of
Forward that there is a new generation
coming through ready to offer solutions,
based on enduring values, to the problems
Britain faces today, as Lady Thatcher's team
did thirty years ago.

At this time, I want to invite all members
of our party who share our values to come
and join us in Conservative Way Forward. I
will shortly be releasing a document on the
way forward for our organisation based on
a survey of our current members and
seeking to actively involve all who wish to
support us. Please be one of them.

The party gathers in Manchester at a very
exciting time politically. We could be a few
months away from a General Election and
the very real prospect for the first time in
many years of a Conservative government.

We must do everything possible to
ensure this becomes a reality. I look
forward to meeting you and to
welcoming new members to our vibrant
and growing organisation.

Enjoy the conference if you've made it to
Manchester. !

Don Porter CBE is Honorary Chairman
of Conservative Way Forward

As another Party Conference season
gets under way, Britain continues to
face major economic challenges.

Although there are some welcome signs
that the recession may be easing, our
public finances remain in a parlous state,
with borrowing at record levels and
Britain saddled with the biggest budget
deficit in the G20.

The disastrous effects of Gordon Brown's
economic and fiscal mismanagement
over the past twelve years are clear for
all to see. And, with polling day fast
approaching, voters are rightly
questioning what Britain's perilous fiscal
position means for the future of our front
line public services.

They are right to do so: the recession may
be coming to an end, but the challenge
of the fiscal crisis is just beginning. Even
after economic growth has resumed, we
will still be left with a huge structural
problem in our public finances.

Any major increase in taxes risks doing
significant damage to Britain's international
competitiveness at a time when our tax rates
are already amongst the highest in Europe.

That is why David Cameron and George
Osborne have made clear that, although
future tax rises cannot be ruled out, the
brunt of the burden of fiscal adjustment
will need to be borne by public spending.
And Conservatives were the first to
recognise the depth of the problem and
the need for cuts.

Now that the Prime Minister has finally
been dragged into acknowledging reality,
this should be the moment to begin a
proper debate about how we deliver the
quality of frontline public services that the
electorate has the right to expect, while at
the same time cutting the cost of public
service delivery in response to the fiscal
crisis Britain faces.

In other words, we need a proper debate
about how to deliver more with less.

For even after the current recession has
passed, the fundamental supply side
weaknesses facing the British economy
will still be with us. Public service
delivery reform will be crucial to
addressing the overall productivity gap
with our competitors, which in turn is
critical to Britain's long-term economic
growth prospects.

But Gordon Brown's Labour Party prefers
to continue ducking this crucial issue. For
a decade or more, Labour has defined its
public service agenda by reference to
inputs, rather than outcomes, seeing
public spending as an end in itself while

remaining oblivious to the widening gap
between private and public sector
productivity growth. This has led to the
proliferation of a bizarre political rhetoric
which necessarily leads to the absurd
conclusion that a more costly public
service is better than a lower cost public
service delivering an identical outcome.

And despite Gordon Brown's grudging
admission of the need for spending cuts,
after months of attempting to mislead
the British people that they were not
necessary, it is clear he has neither the
understanding nor the inclination to grasp
the nettle of meaningful public service
reform. He and his Party remain mired as
they are in centralised targets and top-
down bureaucracy and in hock to the
public sector trade unions.

Conservatives, meanwhile, recognise the
importance of reform. And we have set
out an alternative vision for far-reaching
transformation of our public services that
will not only see them through this age
of austerity, but also ensure their

sustainability for future generations to
enjoy. Unlike Labour, our vision is based
on a bottom-up approach, embedding a
change of culture that encourages
genuine innovation at every level-
Ministerial, central civil service, local
Government, and front-line public service
delivery organisations.

Of course, the scale of Britain's current
fiscal predicament means that all major
central Government programmes and
procurements will need to be reviewed
to ensure that they represent value for
money for taxpayers and remain
affordable in the current circumstances.
Some that provide no social or economic
benefit to the public, such as the ID cards
project or the ContactPoint database, will
be scrapped, full stop. Others, which are
valuable, may nonetheless have to be
trimmed, delayed, or even abandoned as
unaffordable. That is the reality of the
situation we are in.

We recognise, however, that short-term
cost-cutting will not be enough. We will
also need to instil a completely new
culture in Whitehall - one that is geared
towards generating long-term value for

PUBLIC SERVICE DELIVERY IN
THE RECOVERY AND BEYOND Philip Hammond MP
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MOVING FORWARD Don Porter CBE

Commentator Matthew Parris locks swords
at a Forthright debate

Our hard-hitting campaign to equip our armed
forces properly

Our Summer Reception is always a must for
young Tories

CWF Members share a laugh over a drink
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Learning to add up in the Age of Austerity



There has been a lot of discussion
recently about what kind of military
the United Kingdom requires for the
21st Century.

To be fair, this is a valid question - mainly
because the Labour Government has
failed to conduct a Strategic Defence
Review since 1998. Consequently, there
has been no formal assessment of what
the threats are to the UK, where our
national interests are in the world,
or how to best equip and configure our
military to address these matters.

One of the first acts of a future
Conservative Government will be to carry
out a wide ranging and detailed Strategic
Defence Review (SDR) to answer these
questions. The purpose of the SDR will
be to define what Britain’s strategic
interests are and where they exist at
home and abroad. Unless you have clear
foreign policy objectives you cannot have
a proper defence strategy.

This will allow us to then assess the
strategic environment and the threats
posed to our interests within reasonably
predictable limits. It will then determine
the capabilities we need to protect those
interests. Only then will we be able to
look at specific programmes and the
shape of our Armed Forces to see if they
can deliver the capabilities we need. Of
course, the main challenge here is
between equipping our forces to succeed
in our current conflicts and prepare for any
future contingencies as I have discussed.

Finally we will have to determine the
affordability of the designated equipment
programmes and whether they offer
value for money. And believe me, in the
new age of austerity all defence
programmes will need to demonstrate
their value for money before we start
spending taxpayer’s money.

An SDR will serve as the primary means for
the Ministry of Defence, and other
government departments, to assess the
global and strategic threats to the United
Kingdom and how our response to these
threats will be translated into potential new
policies, capabilities and force structure.

The fact that the last SDR was in 1998 is
completely unacceptable.

This is why, on top of immediately
conducting an SDR, the Conservative
Party has pledged to hold regular defence
reviews every 4-5 years. If necessary we
will put this requirement into legislation.
This will allow our Armed Forces to
respond to new threats as they emerge
and will also give the defence industry
the predictability they require.

We also need regular defence reviews
because we live in a world that IS
becoming more complex. Globalisation
means that Britain’s economic and
security interests are increasingly
interlinked to others with an unavoidable
shared set of interests and the
unavoidable importation of strategic risk.

As recent events have shown with the
economic crisis, instability in one corner
of the globe can quickly affect everyone.
This interdependence must have major
implications on how we organise our
national (and international) security
structures and identify our threats. It goes
without saying that the challenges this
presents to our Armed Forces are
numerous and complex.

The 21st Century strategic environment
demands that Western militaries are able
to simultaneously conduct war fighting,
peacekeeping and humanitarian
operations. Furthermore, it requires Western
Governments to supplement these military
operations through an array of soft power
tools, such as international aid, diplomacy,
and the spread of information and ideas.

But organising our Armed Forces to
combat the current insurgency in
Afghanistan, coupled with a defence
budget with a black hole of £35bn, offers

a temptation to lose sight of future
conflicts for the sake of the ones we are
fighting today. This has led many to
believe that we have to choose between
fighting “the war” or “a war” - but this is
a false dichotomy.

Although state-on-state warfare is still a
possibility, it is unlikely to take the same

linear, symmetric, and conventional form
as state-on-state warfare did in the 20th
century. Rather, it is likely that many of
our potential adversaries, knowing that
they cannot match our technology,
resources or conventional firepower, will
resort to strategic and tactical asymmetric
measures in an attempt to defeat us.
Attempts to disrupt our social and
economic well being through international
terrorism, cyber attack or threats to our
energy security can be anticipated.

The changing scope and nature of these
threats has implications for our
procurement plans. We need to focus more
on capability and less on specific
equipment. Some programmes we already
have will contribute to the flexibility we
will need in a range of challenges.

Saying that we can only focus on “the
war” at the expense of “a war” is not good
enough for the British people and would
be an easy way out for any government
who’s first and foremost responsibility is
the defence of the realm. !

Dr Liam Fox MP is Shadow Secretary of
State for Defence and Member of
Parliament for Woodspring

THE MAGAZINE OF CONSERVATIVE WAY FORWARD

THE FUTURE OF DEFENCE - CONFERENCE 2009 - FORWARD

7

taxpayers' money, not just making one-
off efficiency savings; one that focuses on
the unit cost of delivering outcomes we
want to achieve; that incentivises and
enables innovation to deliver more with
the resources available.

We have already set out in detail how
we will drive this agenda by embedding
a financial performance management
culture in the civil service, by re-
defining the role of the Finance Director
as the second most important in a
Department, and by restoring the
Treasury to its traditional role as a
guardian of taxpayer value and driver of
financial discipline. And we have also
set out plans for an independent Office
of Financial Management to provide
leadership in financial management
across Government.

Greater transparency and openness in
public expenditure will also be powerful
tools in the fight against waste and in
ending the unaccountable spendaholic
culture that has been allowed to flourish
under Labour. That is why David Cameron
has pledged that all items of public
expenditure over £25,000 will be
published on-line, placing a clear
imperative on politicians and civil servants
to ensure that only projects that can be
justified to the public will go ahead.

But if we are to achieve genuinely better
and more productive public services, we
need also to re-think the relationship
between central government and local
government. Instead of endless top-
down targets, ring-fenced funding, audits
and monitoring imposed by the costly
central bureaucracy, we must give
councils more power and more
responsibility to unleash their innovative

potential, balanced by greater
accountability to their electorates for their
actions. In other words, replacing
bureaucratic accountability with
democratic accountability.

Many Conservative councils are already
giving a strong lead in how to deliver
more with less. George Osborne, Caroline
Spelman and I recently held a seminar
where we heard how our colleagues in
local government are embarking on
innovative initiatives such as sharing staff
and services across councils, pioneering
new approaches to information and
transparency and improving the quality
of services whilst saving money for
council tax payers.

A Conservative Government will ensure
that Conservative Whitehall follows the
example set by these pioneering
Conservative town halls.

Major changes will also be needed in
frontline public service delivery. We must
undo the years of damage and declining
public service productivity under Labour,
caused by automatic budget increases
with no effective reform.

Our vision is a future where innovation is
driven by front-line providers in the
public, private and voluntary sectors,
using new freedoms to explore different
approaches so that consumers and
commissioners of public services have
real choice, and best practice delivery
models can evolve.

In education, that means ending the state
monopoly and allowing publicly funded
schools to be set up by a wide range of
independent organisations; in welfare, it
means using payment by results contracts
to harness the capability of the private

and voluntary sectors to deliver effective
welfare to work programmes; in prisons
and probation, it means empowering
local managers to commission a
rehabilitation revolution, with success
being judged by levels of recidivism.

The next few years will undoubtedly
bring huge challenges both for politicians
and public services professionals. But we
must not be daunted by them. For this
period of fiscal constraint will also bring
great opportunities. Public service reform
is no longer an optional extra, but an
economic necessity. And if we get it right,
there will no longer be any need to
choose between saving our economy
and saving our public services. The
challenge ahead is vast, but the prize of
success - sustainable, affordable, high-
quality public services that will be
available for future generations to enjoy-
is great. We owe it to them to seize the
moment and rise to that challenge. !

Philip Hammond MP is Shadow Chief
Secretary to the Treasury and Member of
Parliament for Runnymede & Weybridge
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If David Cameron forms a government
after the general election we expect to
take place next year, one thing is
certain: he will be leading a
parliamentary party which is very
different from that which he has led
for the last four years.

The enormous scale of change affecting
the make-up of the Tory benches should
not be underestimated: the next election
is going to be a seismic moment in
modern Conservative Party history in terms
of radically overhauling the composition of
the parliamentary party.

In order to attain just a majority of one in
the Commons, 116 seats have to be
gained by the party, which accounts for
116 new Members of Parliament; but then
there is the clutch of notionally Tory-held
seats which has been created by the
Boundary Commission; and that’s before
you get into the realms of the new
candidates coming in to replace retiring
Conservative MPs.

At the time of writing, fifteen departing
MPs have seen a new candidate selected
in their place - but in the wake of
“Expenses-gate” and with a steady trickle
of others announcing their intention to
leave the Commons, there remain another
fifteen vacancies where a new candidate is
yet to be selected, with more expected to
follow in due course.

What all this means is that even if there is
just a small Conservative majority in the
Commons, more than half of the
Conservative MPs elected will be sitting on
the green benches for the very first time.
And whilst the inexperience of the intake
will create challenges for David Cameron
in terms of filling the ministerial ranks, they
will have a lasting impact on the
Conservative Party in the years and
decades to come, since - even if a
Cameron premiership were to last two or
even three terms - many will outlive
(politically) the man on whose watch they
entered the Commons.

Aware of the growing interest in the likely
“Class of 2010”, I undertook some research
for ConservativeHome earlier in the
summer to discover who the likely new
intake are and what they believe.

For the research, I looked at the 220
candidates most likely to arrive at
Westminster after the general election,
covering what were (in June, when the
research was conducted) the 29 candidates
in Tory-held seats and the 191 candidates
selected at that stage for seats which fall
on paper in the top 200 Tory targets (as
based on the notional figures for the new
boundaries as calculated by Colin Rallings
and Michael Thrasher of the University of
Plymouth).

What is perhaps most striking about the
likely Class of 2010 is the difference in their
demographic make-up compared with
previous intakes. Perhaps the most
noteworthy feature - and one which David
Cameron has regularly trumpeted - is the
huge influx of women.

Jonathan Isaby

Of the now eighteen female Conservative
MPs - Chloe Smith’s victory at the Norwich
North by-election having added to that
tally - thirteen are seeking re-election. But
added to that there are eleven standing in
notionally Conservative-held seats, 31 are
contesting seats in the top 116 target list,
and a further 17 are in seats elsewhere in
the top 200 targets. This would suggest
that even if David Cameron attains the
smallest of parliamentary majorities, in
excess of 50 Conservative MPs will be
women - and that’s before those further
selections in the safe seats yet to come.
This is a significant change, given that in
almost a century of female representation
in Parliament, only 66 women have ever
sat as Conservative MPs.

It is also a given that there will be a boost
in the number of ethnic minority
Conservative MPs: to date, Priti Patel
(Witham) and Helen Grant (Maidstone and
the Weald) have been selected for safe
seats, and a host of others are standing in
target seats, including Shaun Bailey
(Hammersmith), Alok Sharma (Reading
West) and Rehman Chishti (Gillingham and
Rainham).

There will also be an impressively wide
spectrum of ages represented in the new
intake. Most of those covered by my
research will be in their thirties (73) or
forties (83), although there are more than
a dozen candidates who are thirty or
younger. But more notable, however, is the
fact that there are more than forty
candidates who will be in their fifties or
older come the general election, which will
add some useful life experience to a party
whose leadership is occasionally attacked
for its relative youth.

Look out for the impending influx of “non-
traditional Tories” into the Commons - and
that is how a number of the candidates
described themselves to me when I was
conducting my research. Whilst there are
twenty who have either stood for or
publicly backed one of a whole range of
other parties - Labour, the Lib Dems, SDP,
UKIP, Referendum Party and even Plaid
Cymru - my more significant finding was
that many of those whom I would describe
as “Margaret Thatcher's socially mobile
children” are finally arriving in Parliament.
As I interviewed the Class of 2010, it was
remarkable how many highlighted how
they had come from humble stock or
grown up on council estates and watched
their parents buy their council houses in
the 1980s. Many were the first in their
family to go to university, whilst over thirty
candidates did not go to university at all.

Another really important point to bear in
mind is that persistence will have paid off
for a large number candidates who stayed
put in seats they failed to win previously.
More than forty candidates are standing in
the seat they fought in 2005, and of those,
nine also contested that seat in 2001. This
is significant because you will see a good
chunk of new MPs who have spent the
best part of six or seven years - or almost
a decade in some cases - on the fight to
enter the Commons. I believe that the
dogged determination they have shown to
reach Parliament, allied with a longer term
commitment to the constituency, will
make them far harder to whip.

Similarly, more and more Conservative MPs
will be local champions. I calculate that a
staggeringly large number by historical
standards - more than fifty - are or have
been a councillor in their constituency.
Additionally, dozens more had strong local
credentials or connections in advance of
being selected - often pre-dating their
political activism.

So what about the political complexion of
the Class of 2010? As part of my research,
I invited the 220 candidates to answer a
confidential questionnaire, of whom well
over half - 144 - took part.

On that touchstone issue of Europe, 47%
back the standard party line of wanting to
repatriate some powers from Brussels to
Westminster, with 10% taking an
effectively more Europhile position of
simply leaving things as there are now,
whilst ceding no further powers to the EU.
But 38% seek a “fundamental
renegotiation” of our relationship with
Europe, and 5% believe in wholesale
withdrawal.

Meanwhile, many are ambivalent about
the future of the UK as we know it, since
only 54% take the view that the Union
should be defended “at all costs”, with no
fewer than 46% saying they “would not be
uncomfortable about Scotland becoming
independent”. This does not sit comfortably
with the party’s stated commitment to the
Union and suggests a Cameron
Government in Westminster could struggle
to rally support as it faces likely battles with
the SNP administration at Holyrood.

Other areas where likely new MPs are
taking a more robust position than the
party line include nuclear energy (81% say
the party “must support” greater use of it)
and inheritance tax (63% believe it should
be abolished outright).

They are socially liberal in some areas -
62% agree that same-sex civil partners
should be afforded the same benefits as
married couples - but not in others, with

only 6% being sympathetic to relaxing the
law on recreational use of cannabis.

And they exhibit strong localist tendencies,
with 92% seeking the transfer of some
powers to local councils from central and
regional government and a significant
minority - 38% - backing the replacement
of VAT with a local sales tax and moving
towards making councils self-financing.

On foreign policy, I conclude that the Tory
benches are not going to be populated
with a majority of Neo-Cons: only 35%
believe military intervention to bring about
regime change to be in principle “a good
thing” and 58% say that in retrospect it
was wrong for Britain to take part in the
Iraq War. They also split right down the
middle over whether or not they would
have voted for Barack Obama.

Finally, on the issue of spending priorities,
I asked which of the four policy areas of
Defence, Health, Schools and International
Development should be “most immune”
from spending cuts. There are two areas
where the party is committed to
maintaining or even increasing spending:
Health, which 34% of candidates agreed is
the top priority for minimising cuts, and
International Aid, where only 4% were of
the view that it should be the most
protected area. 23% said that spending on
schools should be most immune from
spending cuts, but the largest proportion,
39%, believed it should be Defence.

So there you have it: a quick flavour of the
next generation of Tory MPs. And to keep
up-to-date with the news on all the
forthcoming candidate selections, do
remember to keep a regular eye on
ConservativeHome! !

Jonathan Isaby is Co- Editor of
www.ConservativeHome.com
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Why are we doing this? Why are we
all here at the party Conference?
Activists, association members and
officers, agents, PPCs, MPs,
frontbenchers. We all want to get rid
of Labour – that’s a given. But that
can’t be enough. It’s never enough.

At your PAB (here’s a tip for the many
thousands of new people, from all walks
of life, who have applied to get on the
Candidates’ List) you are often given an
essay question at the end of two days’
testing. And the subject is frequently
“Why I am a Conservative”. I found this to
be the single most difficult test I was set.
Not because it’s hard to come up with
reasons why you’re a Tory. But because
there are so many of them, you don’t
know where to start. If Conservatism is in
your blood, the temptation is just to
sputter and ask if it isn’t obvious.

That won’t do, though. Journalists often
talk about “sealing the deal” electorally.
How big is David Cameron’s lead this
week? Ten points, twelve, fifteen? If he
hits some magical poll number, we will
apparently have “sealed the deal” and the
election will become a formality. Anybody
who remembers Neil Kinnock’s infamous
victory rally in Sheffield, 1992, will remind
themselves that there’s no possible way
to seal any deal before election day and
the casting of ballots.

And it’s a lazy Opposition who content
themselves with loathing for the
Government. It may be a political truism
that “Oppositions don’t win elections,
governments lose them”, but we must
have much greater ambition.

What is the point of voting Tory? Just
because we can do better than the other
guy? That bar is set far too low.

A good government goes into power with
a mission. A fixed ideology, and a passion
for change – not just for its own sake, but
change to something better. All of us are
familiar with the way our front bench and
others, most notably Iain Duncan Smith
and the Centre for Social Justice, have
exposed the rotteness of ‘Broken Britain’
under Labour. The catalogue of failures is
so complete that the public have almost
got disaster fatigue. From mind-blowing
public debt to soaring rates of
worklessness. From dumbed-down
schools to troops without the equipment
they need to be safe. From 24 hour pubs
and binge-drinking to the shambolic
horse trading with Libya over the
Lockerbie bomber and the IRA victims.
From cheating on the Lisbon referendum
to overspend on the Olympics. Our prisons
are full, our social cohesion strained,
senior ranks of the police have been
politicized, our generals and admirals are
crying out on behalf of the forces, our
roads are choked, rape convictions are
pitifully low, a man can traffick many
women into daily gang-rape and receive
a sentence of just a few years…where
does it end? Under Labour, it doesn’t.

All of this needs fixing. All of it will take
time. But attention to social justice and
repairing the country can only be the
start. Britain needs to be more than fixed.
We must be ambitious. We must set our
sights higher – much higher.

When I answered that PAB question, I
opened my essay: “Because Conservative
means deliver liberal ends”. It’s a great
mistake to demonise the other side on
politics. They are your opponents – not
your enemies. Anybody that gives up
their life to this stuff, I like to think, is in it
to make life better for other people. It’s
not that Labour’s aims are wrong (not all
of them, anyway). It’s that they go about
achieving them the wrong way. It’s that
they fail.

I don’t just want to see David Cameron fix
Broken Britain. I want his government to
make this country once again, the envy of
the world. I want the new Tory party to
deliver a nation where we can be patriotic
without being jingoistic. We’re not naïve;
we recognize the magnitude of the
challenges. But the greater the problems,
the greater the glory in not just solving
them, but moving way past them.

I expect to see an economic policy where
our Treasury team grasps an apparently
insurmountable mountain of debt,
reduces it fast, and puts the nation on the
road to low-inflationary growth. It’s been
reported that the recent examples of
Canada and Sweden are being studied.
Good news. I look forward to watching
how, under Michael Gove, a sweeping,
ambitious change to our entire school
system delivers not just children lacking
today’s literacy and numeracy problems,
but some of the best publicly educated
children anywhere in the world.

I look forward to a pioneering Dept. of
International Development, concentrating
on the poorest at the expense of richer
nations like China and India, and which
delivers actual structural development to
lift nations out of poverty, as opposed to
delivering unmonitored aid to corrupt
regimes. I look forward to a cultural policy
that doesn’t change every two months (in
two years at the helm, Shadow Culture
Minister Jeremy Hunt MP has already
faced four opponents) and which allows
our unrivalled strength in the creative
industries to flourish across the globe. I
want to see a foreign policy that is
consistent on our European allies, our
military commitments, and the Special
Relationship with the United States – and
that never bargains away the rights of
terrorism victims for nebulous trade
advantages. What about transport?

A high-speed rail network that’s the envy
of Europe, a workable, properly-costed
road system, and creative air policies that
let the commercial life-blood of Britain
flow whilst protecting the environment.
Energy? I hope for an expansion of safe
nuclear power alongside investment in
green technologies. Britain has some of
the world’s foremost scientists. We need
to invest in them. Much of what David
Cameron will be doing is surrendering his
own power – devolving it down to
consumers, patients, doctors, local
councils. You might almost call it Zen
Toryism. The center works better the more
it loosens its grip.

1996 was when I, notoriously, joined the
Labour party for a few months. Let me
remind you what was in the air then.
A squabbling, tired government, matched
by a sense of renewal and hope on the
streets. There was Britpop, there was a
culinary revolution in London, there was
British fashion beating the world, even
the art scene was vibrant. It was easy to
be seduced by Blair, because he promised
something new, Cool Britannia.

Well, hindsight is 20-20, and it’s clear what
a joke that promise became under the
wilting red rose. But where Labour failed,
we must deliver. And we must have much
more to offer than glibness and “cool”.

A new Tory government must not only
repair our finances, but be guided by social
justice, mission, and an overwhelming
sense of purpose – that we are a great
nation who care desperately not just about
each other, but also the world’s poorest
and weakest. We must not surrender to
those who say we’re a small country who
mustn’t delude ourselves as to our place.
David Cameron and his team have an
unparalleled opportunity to lead the sort of
re-invention that other countries will study
and emulate. In her day, Margaret Thatcher
was a visionary.

Today, our situation is different, but an
equal level of vision is called for. We can
reclaim our place in the world.

We need change, we need optimism, we
need hope – and above all, we need
ambition. !

BURNING
WITH AMBITION

Louise Bagshawe is Conservative
Prospective MP for Corby and
East Northamptonshire
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Twenty years on - remembering the
Eastern European Revolutions of 1989

Two formative political experiences shaped
by life. Neither was in the U.K. The second
was living and breathing capitalism in New
York City through much of the 1990s, and
seeing how one man, Mayor Rudy Giuliani,
could transform a city. The first was living in
what was then called West Berlin for much
of the years 1985 to 1989, developing a
fascination for all things Eastern European,
and being present for each of the main
revolutions of 1989; in East Germany,
Czechoslovakia and Romania.

This Autumn, the 20th anniversary of the fall
of the Berlin Wall will be rightly celebrated.
Tony Blair described 9/11 as an “epoch-
changing event”. I suspect he was right about
that, but when it comes to the revolutions of
1989, nobody can doubt that this is an
important turning point in world history.

Between 1985 and 1990, I went to the
GDR (East Germany) 48 times. I also lived
for a summer in Prague, and was one of
only around a dozen students of the Czech
language at British universities. I travelled
around all of the countries concerned in
these years, and immersed myself in their
culture, languages and history.

I was driven partly by my own interest, and
partly by my involvement with various
human rights organisations. These included
the West Berlin based “Arbeitsgemeinschaft
13. August” and the Rightist, Frankfurt-based,
“International Society for Human Rights”.

I am proud and actually very lucky to have
been there for the three big revolutions.
Lucky in the sense that nobody could have
foretold in 1985 when I developed my
fascination that the regimes were in a
fin-de-siecle phase.

But more fortunate still was having seen
and experienced these dictatorial regimes,
in a way which is much harder to replicate
in 2009. Understanding the language is
vital; there were a lot more U.K. German
speakers in 1989 than speak now, say,
Korean, Farsi or Arabic. For me, the
formative experience was more to do with
seeing the regimes in place than seeing
them collapse.

With the obvious exception of the Berlin
Wall itself, Soviet-style dictatorships did not
make quite the immediately oppressive
impression that we might today imagine,
or that is made by, say, arrival at
Pyongyang Airport.

In fact, the first impression once crossing
the border from West to East Berlin was
more material than political – the cars (like
the famous Trabant) appeared to be from
the 1950s, the domestic cola (“Afri-Cola”)
was dreadful, the buildings still suffered
war damage from 1945 and so on.

The more time one spent there, however,
the more telling the signs of the
pervasiveness of the dictatorship became.
The numbers of those in uniform of various
descriptions was enormous.

The GDR, for example, although publicly
dedicated to peace, was one of the
world’s most militarised societies, with
extensive para-military forces based in
factories and the trades unions.

The uniformed youth movement, the Free
German Youth (FDJ) was very much a
carbon-copy of the Hitler Youth – just with
the brown shirts swapped for blue ones.
The work of the Stasi became, of course,
notorious after 1989, but at the time I
recall clearly the distress caused to
everyday people by having letters
opened, their flats entered without
authorisation, and other activities which
would be criminal in a Western country.
Critics of the GDR, and even those who
see a few merits in the welfareist
elements of its society, call it a
“Verbrecherstaat”, a criminal country,
where the laws were inverted, and the
biggest criminals were those responsible
for the policing. That is even before
considering the almost 200 people who
were killed for doing nothing more than
trying to go from East Berlin to West.

My role was to meet dissidents, generally
people who had no international
recognition, often very ordinary people.
Like Heiko in East Berlin, who was a cook,
with a Berlin accent so strong as to be
almost incomprehensible, who had spent
time in the notorious East German jail in
Bautzen, and remained defiant faced
with Stasi-sponsored break-ins to his flat
on almost a weekly basis. His crime?
Making a legal application to leave the
country. Or Eva in Prague, who lost her

job at the theatre for rehearsing for an
unauthorised play. Or a man whose name
I forget in Romania, who was ethnically
German, and had undergone electrode
treatment, which had left him brain-
damaged, after criticising the regime of
Nicolai Ceausescu, a leader who was
feted in the West. After the Wall came
down, I received letters from very many
of these people, pouring out their hearts,
one of more than 17 pages describing in
great detail what had happened to him.

The revolutions themselves were each
different. The East German one played
out slowly over the summer and Autumn
of 1989, between the Hungarians
opening the border to Austria, through to
the opening of the Wall and the eventual
collapse of the regime around Christmas
time. The situation in those months was
often dangerous, and this also applied to
westerners in the country, although
nobody could pretend that the risks faced
by visitors were commensurate with
those undertaken by GDR citizens. At
almost any time the security forces could
have intervened, and probably the only
thing stopping them was the lack of
Soviet support. It is little wonder that
Gorbachev still remains wildly popular in
both parts of Germany.

The Tiananmen massacre in China had
happened only weeks before, and was
widely broadcast on West German
television, freely available in 90% of the
East. The fear was always of a “Chinese
solution”. At all times, the protestors,
especially those on the crucial Monday
demonstrations in Leipzig, maintained a
calm and mature dignity, in a way that
could excite only admiration. The chants
even offered professions of loyalty – one
of the favorites was “Wir bleiben hier!”
(“we are staying here”, as opposed to
those who were trying to desert the
country to move to the West). The scenes
in Prague in November were even more
restrained. “Havel hrada!” came the cry,
“(Vaclav) Havel into the castle (the seat
of government)”, and keys were jangled
loudly, to indicate that the time was up
for the regime.

The biggest cause of the demonstrators
was actually to protest the use of
violence by the regime, not to call for a
revolution.

Only in Romania did real fighting break out.
I arrived in Bucharest a few weeks after the
execution of Ceausescu, and even then, the
situation was tense and hazardous, if not
actually physically dangerous. The army
had switched sides to topple Ceausescu,
and troops, tanks and armoured cars were
everywhere. I was helping the Romanian
Liberal Party establish itself. This was no
easy task - the HQ didn’t even have a
telephone until after Easter 1990! I was
told not to wear their badge outside of
Bucharest, as forces loyal to the new so-
called reformed Communist regime would
beat me.

There is, of course, nowhere in Europe
(with the possible exception of Belarus)
where one can see these kinds of society
today. You have to travel quite far to see at
first hand how it is possible for a well-
educated and economically developed
society to evolve into a brutal and inhuman
regime. Of course, and unlike, say North
Korea, not everything was awful for all
people at all times. Some did rather well
out of Communism. Others were, frankly,
indifferent. But it shouldn’t be forgotten
how comparatively difficult it was – 40
years of hurt, for want of a better phrase
– to shake off Communism. If the policies
of Ronald Reagan hadn’t forced through
change in the Soviet Union, then the
result might have been different. This is
not to say that these regimes would still
be with us today, but the outcome could
well have been very different.

It was Reagan who famously said that
“freedom is never more than one
generation away from extinction”. We
can be thankful that this year, as we
celebrate the arrival of freedom to
millions twenty years ago, repressive,
totalitarian regimes are never more than
one generation away from freedom. !

Greg Hands MP is a Shadow Treasury
Minister and Member of Parliament for
Hammersmith and Fulham
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GREG HANDS MP REMEMBERS
THE 1989 REVOLUTIONS

THE UNIFORMED YOUTH MOVEMENT, THE FREE GERMAN YOUTH
(FDJ) WAS VERY MUCH A CARBON-COPY OF THE HITLER YOUTH
- JUST WITH THE BROWN SHIRTS SWAPPED FOR BLUE ONES

A 300 DM fine for 'failing to adhere to the legal requirements for a

stay in Berlin, the capital of the GDR'. The fine remains unpaid.

Wall gone now
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Greg Hands with Romanian revolutionary soldiers, Bucharest, January 1990

Greg Hands MP



Conservatism goes with the grain of
human nature. The soulless creed that
permeates the thinking of the left
that human beings are to be dealt
with as groups based on colour,
gender, orientation or class does not.

We reject the notion that if people are
given choices they will make selfish
choices and they need to be directed and
herded by higher minded individuals –
inevitably employed by the state – who
know what is best. Philosophically we
belief in the intrinsic goodness of
individuals and recognise that they are
primarily motivated to improve theirs
and their family’s lot in life. We
recognise that it is through millions of
individuals striving to do better that our
nation is enriched. CWF’s President put it
well in 1988 when she told Conference,
“Encourage the individual and the
community benefits.

A parent’s success is shared by his family,
a pupil’s by his school, a soldier’s by his
regiment. A man may climb Everest for
himself, but at the summit he plants his
country’s flag.”

In that speech Mrs Thatcher went on to
hint that she had really yet to begin her
social reform programme and spoke of
among others “parents with children
going to inadequate schools” who had
“not benefited from our policies as much
as we’d like.” A child born in the year that
speech was delivered would in 2009 be of
an age to be graduating from University.
Yet in those 21 years no Government has
sought seriously to address the inherent
weakness in our schools system.

It is no coincidence that as we have fallen
down international education league
tables social mobility has stalled. As David
Cameron has put it, “That is both socially
unjust and economically inefficient – an

unforgivable betrayal of our children’s
future.” The long held believe that we
should widen opportunity has, in theory,
underpinned the policies of successive
governments for decades. In the past it
was the Grammar Schools that provide the
way up to children from poorer
backgrounds. As Mrs Thatcher said in
1977, “People from my sort of background
needed Grammar Schools to complete
with children from privileged homes like
Shirley Williams and Anthony Wedgwood
Benn.” I know for fact that three decades
on it is a source of regret to Lady Thatcher
that the only thing to have changed is the
names of the privileged.

In Bournemouth we still enjoy the
presence of Grammar Schools and I
remain profoundly supportive of them.
Yet for every child from a poorer
background offered this life transforming
opportunity there are dozens who are not.
And for some in the Grammar system the
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A MAN MAY CLIMB EVEREST FOR HIMSELF, BUT
AT THE SUMMIT HE PLANTS HIS COUNTRY’S FLAG

Conor talks to Bournemouth
Grammar students Lewis
Morris and Matthew Merritt
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UNFINISHED BUSINESS IN THE CLASSROOM Conor
Burns

escape route of a private education would
be there even had the Grammar place not.
I find myself agreeing with Michael Gove
when he says, “Anything that extends
opportunity, which gives one child a
chance they might not have otherwise
enjoyed, is worth celebrating.” Yet for the
thousands who find fulfilment in Grammar
Schools there are hundreds of thousands
who do not. It is for them that we must
change our education system. This is
unfinished business.

Let me declare an interest. I come from a
family peppered with teachers.
My maternal Grandfather was Headmaster
of a small primary school in County
Antrim. My mother was a gifted English
teacher. To this day I thank my former
Headmaster, and now friend, Brother
Clement whose example showed that
teaching – and more importantly
educating – is a vocation. I often meet
dedicated and inspiring teachers.
I celebrate them. And I yearn for a system
that will free them to achieve the
ambitions they have for their pupils that
the current structures stifle.

Some – especially in some of the teaching
Unions – deny there is a problem. To them
I pose a simple question – if all is well why,
for example, in 2005-06 were there
79,000 appeals against place allocation?
And if the strength of feeling was so high
that 79,000 went through an intimidating
appeal process how many others were
dissatisfied but were too daunted to
appeal? And if the system is responsive
to parental wishes why of those 79,000
appeals were 58,000 unsuccessful? And if
we want our education system to improve
social mobility and the life chances of the
poorest why were 32,000 of those appeals
concentrated in the 25% of local
authorities with the highest levels of
deprivation in England?

And perhaps the key question – what were
people hoping to achieve by appealing?
The answer is obvious: they were hoping
to swap a place in a poor school with a

place in a better one. They did not want
their children to be among the 40% of
children who left primary school in 2007
without having reached the accepted
maximum standard in maths, reading and
writing. Nor in years to come did they
want their children at aged 16 to emulate
the 2007 results when less than half of 16
year olds managed 5 good passes at GCSE
including Maths and English.

These facts make reform unarguable. We
need more better places. The starting point
is to break the monopoly of school
provision and unleash a supply side
revolution. Based on the successful
Swedish experience where all parents
have the right to withdraw their child from
existing state schools and apply to
independent state schools under Michael
Gove’s plans we will not just allow but
encourage educational charities,
philanthropists, livery companies, not for
profit trusts, co-operatives and groups of
parents to set up new schools in the state
sector and have access to funding
equivalent to existing state schools.
Initially this is aimed to provide for 220,000
new school places – enough to meet
demand for every parent who lost their
appeal in the most deprived boroughs.

By giving maximum freedom to these
schools – the only restrictions will be
absence of selection and the curriculum
requirements that apply to independent
schools – our policy will force the existing
state sector to improve. I recently heard a
Director of Education of an LEA declare,
“My first duty is to my staff.” It is exactly
that ethos that needs to be driven out with
the focus firmly back on the child. As
Michael Gove has said, “I don’t think its
right that local authorities which have, in
so many cases, presided over these
failures should be regarded as the best
agents of reform.” Nor will we allow the
existence of surplus school places in a local
authority act as a barrier to the setting up
of new independent Academies in that
area. Rather we will use the demand for

the independent state schools as a means
of forcing the existing schools to drive up
standards and reform themselves to
survive. Further recognising the potentially
stifling forces of the local authority and the
obstacles that the planning system could
place in the way of new entrees we are
proposing to consult on giving land
currently reserved for community use (D1
land) the same protection that applies to
playing fields or that it this land must be
offered to educational institutions before
it could be sold to any other bidder.

All of this will mark the most radical
rebalancing of the schools system in this
country since the state became involved
in delivering education. It will unleash the
potential of professional teachers to unlock
the potential of currently ignored children.
The potential to empower a new
generation through these measures is as
radical as anything our party has
attempted since the Second World War.

The wise politician knows well the
limitations of their craft. They argue,
persuade, cajole and sometimes, with luck
and timing, make progress. But they know
that in politics final victories are not won.
Each generation fights anew. For the left this
is depressing. For the right this is as it should
be. As the great thinker Edmund Burke put
it, “As the ends of such a partnership cannot
be obtained in many generations, it
becomes a partnership not only between
those who are living, but between those
who are living, those who are dead, and
those who are yet to be born.”

Burke would have recognised ‘the little
platoons’, the belief in bottom up, in our
proposals for schools. I suspect he would
have smiled benignly and with approval in
the courage it takes to enact reform to the
benefit of ‘those who are yet to be born’.
It will be for them to judge in decades to
come if Michael Gove – perhaps the most
polite revolutionary known – got it right.
I fancy – if we really do it – Mr Gove will
have nothing to fear from the judgement
of those yet to be born.
Conor Burns is Conservative Prospective
MP for Bournemouth West



How to avoid libel actions in the run-
up to the General Election”

Campaign literature can be a minefield.
You want to sell yourself to the voters; you
want to come across as “Mr. (or Ms)
Normal”; you want to make big promises.
There is also this overwhelming temptation
to let the electorate know just how rubbish
the other bloke is. No doubt there will be
occasions when you are “the other bloke”
– unfairly maligned, reputation in tatters.
But the last thing you want when you are
trying to fight an election campaign is a
libel action. They are time consuming and
most importantly, they are costly.

How to avoid libelling your opponent
in your campaign literature

Get your facts right:

Make absolutely sure that what you are
printing is true.

Do not make claims or accusations that you
cannot prove. Proving things in court can
be very (very) difficult.

The test of what the words mean is what
“a reasonable reader” is likely to take as
“their natural and ordinary meaning”
whilst looking at the piece in its full
context - what you intended the words
to mean is irrelevant.

The burden of proof lies with you and not
the complainant. In other words, you have
to prove that what you write is true. The
person suing you does not have to prove
that what you’ve written is untrue.

Don’t exaggerate:

It can be all too tempting to add a gloss or
exaggeration to facts which are true to
make what you are writing appear worse
than it really is. Don’t do it.

Don’t rely on the literal meaning:..

You cannot solely rely on proving that your
statements were literally true if, when
they’re taken as a whole, they have an
extended, more damaging meaning. Also,
for example, if somebody was guilty of
fraud once, calling him a fraudster in a way
which might suggest he’s still doing the
same may well give rise to a libel which
can’t be defended. Therefore, be especially
wary when referring to events in the past.

...because innuendo can catch you out:

Your comments may not appear
particularly defamatory taken at face value,

but greater knowledge of a person may
make the statement defamatory because
of the “innuendo”. To say Mr Jones doesn’t
recycle his waste paper may sound
harmless enough. But to people who know
that Mr Jones is a Green Party activist, the
innuendo of the statement is that he is
hypocritical in his politics.

Common mistakes

Repeating rumours and quoting others

It is inadvisable to repeat a defamatory
rumour unless you are in a position to prove
it’s true. Even if you are contradicting the
rumour you should not repeat it. And
contrary to popular belief, adding ‘allegedly’
is not enough to get you out of trouble. If
you publish defamatory remarks about
people or organisations made by other
people you will be just as liable to be sued
as they are. So if you can’t prove the truth
of their statements, don’t repeat them.

Drawing unprovable conclusions

It is a common mistake to draw
unverifiable conclusions from the basic
facts. For example, if Mr Smith is seen
going into a hotel room with a call-girl,
this does not necessarily mean he enjoyed
a ‘night of passion’, and you will certainly
have difficulty proving that he did.

Representing all sides

Presenting all sides of an argument is
often good practice, but is not a defence
against publishing defamatory remarks
about those involved.

Irresponsible adjectives

Be very careful about the words you use
to describe things. A misplaced adjective
can spell disaster. If you are campaigning
about a factory that releases chemicals into
the atmosphere, referring to the factory as
‘poisoning the atmosphere’ is inadvisable!

...and if a libel lawsuit still makes its
way to your constituency office:

• take legal advice as soon as possible
and before responding to the
Claimant;

• check the original statement and any
associated investigative work
performed before it was written;

• consider withdrawing the original
statement if you think your words
were mistaken;

• keep all drafts and supplementary
documentary evidence;

• ensure all those involved in the
writing and research of the statement
are aware of the situation and aware
they may have to provide evidence or
statements;

• inform your insurers, if you have libel
insurance (and Campaign HQ), and
comply with their requests.

First rule of libel: Don’t sue for libel.
Second rule of libel: Don’t sue for libel.

If you feel that you have been libelled in an
article or leaflet and the urge to take legal
action is bubbling up inside you, stop and
think. Libel actions are expensive and time
consuming and you run the risk of shoving
yourself into the spotlight – for the wrong
reasons. Depending on what the libel is
you could find your personal life being
dragged through the mud. And all while
you have an election campaign to run.

And none of us need reminding about
what happened to those among us who
tried... and failed.

There are various defences (such as fair
comment and qualified privilege) available
to those who criticise individuals in the
public eye, particularly politicians.

If, however, you feel you have been
seriously defamed and that it is going to
cause you significant loss and you can
prove as much, speak to a specialist libel
law firm who will advise you on the best
course of action. !

Charlotte is a barrister at Ely Place
Chambers in London.
cpickering@elyplace.com

Charlotte
Pickering
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If a general election is democracy’s
equivalent of a five course meal, then the
X factor is its box of Quality Street.

Instead of the weighty decision of which party will
sustain you over the course of a whole parliament,
you can just choose from any one of numerous
small and brightly wrapped packages. If you make
the wrong choice, it doesn’t matter; just take
another next time.

The appeal of shows like the X factor is clear: it
combines entertainment with empowerment. For
a couple of hours every Saturday you are a touch
of a button away from making a decision that will
affect someone else’s life. Like a latter day Emperor
at the Roman games you choose who has
entertained you enough to warrant a stay of
execution for a further week. You decide. You vote.
You see the result. If only, they say, our politics was
more like this, and perhaps if it was, more people
would get involved.

In the middle of an economic recession we have
a political depression fuelled by the MP’s expenses
scandal and the impotence of a dying Labour
Government. Voter turn out in elections has been
in decline since the 1992 general election and the
votes cast for the main parties have been steadily
falling, with more support going
to smaller single issue groups
and the nationalists. Some say that
there are two answers to these
problems: more local referendums on single
issues and changing the way we elect Members
of Parliament so that more weight is given to
minority opinions. Both these changes, the
advocates tell us, would give people more of a
voice in our politics and allow a greater
breadth of opinions to be heard.

Go back to the X factor and it’s worth
remembering that the element
of democracy is, in fact, a
complete illusion. The Judges control the order of
the performances, the songs sung, and give live
opinions that are supposed to influence the views
of the audience. They have the power to ensure
that the people they want to survive on the show
can, and the vote is just there to ask the pubic to
endorse their views. Just in case the voters place
the wrong act last, in some shows the Judges
often reserve the right to eliminate the next least
popular act instead. This is why it is very rare for
someone to win, who the Judges want to get rid
of. When this did happen with John Sergeant, on
the BBC’s ‘Strictly Come Dancing’, a huge PR
offensive was launched against him that
effectively hounded him off the programme. If
phone-in talent shows were really an exercise in
democracy, we would have the power to vote off
the Judges.

This has always been at the heart of my concerns
to the idea of introducing more referendums,
because there is more to being a democracy than
holding votes. On really big constitutional issues
like whether or not Britain should join the euro,
referendums give the public a clear say on binding
and important long term decisions. However, local
referendums on administrative issues like tax rates,
policing priorities or a property development
reduce the public interest to taking snap decisions
on single issues, rather than looking at the whole
picture of how they are governed. In such
referendums it is likely that most times people will

vote against tax increases, for extra spending and
against development; which would also be
presented as the best pain-free option in each
case. Also people are not necessarily being asked
to balance competing priorities or consider how
the result of the referendum can be delivered
without implications for other areas of local
services.

The failure of the G20 protestors in London in April
2009 to present any kind of coherent message for
change was a result of this kind of an approach to
politics. Different groups adopted single issues,
many of which were contradictory to each other;
like campaigning for measures to mitigate climate
change and against plans to build centres to create
renewable energy.

The key to our democracy then is not just the
power to chose who governs us, but the power to
remove them if we think they have done a bad
job. The more policy is imposed through
referendums, the weaker, politically, government
at all levels will become and the harder it will be
for voters to exercise their judgement over its
performance.

However, in keeping more responsibility in the
hands of the elected politicians we should also
insist that they take back more of the powers they
have willingly given away. When Sir Ian Blair
resigned as the Commissioner of the London
Metropolitan police he explained that he had taken
the decision because he had lost the confidence
of Boris Johnson, who is both Mayor of London and
Chairman of its Police Authority.

The Home Secretary’s response was to condemn
this political interference into the running of the
police by the Mayor. But surely Londoners would
expect that if the Mayor didn’t think its police force
was being well run that he should speak out; that’s
what he is there for. Under this current Labour
Government, Ministers seem more than happy to
hide behind conventions and procedures and
explain that a controversial issue is not something
that it would be proper for them to comment on
or get involved with. In terms of limiting political
interference with the police, clearly we would
expect this means that Ministers do not misdirect
police resources for their own political motives, not
that they are forbidden from taking any public
view on its actions.

But it is not just policing where we see this
problem in action. You will often hear Ministers
claim that they are taking a decision based on the
science, or that they are ‘following the science’ in
some emerging issue. That’s fine in itself, but a
sound scientific report to support the licensing of
some new treatment, procedure, or chemical
should just be a basic requirement rather than an
end in itself. If all Ministers did was sign off on
approved scientific reports we could just leave the
job of Government to the Civil Service.

However, if we want politicians to keep power and
responsibility we need to preserve an electoral
system that maintains the personal link between
Members of Parliament and their local constituents
and also produces, in the main, Governments with
a working majority of seats in the House of
Commons. Voting in politics should be seen as the
positive affirmation of a point of view. MPs should
be elected because they receive the most positive
votes, not because of a combination of positive
votes and second and third choice preferences.
Governments should ideally be formed on the
basis of a manifesto on which they stand for
election, rather than the back room deals they
have done in the process of trying to put together
a coalition.

The response to the political crisis
we have faced this year has largely

been by critics who seek to decrease the
power and accountability of politicians and

the House of Commons. They would have less to
do, fewer decisions to make, and in turn be less
necessary. Our democracy would indeed be given
the X factor, controlled by a few Judges and with
politicians limited to the role of the studio

audience, largely impotent but allowed to boo
and cheer every now and again.

When John F Kennedy accepted the
nomination of the Democratic

Party to run for President in 1960 he said that ‘we
cannot have faith in the future unless we have
faith in ourselves.’ This, too, should be the mantra
for people entering politics today, and for everyone
who votes for them. If there are changes to be

made to our political system it should be to roll back
the power of non-elected bodies, to make ministers
take responsibility for their actions and to foster a
culture of healthy debate and enquiry leading to
greater scrutiny of decisions. !

Damian Collins is Conservative Prospective MP
for Folkestone and Hythe

GIVING POLITICS

THE X FACTOR
Damian Collins
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“I like to see a man proud of the place in
which he lives. I like to see a man live so
that his place will be proud of him.”

These fine words are from Abraham Lincoln
and they were printed on the back page of
the order of service at the funeral of Cllr
Antony Lillis who was my fellow ward
councillor for over 10 years. Antony gave
nearly 20 years of his life to public service
as a councillor in Hammersmith & Fulham
and his premature death is a loss beyond
measure.

You might expect that Abraham Lincoln’s
words would come from a committed localist
who believed passionately in the devolution
of power to the local level rather than from
one of the greatest Presidents of the United
States. But I am not sure how much of a
localist Abraham Lincoln was. Power is hard
won and it must be hard to let go.
Unsurprisingly recent Prime Ministers have all
espoused localism at some point. Even New
Labour whose approach to government has
been highly centralised and like a command
state with new and ever more complex forms
of performance management in an attempt
to drive up the standard of local public
services through a massive specifications and
inspection industry with obsessive target
setting. Emblematic of this centralising
tendency was the centrally-driven literacy and
numeracy hours in schools.

The impact of these standardised approaches
imposed from above has been devastating for
the self-esteem of local government which
has been reduced to a supine agency of
Whitehall in so many areas of public
administration. At the beginning of
September the worm turned and George
Osborne committed the Conservative Party to
localism and radical decentralisation of power
to unleash the innovative potential of councils.

Media commentators have been sceptical.
Simon Jenkins asked the question whether
David Cameron “who talks the localist talk,
is yet ready to walk it” in a recent Evening
Standard article. According to Jenkins “the
litmus test of a Tory government’s localism
will be its attitude to cash. For all their talk
Cameron and Osborne have set their minds
firnly against freeing councils to tax-and-
spend.”

Whether or not the clarion call for localism
rings hollow it is going to be one of the
toughest and most exciting periods for local
government .

There will simply not be the resources around
and this will mean that councils will have to
focus singlemindedly on saving money and
making money in pursuit of delivering better
council services at lower cost. There is no
doubt that most town halls are leaner than
Whitehall and in my view there is a deal to be
done with the Shadow Treasury team to see
how local authorities can help reduce the cost
of government.

In order to achieve, an incoming Conservative
Government must play its part in removing
some of the burdens inhibiting local success.
I would highlight three things in particular.
Firstly, centralised irrelevant performance
measurement and inspection for compliance
such as:

• Comprehensive Area Assessment (CAA)
by Audit Commission

• Annual Use of Resources Assessment by
Audit Commission

• National Indicators and targets from
Central Government

Secondly, national employment regulatory
burdens such as:

• The Temporary Agency Workers Directive
2008/104/EC

• Overly generous pension schemes

• National pay bargaining

Finally, the inappropriate governance
boundaries should be eliminated between
the bodies providing local services such as
local authorities, the NHS, police, schools,
arms length housing management
companies, Job Centre Plus and the multitude
of quangos some of the largest of which are
the Homes and Communities Agency and the
successors to the Learning and Skills Council.
Interference from the Government Offices
across the country should be removed as they
add no value.

Local government must also help to define
the principles for effective localism. I would
highlight four:

• Local authorities should raise most of what
they spend on local services through local
taxation

• Local authorities should commission local
services wherever possible

• Local authorities should have greater
freedom to manage their housing stock so
that they can build more housing of all
types

• The local authority regulatory framework
should be overhauled.

If we want localism to work and if we want
local government to thrive and to play a
major part in reducing the cost of both
Whitehall and the Town Hall my
recommendations to a Cameron Government
would be as follows:

• The business rate should be set, collected
and retained by local authorities

• PCT commissioning of local health
services, benefits administration,
employment initiatives and
neighbourhood beat policing should be
commissioned by local authorities

• There should be deregulation of the
nationalised social housing system so
that local councils have greater freedom
to manage their housing assets to build
more homes of all types and tenures

• The Audit Commission regulatory
framework should be scrapped (except
for District Auditor) and all controls on
charges should be removed

Being a council leader has been my biggest
challenge so far but the irony is that council
leaders are not held in high esteem and local
government is perceived as a political dead
end. If we can agree a Magna Carta for the
radical decentralisation of power from
Whitehall to the Town Hall, this will change.

Then local government will form a bedrock
where politicians will hone their skills in public
administration so that they are prepared for
the national stage in the same way that the
Mayor of Paris often becomes the Prime
Minister or President of France and the
Governor of Texas can become the President
of the United States. !

Cllr Stephen Greenhalgh is Council Leader
of the London Borough of Hammersmith
and Fulham

A ‘MAGNA CARTA’
FOR LOCALISM Cllr Stephen

Greenhalgh
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British politics is in serious trouble.

People are sick of the whole political system -
the shouting, the finger-pointing, the point-
scoring, the remoteness of Westminster
compared to the daily lives that we all lead and
now the huge scandal that we have seen with
MP's expenses.

We need to change the culture of politics so
that those involved in politics can work for the
wider good of the country and overtime
rebuild trust in our parliamentary democracy
and in our political system.

In my professional life I have always adhered by
the principles of accountability, transparency, fair
play, standing up for what I believe in, as well as
frequently representing people's concerns and
their points of views. This urgently needs to
apply to British politics.

For me this means a number of things including
taking action on the issue of expenses. MPs,
from all political parties, have done things that
are unethical and wrong. We need an
immediate end to the current unaccountable
system to ensure that there is external auditing

of expenses, an end to unnecessary allowances
and a drastic push to reduce the overall cost of
politics across the United Kingdom. This requires
meaningful action and not words of intent from
politicians. I also believe that our politicians must

do more to represent the views and opinions of
all sections of society. For far too long, I have felt
that Parliament has failed to represent the
mainstream voice of the British public.

I have also felt that British democracy has long
failed to represent people like me as well as the
hopes and aspirations of the next generation.
This lack of representation and the urgent need
to reclaim our Parliamentary democracy is why
I am standing at the next general election.

We as a country cannot wait any longer for
Labour's dithering leadership to find a solution
to this crisis. For far too long Labour has been
part of the problem. They have sustained and
encouraged the culture of sleaze, nepotism and
bad governance. We need to repair our
parliamentary democracy to ensure fair and
effective representation in parliament, the
transparent and accountable conduct of our
politicians and a genuine commitment across
parliament to work for the good of the country.
Now is the time for change which will come
with the next generation of political leaders.

Priti Patel is Conservative
Prospective MP for Witham

2009 has seen Conservative Way Forward
maintain its strong presence at Spring
Forum and Party Conference.

We held our traditional and popular Midnight
Drinks Reception for Members at the Race
Course in Cheltenham at April's Spring Forum,
and we are holding a range of events at the
Party Conference in Manchester.

These include two fringe meetings in the
Freedom Zone, this year being held in the
Bridgewater Hall opposite Manchester Central,
the conference centre.

Entry is free. The sessions are:

Monday 5 October 11.45am - 1pm

"The funding of a Conservative Defence Policy"
Chaired by Gerald Howarth MP with panellists
including Goldman Sachs defence analyst and
serving TA officer Sash Tusa, Vice-President of
the UK National Defence Association and
Chairman of Action for Armed Forces Colonel
Bob Stewart DSO and Tony Edwards, Vice-
President of the UK National Defence
Association and ex-Chairman of the Defence
Industries Association

Tuesday 6 October 1pm - 2.15pm

"Putting local radicalism into national
governance" Chaired by CWF Honorary
Chairman Don Porter CBE with panellists
including Cllr David Burbage (Leader of Royal
Borough of Windsor & Maidenhead) and Cllr
Greg Smith (Cabinet Member of London
Borough of Hammersmith & Fulham)

On Wednesday 7 October, we are holding our
Party Conference Dinner with guest speaker Dr
Liam Fox MP at Manchester235. More than
80% of tickets have been sold prior to
conference, and we expect to sell out so if
you're planning to come but haven't booked
your place yet, book now to avoid
disappointment. You can buy tickets online at
www.conwayfor.org or visit the CWF stand at
the Freedom Zone on Monday 5 or Tuesday 6
October to collect tickets.

Away from Spring Forum and Conference, we
continued our successful Shadow Cabinet
Breakfast meetings. Previous speakers from the
Shadow Cabinet have included Oliver Letwin
MP, Dr Liam Fox MP and Dominic Grieve QC MP.

Our gatherings start at 7.30am, and are
intimate, round table events aimed at City
workers who can't always get out of the office
to attend evening events. The breakfasts give
the opportunity to meet with Shadow Cabinet
members to discuss policy and strategy in a
private environment.

Our Summer Reception - always a highlight of
the political calendar - was held in July at the
Institution of Civil Engineers in Westminster,
with CWF's Honorary Vice President the Rt Hon.
William Hague as our guest speaker. Before
hot-footing to the Norwich North by-election,
William gave a typically uplifting speech to
Members. On the same evening, the baton of
CWF's Honorary Chairmanship passed from Chris
Chope MP to Don Porter, former Chairman of
the National Convention and Deputy Chairman
of the Party Board.

Chris - who was Chairman for 8 years - followed
in the footsteps of Cecil Parkinson and the late
Eric Forth as Chairman, and his stewardship of
CWF has seen the organisation grow from
strength to strength.

The CWF Executive is greatly looking forward to
working with Don as he prepares the
organisation to help the fight for Downing Street
during 2010 and beyond.

In 2010, our Forthright debate series will return,
along with more events outside of London.
Check our website at www.conwayfor.org for
upcoming events or to get more involved. !

Karen Allen is Conservative Prospective MP for
South Shields

THE NEW CULTURE OF POLITICS Priti Patel

CWF EVENTS ROUND UP Karen Allen

FORWARD - CONFERENCE 2009 - THE NEW CULTURE OF POLITICS - CWF EVENTS ROUNDUP MAGNA CARTA FOR LOCALISM - CONFERENCE 2009 - FORWARD

Karen recently ran the BUPA Great North Run to raise
money for Cancer Research UK



Do you ever despair, as I do, about the
downward spiral in British society? At
times it feels we are facing an
unstoppable tide of family breakup,
anti-social behaviour, violent crime
and domestic abuse.

The cost of all this unhappiness to the
public purse is vast. Welfare and housing
for single parents, to the cost of vandalism,
policing and the prison system.

Why is it that we seem unable to form and
keep relationships, whether it’s with our
partners or with our children?

Astonishingly, there is a very simple
answer to this question. And it lies in the
quality of the bond or ‘attachment’ that a
baby achieves by the age of two with its
key carer (usually Mum, but could be Dad
or Granny or even a sibling).

It is well known that human babies are
unique in the animal kingdom in the
extent of their underdevelopment at birth.
What other animal cannot walk until it is a
year old?

But the physical underdevelopment is only
a part of it. The human brain too is only
partially formed at birth.

It is the earliest experiences of the human
baby that literally shape brain
development, and will have a lifelong
impact on the baby’s mental and
emotional health.

What does this mean? Well, when a baby
cries, he doesn’t know he is wet, tired,
hungry or bored – he only knows
something is wrong, and he relies on an
adult carer to soothe his feelings.

There are 2 impacts on the brain of the
baby who is continuously neglected or
abused:

• The first impact is that a baby left to
continually scream will experience
raised levels of the stress hormone,
cortisol. Excessive amounts of this
damages the baby’s immune system,
and there is evidence to suggest that
a baby left to scream throughout
babyhood will have a higher tolerance
to stress, meaning that in later life
they will be more attracted to high
risk taking behaviour, such as violence
and drug taking, than a baby who has
only a normal level of cortisol.

• The second impact is that the ‘social’
part of the brain only starts to develop
at around 6 months. The peak period
for development of this part of the
brain is at 6-18 months old. Growth is
stimulated by a loving and consistent
relationship between baby and carer.

Where a baby does not receive any
attention (as shown in some developing
world orphanages where physical contact
with babies has been minimal), this part
of the brain literally does not grow and
may never grow.

This has profound implications for society.
A human being without a social brain finds
it very difficult to empathise and to form
relationships with other human beings. In
other words, Sociopaths are not born. They
are nurtured. Forged by the experiences they
have when they are less than 2 years old.

There is scientific evidence that shows
more than 80% of long term prison
inmates have attachment problems that
stem from babyhood.

It is also now believed that you can predict
two thirds of future chronic criminals by
behaviour seen at the age of two.

A BETTER FUTURE
FOR OUR
CHILDREN
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Andrea Leadsom

YOU CAN PREDICT TWO THIRDS OF FUTURE CHRONIC
CRIMINALS BY BEHAVIOUR SEEN AT THE AGE OF TWO
So why does poor attachment arise?

So often, poor attachment is the result of
the parents’ own unhappy lives. A Mother
who was not attached as a baby to her
own Mother will struggle to form a secure
bond with her baby. A woman who
suffers post-natal depression may struggle
to form a secure bond. Parents with drug,
domestic abuse or unemployment
problems can also struggle.

Poor attachment is no respecter of class or
wealth…….and in a deep recession the
difficulties for new parents are even
greater than usual.

But I want to stress this is not about
making parents stay at home, or rejecting
the idea of putting babies into childcare
settings. Attachment means building a
bond with a baby, so that the baby
instinctively learns the capacity to be a
part of a caring relationship. Where both
parents work, or where there is a single
parent, or adoptive parents, attachment
can still be very secure.

There is now research suggesting that in
Britain 40% of children are not securely
attached by the age of five. This doesn’t
mean they will all go on to have
behavioural problems. But what it does
mean is that they will be less robust in
their emotional make up to meet the
challenges and disappointments of life.
And it also means they will find it difficult
to form strong attachments to their own
babies, thus perpetuating a cycle of misery
through generations.

There are some inevitable conclusions to
be drawn from this – namely, it may well
be poor attachment that lies behind the
recent UNICEF report showing British
children are the unhappiest in the
developed world. It also may be poor
attachment that lies behind our high
teenage pregnancy rate (Mums who are
themselves children looking for love) and
our high divorce rate (adults unable to
form long-lasting relationships).

What can we do about poor
attachment?

The astonishing thing is that if we tackle
poor attachment early enough (before the

baby is two), it can be turned around very
quickly to the benefit of baby and carer. A
qualified psychotherapist working with
carer and baby can achieve highly positive
results within a few months.

Government could so easily help
….here are some specific ideas:

• First, what a baby needs is the right
environment for secure attachment.
The ideal place is, of course, within
the home. So Midwives and Health
Visitors should be trained in the
importance of early attachment and
should have the emotional wellbeing
of the baby in mind as much as his
physical wellbeing. . …..an ante-natal
questionnaire in Canada has been
80% successful in identifying later
attachment problems. Predicting
where there are likely to be problems
so they can be dealt with early must
be the start point.

• Second, specialist parent-infant
support in every PCT should be
available for onward referral from
Social Workers, GPs, Health Visitors
and Midwives.

• Third, where a baby spends more
than a few hours a day in a child care
environment, there should be
protocols within the nursery that
ensure the attachment needs of the
baby are met. These could include
focus on the ‘key worker’ relationship,
so that one adult carer does all the
‘intimate’ activities with the baby
such as nappy change and feeding,
and the same adult should be
responsible for the ‘handover’
morning and evening to the parent.
There are plenty of opportunities to
maximise the sensitivity of the child
care environment to support the
attachment needs of the baby.

• Fourth, training in early attachment
for childcare workers is critical. The
turnover of staff in nurseries is high,
and often staff are themselves young
and inexperienced. All these facts
contribute to a greater risk of
‘insensitive’ care.

Finally, where the baby cannot be safely
left at home and social services
intervention is necessary, there should be
much more focus on a swift resolution –
if taking the baby away from the natural
parents is the conclusion, then for the
sake of the baby this should happen
before his first birthday.Before the age of
two, there is a huge opportunity to turn
around the life chances of a baby.

But even if you think it is not the job of
society to worry about the individual
baby, then consider this. Why so we
have so many violent young gangs, so
many unhappy children, so much drug
abuse and such a vast financial burden
on our society that must pick up the
pieces of these damaged people?

Support for early attachment is the single
greatest thing an incoming Conservative
Government can do to change our future
for the better. !

Andrea Leadsom is Conservative
Prospective MP for South
Northamptonshire, and Chairman
(2001 – 2009) of Oxford Parent Infant
Project, a charity that helps families
who are struggling to bond with their
new born babies.
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Conservative’s are the Medicine for the
NHS. The NHS is vast. It treats over one
million patients every 36 hours.

The work force is larger than the combined
populations of Birmingham and Coventry.
It’s Europe’s largest employer. Over the
sixty years of the NHS there have been
significant social, demographic and
technological changes. Political planning
for healthcare services need to keep pace
with society. Labour can no longer defend
the NHS by repeating arguments made for
its creation. The world has moved on; the
Labour party has been left in the past. The
future lies with David Cameron, who has
put the NHS at the heart our Conservative
political priorities.

Since 1948 the NHS budget has increased
from £437 million (roughly £9 billion at in
today’s valuemoney) to over £100 billion in
2009. Money has poured in, but have
results kept pace? The sad fact is that vast
sums of money have been completely
squandered, such as £12 billion wasted on
the white elephant NHS IT system. As an
NHS doctor, I have first hand experience of
how taxpayers’ money has been spent on
creating tick-box targets and layers of
bureaucracy. Rather like Upstairs,
Downstairs, Labour has left ‘us’ (patients
and clinical staff) in the basement and
‘them’ (managers and politicians) up in the
ivory tower, far away from the front line.
It’s clear from the numbers. NHS hospital
managers have mushroomed to 39,900
exceeding the 34,900 clinical consultants.

Of course, good management is imperative.
But Labour’s love of paperwork has gone
too far; siphoned money away from patient
care. Even famous manager Gerry
Robinson said ‘The NHS continues to
employ ever greater number of managers
with no clear evidence that it is being
better managed as a result.’ Hospitals are
set to become more like a scene from Yes
Minister, where the hospital top of the
hygiene league table has plenty of record
keepers but no patients. There is no choice
but to think more carefully about how and
where money will be spent as public sector
debt spirals to over 56% of GDP.

To examine the challenges we face in more
detail, let us consider the one thing we all
have in common – being born. Britain’s
booming birth rate and bursting maternity
units, have led to newspaper revelations
about women giving birth in corridors and
lifts. Shadow Health Secretary Andrew
Lansley MP highlighted how maternity beds
have been cut by 22% since 1997. On top
of this, Britain has the worst infant mortality
rate in Western Europe. In addition, over
300 babies a year suffer brain damage
caused by a lack of oxygen during delivery.
Why has the Labour Government let this
happen on their watch?

On the Continent consultant obstetricians
are routinely present on maternity wards
and lead complicated deliveries. This is not
so in the UK, where the majority of normal
births are conducted by midwives.

Midwives can provide great one-to-one
care during delivery. But 91% of midwives
believe care has suffered as a result of
rising birth rates and staff shortages. At
potentially complicated deliveries, such as
caesareans, there’s only a 21% chance of
having a consultant doctor present. We
know that this position will get even worse
with the introduction of the European 48
hour week and the savage reduction in
postgraduate training. It may have seemed
clever to budget planners to keep costs
down by not having consultant cover and
insufficient maternity nurses. However,
charity Scope has estimated that 13,000
people are affected by brain damage
caused by avoidable birth trauma. In reality
it has cost us all. It costs more money, it
costs quality of life and it costs the lives of
babies.

Conservatives are needed to prevent Labour’s
top-heavy bureaucracy toppling the NHS. The
medicine: responsibility, transparency and
accountability. Responsibility and trust
returned to clinical professionals to put
patient care back at the heart of the NHS.
Accountability aligned to responsibility.
Transparency returned to a local level. People
need to get more involved. Tough decisions
must be made about how to distribute finite
financial resources to deliver quality patient
care. It’s your health, so the NHS should be
your service. !

Dr Michelle Tempest is an NHS hospital
doctor and Conservative Prospective MP
for North West Durham.
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Too many rules and regulations today
are written by unelected civil
servants.

By 2020, the balance of power needs to
have moved so that politicians and people
set the agenda.

The rule of bureaucrats has become
particularly prevalent in my professional
field of tax where HM Revenue and
Customs (HMRC) effectively sets policy.
Taxpayers cannot rely on applying the law
as it stands to calculate their tax liability,
but must also ensure they pay their “fair
share of tax” – in the HMRC mantra.

Tax policy – just like all other areas –
should be laid down by the Executive,
scrutinised by and enacted by Parliament
and then interpreted by the Judiciary to
ensure it is applied as Parliament
intended.

This system has worked very effectively
for hundreds of years. Certainly civil
servants can apply their specialist
experience to advise ministers, but in tax
planning the balance of power is wrong.
Consider the comments of Dave Hartnett,
Permanent Secretary for Tax in July1:

“If [this tax avoidance scheme] works
technically, then we will go to ministers to
ask that the law is amended so that
everyone pays their fair share of tax.

We are determined to create a fair and
level playing field in which everyone pays
the tax that Parliament believes it has
legislated for.“

The taxpayer should be able to rely on the
law enacted by Parliament. It is not for Mr
Hartnett to demand that it is changed to
suit his views, but with our current
Government it invariably is.

Unless various steps have only been put
in place only to avoid tax, taxpayers have
been allowed to structure their affairs,
within the law, to reduce the amount due.
The doctrine from the 1936 Duke of
Westminster case applied: “Every man is
entitled if he can to order his affairs so that
the tax attaching under the appropriate
acts is less than it otherwise would be.”

If your ideas and investment in planning,
applied within the law, results in a lower
tax bill than your neighbour’s that is not
tax evasion. It’s not criminal or fraudulent.
It’s sensible and fair. But today this

doctrine is being watered down as
ministers push through rules in response
to civil servants’ suggestions.

The details may be complex and opaque,
but they have a major effect on
businesses. HMRC have pushed through
rules that mean that companies must
declare their tax plans straight away. They
can structure plans within the law but
HMRC will not even tell them whether the
cost and effort they have incurred is
acceptable and may change the rules any
time – often through statutory instruments
not scrutinised by Parliament – and then
the companies pay for it. It is not for civil
servants to determine what is a “fair share
of tax”.

We might say fairness would be a flat rate
of tax, I’m not sure it would, but unless
HMRC thought so too, it would never
happen.

We must be able to rely on the law
without the worry that it will be changed
retroactively to make us worse off. Voters
can change a government if they disagree
with its view on a “fair share of tax”; no
such sanction is available for HMRC.

Policy made by bureaucrats this way is bad
for Britain. Not just for those businesses
are paying more tax than they might have
expected to under the rules. The lack of
certainty on tax law makes us a less
competitive location for overseas
investment too.

But worst of all is that laws have been
passed with minimal scrutiny, with hardly
any consultation, little warning and less
explanation. Greater complexity and
volume of rules costs money but, more
importantly, shifts power further away
from the voters to those who have made
them and understand the detail.

To put this right we need to simplify the
tax system radically to reduce the
opportunity for obfuscation and rule by
bureaucrats. By 2020 we should be
passing fewer, simpler laws that give
individuals and businesses the opportunity
to flourish with as little interference as
possible from the state - we need to start
by reviewing those already in force.

This would encourage transparency and
help voters make informed choices. But
we also need politicians with ideas and
character to lead and not be led by the
taxman and his colleagues.

We could start with a general election. !

Karen Bradley is Conservative
Prospective MP for Staffordshire
Moorlands
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HOW HARD IS THIS TO PUT INTO
PRACTICE?

“Increasingly, our schools are critical to
bringing our communities together. We
want them to serve the public not just
during school hours but after hours: to
function as vital community centres;
places for recreation and learning,
positive places where children can be
when they can’t be at home and
school is no longer going on; gathering
places for young people and adults
alike. Bringing our schools into the 21st
century is a national challenge that
deserves a national commitment.”

President Clinton, July 11 1996

“Real Education should educate us out
of self into something far finer: into a
selflessness which links us with all
humanity”

Lady Nancy Astor

Some critics argue that Bill Clinton’s
prescription for schools is entirely
misplaced. They argue that schools
should take the Gradgrind approach to
education: to ensure that students are
just educated to the best of their ability to
prepare them for the world ahead. This
is because such a concept not only diverts
schools from what they know best –
educating – but that they come to
supplant the traditional role of parents.

This analysis is too rigid. At a time when
communities are disintegrating and there
is real and severe family breakdown,
schools often serve as the last bastion of
communities. When small shops have
closed and local faith institutions are
poorly attended, the school remains
the one institution in a community that
brings people together – not just children,
but parents too. If a child comes from a
broken home, then it is the school that
will give that child order and structure, as
well as a decent meal.

Those who believe that it is the job of
parents to provide a moral force for the
children and not the state are correct. But
family breakdown will take years – if not
generations – to deal with, both through
fundamental welfare and educational
reform, and through significant changes
to how we deal with crime and
disorder. Schools, by contrast, can
provide an immediate response to
community breakdown, which few other
public policies are able to match. In
poorer neighbourhoods with little
economic power, the school can be the
one body that empowers parents and
pupils alike, and help transform the
community.

A Community School would act as a
connector between parents, children,
local business, public organisations like
the NHS and the Police and voluntary
organisations such as residents groups
and local charities. In essence they
would become a one-stop shop – a
magnet for essential services.

Whilst ensuring that education remained
at the forefront, offering other services
would have significant benefits.
In poorer areas with lower aspiration and
educational attainment, it would
encourage parents to come to the school
if other services such as health clinics
were offered.

Schools that gave space for local charities
– particularly those which work with
problem youths – could have positive
outcomes on helping schools dealing
with children from troubled backgrounds.
Similarly, schools that offer ‘work stations’
for the police could have a significant
effect on anti-social behaviour problems.

In Nottingham for example, a drugs
charity, DARE UK has had immense
success in placing retired police officers in
schools to help with drugs education.

How hard is this to put into practice?
Many will cite cost implications, lack of
teaching time in the curriculum and loss
of educational focus. But is this really the
case? In Downs Primary School, Harlow,
the Head Master David Yeld has a forward
looking vision about the future of his
school as a major community engager. His
aim is to develop links with a regional
University (Anglia Ruskin) and to establish
a Family Learning Centre at the School.
The objective is both to provide support
for children and also to give advice to
parents on work related issues. For the
University such a project would give them
a chance to access future students and
help improve the skills base. Most
importantly it would allow the University
to develop their early years provision. Far
from being uncosted, the finance would
be one million pounds if it were to
succeed, with grants being sought from
the European Union and the Lottery.

Another community minded head teacher,
Rose Pepper of Paringdon Junior School, (a
remarkable school that has been
transformed from a failing to successful
school in recent years), believes that
schools can become central to the
community in a number of ways. First by
engaging parents, second by teaching
children about community and actively
involving them in it and third by using
school facilities to bring in outside services
and volunteers to work with the school.

There would be lessons which have
children writing and thinking about what
community engagement actually means.
In keeping with the belief of the school
“as the last moral force”, the emphasis of
citizen education could be defined around
character education: good character,
respect, active citizenship.

The last hour of the school day could
involve the children led by teachers in
some kind of community activity. It would
be supervised and led by teachers.
Activities like environmental projects and
charitable work. These could also take
place after SATs tests in the summer.

Another objective would be to allow local
people to use school ICT computer suites.
With more involvement with public
services, there would be police
involvement in schools, and local politicians
(the MP and Councillors) would be
encouraged to use the school for surgeries,
so as to encourage more people,
particularly parents, to visit. Huge support
would be given to local people who might
be happy to volunteer around the school,
such as tending the garden and school
fields, planting flowers and the like.
Regular clubs could be established to bring
in additional members of the public.

School governing bodies should be changed
to elected School Boards to encourage
community involvement. Parents,
community representatives, charitable
organisations, local businesses and even
local politicians should be allowed to stand
for election to the School Board. Those
elected would ideally be from the school
catchment area or live within a certain
radius. The School Board would be elected
for a fixed term of around four to five years.

Each School would determine how many
representatives they wanted from each
sector. A school with a more business focus
might want more business representatives.
Elected School Boards would have the
effect of galvanising both the governing
body and the school within the
community. It would work much better
than the existing system of appointing
governors to the governing board where
the only people who know about the
school are those immediately involved.

Schools as bedrock community institutions
will only work if other public services are
actively encouraged to get involved. PCTs
and GP surgeries should be offered
financial incentives to share facilities with
schools. A special ear-marked budget could
be established by national Government for
public services to be given special funds for
school community involvement.

Constabularies could have a special
allocation of funds to allow local police to
place police officers in schools.

Businesses which provide a local
business-teacher-child exchange
programme could be offered tax breaks to
incentivise more business and school
collaboration. This co-operation would
mean more than just sponsorship of
buildings and donations: tax breaks would
only be provided for sustained
collaborative programmes. Tax breaks or
easier access to grants could also be
provided to charities which undertook
similar engagement with schools.

There should be a nation-wide website –
a community databank (a new
Foundation at arms-lengths from
government) in which schools and
volunteers could register. The schools
would use the website to set out their
community activities and volunteers could
register on the site to show they were
available to help and to see what
community programmes were available.
The community website could offer prizes
and awards for schools and volunteers for
their community involvement.

It would be much easier to keep the status
quo. Schools could carry on as before with
the occasional hotpotch of community
activity. But the nature of education is
changing. Our current social circumstances
mean that schools cannot just be about
reading, writing and arithmetic, with some
sport on the side. It has to provide more
than just academic attainment – albeit still
of utmost importance.

Family breakdown, community atomisation,
barriers to social mobility and a loss of
common values mean that schools have an
enhanced role to play.

By becoming bedrocks of the community,
the school can offer teachers, parents,
children and local residents a means of
empowerment and positive collective
action. This is not about increasing the
power of the state but a fundamental
Conservative belief in fortifying civil
society for the good of all. !

Robert Halfon is Conservative
Prospective MP for Harlow
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Rob teaching in Rwanda as part of Project Umubano
in the Summer

THE COMMUNITY SCHOOLS
REVOLUTION Robert Halfon



The statistics say that knife and gun
crime has never been more
prevalent. But go behind the
statistics to the people.

We have on average one person a day in
the UK being killed by knife crime. Now
I don’t know about you, but to me that is
a lot in so called civilised society.

Much of this knife and gun crime is being
committed by young people on other
young people. So what is going on? Why
are young people so intent on carrying
knives, guns, doing drugs, binge drinking
and being part of a gang? Why is gang
culture now an official term used by
politicians and sociologists alike?

No doubt one of the biggest fears facing
parents, is that their child may get
embroiled in such a gang. Drink, drugs,
knives, guns gangs…all these terms
make me recoil in horror and I am
already worried about my 6 year old son.

So what is it that is making our young
boys and indeed some girls feel that a
gang is the only way to earn respect.
Respect is a word used all too loosely and
too often people find it difficult to define,
but we all know what we mean by it.

Interviews with young people have cited
it as a reason for carrying a knife, a
reason to be involved in drugs, a
justficiation for a criminal act. Binge
drinking…to drown reality, lose any
inhibitions that might limit what they do.
High on drugs…because to have a good
time you must be ‘out of it’.

Ironically what these kids are seeking
with the aid of these ills is respect and
self worth. But why is it that they are
seeking this amongst their peers, using
knives, guns, drink and drugs as a means
of getting it? Why aren’t they getting this
sense of worth at home from their
families, from their parents? Much
psychological research exploring the
issues which contribute towards mental
ill health has been explained by early
relationships with other people in
particular their parents and immediate
families. While the work of some of
these researchers such as John Bowlby
may seem outdated in todays society,
one thing that does remain is that as
young children we do need to have
significant others in our lives that nurture
this part of our development - to mould
us into functional rounded individuals.

Humans are social beings, we like to be
in a group, we thrive in communities,
social isolation has been used as a means
of punishment throughout history.
Therefore, it should be no surprise that
we feel a strong desire to belong to a
group. This first group is the family.

Social breakdown in Britain has resulted
in a breakdown in the family. Over half
marriages conducted end in divorce.
Single parenthood is at an all time high.
The role of fathers is undermined. We
are encouraged to send our children into
nurseries and pursue careers for self-
fulfilment and material pursuits.

The result is that as a society, that natural
grouping of the family is no longer there
as the strong network of support,
protection and nurturing that children
need to become functioning members of
society with a sense of moral values. To
acquire the ability to judge right from
wrong, to take a sense of responsibility
for ones actions, to be confident enough
in themselves and buffer them against
the pressures of the outside world.

Is it no wonder then that when a child
reaches that rather turbulent time

labelled teenage where hormones are raging, they try to
establish a distinct identity, they seek for belonging and
acceptance within a group. A group which is also going through
the same thing – their peers. So much so that they will go to any
lengths to gain that respect, that acceptance that they are not
getting from anywhere else.

We are seeing the results of this in this new youth culture. Now
it would be naïve to assume that youth culture and rebellion is
a new phenomenon. It is not. What is new is that our youth
seem to know no boundaries. And, perhaps more to the point,
are actually given none.

Boundaries govern the level we will go to. If we are never given
these then as fallible humans we will just go on pushing them
out out out…until there are none. As we now see happens too
often with our young people.

Consequently, or cyclically whichever way you choose to look at
it, parents have too little authority over their children. They are
not able to provide the boundaries that children need.

A lack of authority in the early days means we were not able to
properly establish our vital role in building that respect for the
child nor were we there to give them the value they needed.
So like anything they go elsewhere to get it.

The Labour government has created a broken society where
nobody is prepared to take responsibility for themselves and their
actions. The top down politics have meant that people are now
used to blaming others for their failings. Children blame the
parents, the parents blame the state, the state blames the
parents.

…society picks up the bill.

The Labour government now propose that ‘problem families’ will
be dealt with, but what they have failed to realise that it is they
who created these ‘problem families’ in the first place! Families
that are dependent on the welfare state, where couples living
separately are better off. Families that are not given support
financially nor practically when setting up a home. Families that
are not able to spend time together to build those vital
connections that will stand children in good stead well after
leaving the family nest.

Families that risk becoming broken.

The next Conservative government intends to create a
responsible society where families come first. Mending Britain’s
broken society is at the top of the agenda. It is the root cause of
many of society’s ills. Marriage will be promoted through the
tax system, parents will be given more flexibility to be a part of
their family. Mothers choosing to stay at home and invest in
their children’s upbringing will be given the value it deserves.

When crimes are committed, they will be punished appropriately
forcing criminals to see that there are consequences to their
actions. If that means prison for everyone carrying a knife, then
so be it. David Cameron has pledged 5000 new prison places to
ensure that punishment fits the crime not the punishment fits
the prison space.

Bring back positive respect for and within the family and see how
kids stop seeking destructive respect from their peers. Respect,
self worth and value are basic human needs for a functional
individual. Points powerfully made by Humanists Carl Rogers
and Abraham Maslow. Let’s bring back the culture of the family.
It is the best structure for a successful society. Maybe then we
might get some way towards ridding ourselves of this knife and
gun culture – another symptom of our broken society.

It seems simplistic but to solve a problem as big as this we do
need to start right back at the beginning. Back to basics takes on
a very serious meaning. !

Adeela Shafi is Conservative Prospective MP for Bristol East
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WHY IS GANG
CULTURE NOW
AN OFFICIAL
TERM USED BY
POLITICIANS
AND
SOCIOLOGISTS
ALIKE?



At the Worcestershire village primary
school where I am a governor, we held
a retirement party at the end of last
term for the school administrator.

A young-looking sixty-year old, she was
leaving to help in her daughter’s business
and family.

At the party I chatted to a retired
policeman. A fit seventy–eight year old, he
explained that he would soon have been
drawing his pension for longer than he had
worked as a policeman.

Later that week, I called on an elderly
widow who was struggling to cover her
bills. She had managed to save £20,000
over her lifetime, which made her
ineligible for Pension Credit. The Pensions
Service assumes she receives £2 a week
in income for every £1,000 she has in
savings over the first £6,000. An annual
return of £104 for each £1,000 - that’s an
implied net income of 10.4%. Yet her
council tax keeps rising because the police
and local government employees’ pension
accounts are underfunded.

These examples underline a problem that
we have ignored for too long. Our
pensions system developed in a world
where the average employee retired at 65
and lived for another 2 years. Now, the
average life expectancy of a graduate
entering the work-force today is 72 for
men and 77 for women. So today’s new
workforce needs to build a pension that
will last them for about a decade on
average. Furthermore, the State Pension,
which is completely unfunded, is being
paid out for ever longer periods of time.

Because as a society we have been
unwilling to fund the additional saving
necessary in either company pension
schemes or the government’s unfunded
public sector schemes, there is a growing
black hole in our future finance. According
to AON Consulting the pension fund deficit

of 8,000 UK company pensions schemes is
£1 trillion, while a recent report suggests
that the less transparent public sector
liability could also be over £1 trillion.

In addition to those actually covered by a
company or public sector pension scheme,
there are 7 million people in Britain who
are not saving for their old age at all. The
Personal Account Delivery Authority is
being set up by the government to bring in
a way for people in this category to save.

What is the solution to this savings black
hole? We know that companies are closing
their final salary schemes to new
members. With the personal account idea
and defined contribution schemes, we are
moving to an individual saving account
approach. But most individuals lack the
expertise to invest in a well-diversified
investment portfolio and all are subject to
high fees. Each individual saver has to
cope with the unpredictability of their own
life span, while a company pension
scheme can rely more on actuarial tables
and average life expectancy.

How can we combine the good aspects of
the personal account idea and blend it with
the advantages of the collective scheme –
the lower fees and the averaged life
expectancy?

Three things could really make a
difference:

• Open up the personal account approach
to everyone over 18 to use to
supplement their company scheme.
Use the opt-in approach deducted from
salaries and allow each investor to
choose from three fund blends for
which the government would issue a
tender – 10 years to retirement, low
risk; more than 20 years to retirement,
high risk and 10 – 20 years to
retirement. These large tenders would
pay low percentage fees.

• Ignore any implied return from savings
and personal accounts when calculating
means-tested pension benefits, thus
abolishing the current disincentive for
low earners to save into pension
accounts. Pension credits would simply
top your actual income up to a
minimum if your actual income was
below the floor.

• Allow people who want to carry on
working over the age of 65 to do so tax
free, provided they still need to build an
adequate pension pot.

These ideas for reform would create real
pools of savings over a long period for
many more people. The current obstacles
and disincentives for low earners to save
for their old age would be addressed and
fewer old people would be dependent on
benefits to supplement their incomes. !

Harriett Baldwin is Conservative
Prospective MP for West Worcestershire
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The phrase “Putting People First” and
the numerous derivations thereof is
being adopted up and down the
country by all variety of councils and
quangos, that are trying to persuade
their residents that they do actually
have their best interests at heart.

Yet “Putting People First” needs to be
much more that just a hackneyed old
phrase pedalled out on various websites,
letterheads, annual reports and Council
Tax bills - it needs to actually mean
something!

It needs to mean that the people within
that organisation, whether elected or
unelected, actually believe it and then
demonstrate it in the actions they take.
Of course if we form the next
Government, we need to make good on
our claims of decentralisation and put it
at the centre of all we do.

If we truly believe in returning power to
the people, we have to actually believe
in “Putting People First”. We really do
need to trust the people.

We need to recognise that the vast
majority of voters up and down this
country know far better than politicians,
local government officers and civil
servants what is best for them and for
their families.

People know that they have to play their
part in society, and that they have to
conform in various ways to ensure the
common good. But they also want to
understand what they are being asked to
do and why they need to do it.

To make the most of this positive people
power and get the best from it, we need
to empower people and make them
believe that those in authority will listen
to them. That they can actually make a
difference. That not everything is a
foregone conclusion and that their
concerns can be addressed and that
change can happen.

This includes real influence over local and
national issues like waste management
policy, planning permissions, traffic
regulation and parking. As well as the
Police, our schools and our hospitals.

Who has not experienced the delight of
finding that when a particular set of
traffic lights are not working, the traffic
flows more freely? Take motorists. They
are not fools. They know there needs to
be care, they allow vehicles to join, or to
cross the flow of traffic. Tthe result: better
flowing traffic, less stress, less pollution.

There may be factors that on the face of
it have not been taken into account. Still
if we are serious about giving power to
the people, we need mechanisms that
allow citizens to challenge what is done
in their name.

If a set of traffic lights is the wrong
solution for a junction, should we not give
power to the people to ask that an
alternative solution be found?

If we accept that we need to raise
recycling levels to divert waste away
from landfill, we will have to find
solutions that will work for us all. Not
only because it is environmentally
responsible to do so, but because we are
running out of landfill capacity.

Too often we hear talk of fines and
threats. Yet that is to forget the
fundamental truth that deomcracies are
governed by consent. Carrots and
encouragement, where residents have a
real say in how a solution can be found
are much more effective. Share the
problem with people and allow them to
exercise their social responsibility. Allow
them to rise to the challenge. If
necessary, devise regulations that punish
the minority, not the responsible majority.

These are small, some would say
insignificant, examples of a big principle.
That Government should not be
something that happens to us, but
something of which we are all part.

Of course many would say this is why we
elect so many politicians to champion the
causes of those they represent. Yet
unless they and their officials realise that
they are there to serve the public, there
is always the danger that the status quo
will prevail. Bureaucracy, with the
inflexibility that implies, will hinder the
chance of any change.

Rules are supposed to make things better
for us all. They need to reflect the needs,
wants and wishes of the majority of the
public. Where they don’t, where they are
used to restrict our freedoms, they need
to be challenged.

When officials blindly quote the rules at
us, they need reminding that they are
there to serve us and not the other way
around. We pay there salaries. We, the
people should be the masters of more
and more of our own destiny.

If the rules don’t fit, change the rules.
Don’t expect people’s wishes to change.

As a candidate, I speak to literally
thousands of people on the door step. As
a result I am constantly reassured that
people understand and want to take
responsibility for far more than there is
currently the opportunity for.

This is not to advocate anarchy. It is to
advocate less law, fewer regulations, cuts
in unnecessary officialdom, reduce
wasteful spending, smaller government
and lower taxes. We need a framework
of rules and laws that helps us all live
peaceful and productive lives together.
We don’t need to be bossed about for no
good reason.

We need to see power handed back to
the people in the internet age, alongside
more real decision making at the local
level. We need more consultation and
involvement in decision making. Not
decisions made by distant elites behind
closed doors. And yes, that includes the
EU. We must reverse the ratchet of laws
and centralised control. We must fight it,
we must challenge it, we must give
power back to the people. !

Stephen Metcalfe is Conservative
prospective MP for South Basildon &
East Thurrock

POWER TO
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Stephen Metcalfe



Britain and the International Security
Challenge: Driver or Passenger?

The next government will face some
monumental challenges in the field of
international security. These will, in large
part, need to be resolved collectively by
the leading powers within the
international community. However, there
is a specific and pressing issue that the
next government will need to consider
on taking office: Britain’s role in the world
and its ability and willingness to
intervene in – and influence –
international affairs. If mishandled, it will
not be an exaggeration to say that by
2020, there will no longer be a place for
Britain at the top table of international
decision-making.

It will be only too beguiling a thought for
the incoming government to try and
shelve foreign affairs in favour of pressing
domestic concerns. Conventional thinking
will state that with public borrowing and
the national debt having spiralled out of
control and public services in crisis, the
last place that Britain’s resources – or
even policy thought – should be focused
on is the international arena. This,
however, would be a fatal error of
judgement, reflecting a lack of
understanding about the pace of change
in the world at large and the need for
Britain to be a driver rather than a
passenger in this process.

Globalisation has had many advantages
for an island-trading nation like ourselves,
but one of its by-products has been a
speeding up of the process of
international transformation, and in
particular in the rise of the East. Just
twenty years ago, when the Berlin Wall
fell and the Soviet Union began to
disintegrate, it was common to speak of
‘the end of ideology’, the triumph of
liberal democracy and free markets, and
the unchallengeable global primacy of
the USA. China was still seen as a
sleeping giant, and one that would take
years to awaken fully, with India viewed
as being even further behind in the
economic development trajectory.

Fast forward to today and a politically
unreformed China is poised to overtake
Japan as the world’s second largest
economy, while democratic India continues
to maintain its own challenge to the
established economic order. Even ten years
ago, the host of Asian ‘tiger’ economies
nipping at their heels were regarded as
international minnows on account of the
economic crisis of the late 1990s.

Today, they are helping lead the world
out of recession through consumer
demand. Meanwhile, China is proceeding
apace with a military transformation
agenda that has not only its own
neighbours, but increasingly the USA,
worried about its implications.

Thus far, the economic power of the East
has not been matched by a desire to
exercise that power politically. But this
will change, and the way that the
international community deals with the
need to accommodate the rise of the East
in the established framework and
architecture of international relations will
define largely whether the next ten years
will be conflict – or consensus – driven.

Of course, this is an issue for the
international community as a whole to
handle, but the next government will
play a crucial part in this by deciding
what Britain’s role will be in the new
world order. And it will need to do
so quickly and at the start of its
term of office given the pace
of the change that is upon us.

One school of thought – let
us call it declinist –
believes that Britain can
no longer afford, or
should no longer be
willing, to participate in
international affairs as a
player of the first rank. For
such declinists, Britain is a
second rate power which
over-extends itself through a
major international presence
and would do best by sinking
into the mediocrity characterised
by many nations within the
European Union.

The counter – and progressive - view is
that while Britain’s trajectory since the
late nineteenth century has witnessed an
absolute decline in our world power,
relative decline depends purely on state
of mind and a willingness to expend
resources on promoting the national
interest and those of the democratic
community.

For the actively engaged leader, and
Margaret Thatcher is of course a shining
example, Britain is more than capable of
maintaining its position in the world and
influencing international events, by
marrying a strong moral position – in her
case an unflinching opposition to the
evils of communism and support for
human rights and liberty – with the
practical diplomatic, economic and
military tools to achieve progress. Recent
troubles notwithstanding, we remain one
of the world’s leading economies, have
valuable cultural, diplomatic and historical
ties that can be utilised to promote our
international agenda and possess one of
the few militaries capable of large-scale
force projection across the globe.
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If we choose it to happen, Britain can
remain at the forefront of international
events, and can therefore help shape the
international agenda over the next decade.

It is unclear whether the current Prime
Minister has expressed a preference in this
debate or whether the disappearance of a
coherent foreign policy from the agenda
of his government reflects the paralysis of
decision-making that has occurred under
Gordon Brown’s watch. Brown may be a
declinist. However, this is unlikely given
that he sat quietly in the Cabinet of one of
the most internationally forward-thinking
Prime Ministers of recent times.

Tony Blair’s instincts on the need for Britain
to maintain its power, prestige and a
coherent moral message on the world
stage were commendable – and shared by
his Conservative Party counterparts over
his period in office – if sadly compromised
by his lack of funding for the
commitments he entered British forces
into, and the failure of strategy in dealing
with post-liberation Afghanistan and Iraq.

More likely, Britain’s place in the world is
currently being surrendered – much like
the Empire was first gained – in ‘a fit of
absence of mind’, with the Foreign &
Commonwealth Office and the Ministry of
Defence being treated as the poor cousins

of policy-making.

They are the last to receive attention from
a Prime Minister unable to comprehend
the scale of the disaster that his
government’s policies have led Britain into.

Following the general election, the new
government will thus face the option of
embracing the decline option – which
would be signalled by the policy
equivalent of the 1967 ‘East of Suez’
decision, in this case by the withdrawal
of funding for the capital items required
for major force projection of the first
order such as aircraft carriers and Trident
renewal – of continuing the foreign policy
malaise we see today, or embracing
boldly the idea that we remain the
masters of our own destiny. I, for one,
hope it will be the latter. Not for hubristic
reasons, but because in our globalised
world, we need our leaders to play an
active role in furthering Britain’s interests.
We cannot afford to rely on other nations
– even allies like the USA, let alone
powers such as China and Russia which
prioritise different values and forms of
engagement with the world than those
recognised as legitimate by members of
the democratic community – to promote
our interests above theirs. Nor will the
“it’ll be alright on the night” approach
offered by continued malaise in foreign
policy decision-making be any substitute
for a firm and principled decision to
advance our national interests, as it will
de facto lead to continued relative decline
in the absence of a positive decision to
the contrary.

The need for Britain to remain in control
of its own destiny is reflected in a
snapshot of just a few of the

international security concerns that the
next government will need to address:
the rise of China; the spectre of
nuclear proliferation; the continued
threat of international terrorism; the
increasing demands of resource and
energy security; and the fear of
disengagement between US and
Europe as reflected in low European

defence budgets and the resulting
growing impotence of NATO. All these

demand a uniquely British response.

Our national interest cannot be risked in
the subsuming of our position within an
amorphous multilateral effort that may not
yield the policy results Britain will need.

After all, why should those European
nations engaged in bilateral deals with
Russia over energy be expected to care
for the fate of a small island nation at the
end of the oil and gas pipeline? And can
the US consider the maintenance of the
‘Special Relationship’ with any
seriousness if our defence expenditure
collapses to a level where we are seen as
a burden rather than a partner in the field
of international security?

The choice facing Britain is a stark one: to
be an international driver or passenger.
The path taken by the next government
will define whether it will be
remembered as the destroyer – or the
restorer – of British power and prestige. !

Dr Alan Mendoza is the Executive
Director of the Henry Jackson Society
(www.henryjacksonsociety.org), a
foreign policy think-tank that promotes
democracy, liberty, human rights and a
robust transatlantic international
security policy

Alan Mendoza
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Speaking to Ayisha Adedeji from her
Halls of Residence at Warwick
University, it seems inevitable that a
talented student like her should thrive
in higher education. Confident and
articulate, this 19-year-old with three
As at A-level has opted for a degree in
law and sociology and is considering a
career as a solicitor, although, she
says, “it’s still early days.”

Yet Ayisha doesn’t come from a
‘traditional’ university background: her
mother is a secretary for the National
Audit Office and her father works for
London Underground.

“It’s not that my parents would have
discouraged me from going to university
but perhaps they wouldn’t have pushed
me to consider it,” she reflects.

“At IntoUniversity, higher education was
always sold to me as an aspiration and
goal. I was allocated mentors who could
advise me on course and what to expect.
They’ve broadened my horizons and
through them I’ve visited New York and
Belgium on courses and research
projects. They helped me with my
coursework and exam preparation and,
when I applied to University, they gave
me advice on what I should write in my
personal statement on my UCAS form.
Through [this scheme] I had a quiet place
to study and internet access, for example,
and help from the study support team in
a way that my parents may not have
been able to help me.”

The IntoUniversity Programme works with
children and young people with talent
and potential as young as seven who are
at risk of underachieving and are seeking
to improve their life chances. Established
by chief executive Dr Rachel Carr at St
Clement and St James Community Project
in North Kensington there are now centres

in Lambeth and Brent – and plans to
develop a network with a further two
centres in London by 2010.

“Our ambition is to operate in
disadvantaged communities across
England,” says Rachel, who previously
lectured in the old and new university
sectors in London and was Head of an
English Department for five years. “We
offer high quality, long-term academic
support provided at a local centre through
a multi-stranded programme with the
aspirations of each child at its heart. The
majority are from ethnic minority
backgrounds and other social groups
currently underrepresented in higher
education: Ayisha started coming to us
from the age of nine.”

Over in East London, Namita Dey could
not be more proud of her 15-year-old
son, Nirmol who has just achieved an A*
in GCSE maths.

“I’m really pleased because he took the
exam a year early,” she smiles. “He has
always done well at school but I felt he
would do better if he had some extra
lessons. So when I heard about The
Sanaton School from other local parents I
wanted him to go along. Now my eight-
year-old Nandita also attends – and
Nirmol has set his heart in studying
Natural Sciences at Cambridge.”

Sanaton Saturday School in Bethnal
Green is one of 18 supplementary
schools run by the think tank Civitas, in
which they seek to help children reach
their full academic potential by teaching
them essential skills, raising their
aspirations and opening up opportunities
to give them a better future.

Eleanor Rogerson is the Civitas Project
Director.

“We first became involved in
supplementary schools when Luke
Geoghegan, warden of Toynbee Hall, told
us of a group of Hindu Bengali parents
who were so concerned by the conditions
in local schools that they had tried to start
a Saturday school,” she says. “It collapsed
after a few months, largely owing to lack
of funds to pay the teachers.

These parents are members of the Sanaton
Association which serves the Bengali-
speaking Hindu community of Greater
London by providing education, community
work and cultural events. The parents are
aspirational and well aware of the
importance of education for their children,
but they earn low wages. We therefore
decided to use donated funds to revive the
Saturday classes. We started in January
2005 and have continued ever since.”

Eleanor is robust on the topic of why
these schools are needed.

Education +
Opportunity

= Social Mobility
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Cllr Sarah Richardson
“Many primary schools in inner city areas
fail to teach the basics,” she says. “On
Saturdays and after school hours during
weekdays we provide lessons in English
and maths for children who have fallen
behind. We use a no-frills approach which
concentrates on high quality teaching
along traditional lines to enable children
to master essential skills quickly. We
emphasise small class sizes, reading
through synthetic phonics and mental
arithmetic. Most of the children are
underachieving academically, some
significantly so, but they are very
attentive and eager to learn.”

Of course, if our schools are were providing
our children with the education we would
want then supplementary schools would
be totally unnecessary. Such initiatives
would be derided as sticking plaster no
different from recent government
announcements stating that tutors should
not be the preserve of middle class
families; or, worse, social engineering akin
to suggestions that students who have
attended poor performing state
secondaries should be given university
offers up to two grades less challenging
than those who’ve attended independent
schools or state schools situated in more
salubrious postcodes.

But the reason why I remain a fan – and
why, as a local councillor, I use part of my
ward budget to fund supplementary
classes in English and Maths for local
children, is because they provide a
palatable solution to the damning
evidence of declining social mobility
under Labour.

A London University report published in
2006, using data from the DfES, matching
almost one million pupils with their
individual postcode and exam scores,
indicated that a child’s social background
is the crucial factor in academic
performance.

More recently, research published by The
Sutton Trust found that there were a
significant number of young people who
at some point were in the top 20 percent
of school achievers at key stage 2, 3 or
GCSE, but who did not subsequently go
on to enter university by age 19.

The study by the Institute of Education
and the Institute for Fiscal Studies was
the first to use new government data to
track the progress of one year group of
600,000 English pupils through their
secondary school careers and on to
university, quantifying the attrition rates
of high performers during their teenage
years.

The research – which was based on pupils
starting secondary school in 1997 - also
found that young people eligible for free
school meals (FSM) were 19 percentage
points less likely to attend university than
those not on free school meals. When
prior exam achievements were taken
into account, however, there was virtually
no gap between FSM and non-FSM
children – in other words, poorer students
who reach A-levels are as highly likely to
go on to higher education as their better
off peers. The problem is getting poorer
students to A-levels in the first place.

Many of the organizations which stage
Saturday supplementary schools also
offer holiday programmes. For a fraction
of the price of child minder, for example,
children attending a Civitas school spend
mornings honing their English language,
literature and comprehension and
arithmetic. Afternoons are taken up with
a programme of cultural activities.

If you think that the summer break
should be idyllic and unstructured,
remember that its existence is a
throwback to when children needed time
away from their books to help their
parents with the harvest. Now it should
be a time to sow intellectual seeds. In his
book, Outliers, Malcolm Gladwell makes
the case for how children from higher
social classes come back to school at the
beginning of the academic year with an
advantage they didn’t have in July
because their aspirational parents have
spent the vacation taking them around
museums, galleries and other activities,
quite literally supplementing their
education.

Civitas uses the University of Durham’s
InCAS test to measure improvement in
academic standards over the course of a
year of children who have participated in
one of its supplementary school
programmes.

“In July 2009 a group of eight children at
our King’s Cross centre took the test for
the second time – one year since their
first test,” says Eleanor Rogerson. “The
average improvement in their ‘English
age’ was two years and four months, in
just one calendar year.”

Eleanor believes there is nothing magical
about how these results are achieved.

“They entail good, committed teachers
who turn up, week after week, often
improvising makeshift classrooms in
community centres, to teach the children
the rudiments of literacy and numeracy,”
she says.

“The effect of the supplementary schools
on the lives of the children is noticeable
in the short-term, and in the long-term it
is incalculable.” !

Sarah Richardson writes on education
and employment for the Evening
Standard. She served as Cabinet
Member for Children's Services on
Westminster City Council for three
years and has been a Candidate for
both Westminster and the European
Parliament.

MANY PRIMARY SCHOOLS IN INNER
CITY AREAS FAIL TO TEACH THE BASICS
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DONATION FORM
To make a donation to The President Reagan Memorial Fund
Trust, please complete this form and send with a cheque made
payable to:

The President Reagan Memorial Fund Trust,
C/O Conservative Way Forward,
PO Box 44706, London SW1V 4XJ.

Thank you for your support.

YOUR DETAILS:

Name: .........................................................................................................................................

Address: .....................................................................................................................................

.........................................................................................................................................................

..................................................................................... Postcode: ...........................................

Telephone: ...............................................................................................................................

Email: ...........................................................................................................................................

I would like to donate the sum of (please tick):

!! £25 !! £50 !! £100 !! £250

!! £500 !! £1,000 !! £5,000 !! Other

£ ..................

to the Trust to endow the Ronald Reagan Memorial Statue and
honour his pivotal role in the end of the Cold War.

DONATION FORM
To make a donation to The Ronald Reagan Memorial Statue
Fund, please complete this form and send with a cheque made
payable to: 

The Ronald Reagan Memorial Statue Trust, 
C/O Conservative Way Forward, 
PO Box 44706, London SW1V 4XJ.

Thank you for your support.

Please tick:

!! I enclose cheque payable to “The President Reagan
Memorial Fund Trust”

or

!! I would like to pay by credit/debit card (please tick card type
and complete all details below)

!! VISA !! MASTERCARD !! MAESTRO/SOLO

Name on card: .......................................................................................................................

Card number: ..........................................................................................................................

Start date: ............ /............ Expiry date: ............ /............

Security code: .....................

Billing Address: ......................................................................................................................

.........................................................................................................................................................

.....................................................................................  Postcode: ...........................................
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1989 was a year that changed the
world.  9 November 2009 is the
20th anniversary of the opening of
the Berlin Wall, a remarkable event
witnessed on millions of television
screens around the world.    

Conservative Way Forward is supporting
President Reagan's contribution to world
peace with a memorial statue of him in
Grosvenor Square, London, which has
just received its planning consent.  

Ronald Reagan, the 40th President of
the United States of America, was a
principled fighter for freedom.  With a
clear vision and will, he gave hope to
the oppressed, shamed the oppressors
and ended the "evil Empire" in the USSR.

His contribution to world history in the
20th century culminated in his
determined intervention to end the Cold
War, with persuasion, co-operation and
diplomacy.  He has left a lasting legacy
as a campaigner for global peace.

In his two terms in office, President
Reagan brought about momentous
change,  both on the domestic front and
in the world at large through his policy
of  "peace through strength".  Rejecting
the previous convention of détente, he
directly confronted Communism and
brought about the end of the world's
second superpower peacefully.

In 1990 the Berlin Wall was torn down, and
a year later the Soviet Union  collapsed.  
A year previously, President Reagan
received an honorary knighthood, The
Knight Grand Cross of the Order of the Bath.

American sculptor Chas Fagan has been
commissioned to create the statue,  which
will occupy the south west corner of

Grosvenor Square on the left side of the
entrance to the US Embassy.  It will be on
a plinth in a large planter with American
Sweet Gum trees.  The trees represent
those American lives lost on 9/11.

There will be educational raised bronze
plaques with quotations from President
Reagan, and tributes from Baroness
Thatcher and world leaders from the 1980s.

The Statue has so far been financially
supported by Conservative Way Forward.

Fund-raising is now taking place on both
sides of the Atlantic, and the Statue will
be launched officially in the New Year. !

Jennie Elias is an Executive Member
of CWF, a former Party Vice Chairman
and Chairman of The President
Reagan Memorial Fund Trust
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Artist impression of the memorial (courtesy of Donald Insall Associates)

Jennie Elias
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