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    PRAISE FOR A JOURNEY

  


  


  


  ‘Prime ministerial memoirs are traditionally stuffy, formal and guarded, as though written under police caution. Tony Blair’s are nothing of the sort.’ Craig Brown, Mail on Sunday


  ‘Tony Blair’s memoir is part psychodrama, part treatise on the frustrations of leadership in a modern democracy … Blair comes across as likeable, if manipulative; capable of dissembling while wonderfully fluent; in short, a brilliant modern politician.’ Lionel Barber, Financial Times


  ‘That Blair was a formidable politician can be seen in the glimpses we get of how his mind works … You are left thinking two things: that it would be a blessing if some of today’s politicians took note … and that, whatever your view of Blair, you still wouldn’t want to take him on in an election.’ The New Yorker


  ‘He has done politicians a huge favour by reinventing the art of the memoir in a way not achieved since Alan Clark’s Diaries. Funny and self-deprecating.’ Jeremy Hunt, Observer, Books of the Year


  ‘This is a substantial, thoughtful book … he has for the most part set down honestly his version of events and attempted seriously to engage with his critics.’ Chris Mullin, The Times


  ‘What makes his memoir so absorbing as it swings from clever phrase-making and thoughtful contemporary history to wince-inducing self-analysis, is that he is the first of a generation of politicians to conduct their craft as if observing themselves from an amused and admiring distance – and then to write about it. No recent politician has examined his own motives and psychology quite so candidly.’ John Rentoul, Independent


  ‘It is the small revelations about the character of Blair that make this book worthwhile.’ Ross Clark, Express


  ‘This is a more honest political memoir than most and more open in many respects than I had anticipated. He is compellingly candid about how scared he was when he first became prime minister … He is unusually direct about his calculations, even when they don’t reflect well on him … He admits to stretching the truth beyond “breaking point” to secure a settlement in Northern Ireland. Even when the lies are told in a noble cause, few politicians are honest enough to admit that they sometimes feel compelled to be deceivers.’ Andrew Rawnsley, Observer


  ‘Engrossing … Informal and candid enough to keep the reader thoroughly engaged.’ Fareed Zakaria, The New York Times Book Review


  ‘It’s a gripping insight into the ex-PM’s ten years of power … It will take a lot for many people to read his own take on the rise and fall of New Labour, but those that do might be reminded of the charm and vision that swept him to power.’ News of the World


  ‘For fair-minded readers, this book will be a fantastic surprise … funny, ruthless and unputdownable … Blair clearly relishes the opportunity to tell it as he saw it. After years of minding his PMQs, our former leader gives it to us with both barrels.’ Allison Pearson, Daily Telegraph


  ‘Deeply personal … Full of candid revelations … A priceless glimpse into the mind of the man who … stood by America in some of its darkest recent hours.’ Wall Street Journal


  ‘Unique … A political biography of unusual interest.’ Los Angeles Times


  ‘This is a good read and shows us what can be done when we have confidence, clarity and a clear sense of purpose: we can win and change the country for the better.’ Alistair Darling, Guardian


  ‘Such was the outburst of instant and largely hostile reaction when this book hit the newsstands that almost everyone failed to notice that it is very good … it is a very good book because it tells the reader more clearly than any other prime ministerial memoir I know why the author thinks what he thinks and did what he did.’ Charles Moore, Daily Telegraph


  ‘A political biography of unusual interest … Blair is one of the great politicians of this generation and that makes his candid moments particularly interesting.’ The Philadelphia Inquirer


  ‘Fluently written … Engaging.’ Michiko Kakutani, The New York Times


  ‘[An] immensely readable political memoir.’ The Irish Times


  ‘One of the most readable and engaging political autobiographies I’ve ever come across. I read it twice – fast and furious on the day after publication, like most of the hacks – then at leisure, when my reaction was totally different. It is only when you read this book as an ordinary person would read it, rather than as a cynical journalist after copy, that you appreciate how original and compelling it is … [it is] very funny, often startling, always colloquial and direct. It is packed with information, vivid images and telling anecdotes … Blair takes you to the centre of the action, to the sweat-stained hyperactive heart of government, where life and death decisions are taken by the day.’ The Herald


  ‘Well-written and perhaps unintentionally self-revealing … Blair reveals himself through his thrusting political ambition, his rationales for decisions, his preoccupation with public image and his determination to play a prominent role on the world stage.’ The Washington Post Book World


  ‘Blair’s autobiography makes unusually compelling reading for a political memoir.’ Financial Times, Books of the Year


  ‘The big daddy was Tony Blair’s A Journey.’ Quentin Letts, Daily Mail, Books of the Year


  ‘Tony Blair … remains a consummate communicator. A Journey was written with a colloquial ease – light years from the starchiness of previous prime ministerial memoirs.’ Sunday Telegraph, Books of the Year


  ‘Intellectually and emotionally engaging … Blair writes well, practises transparency, and on almost every page explains his decisions in detail.’ Christian Science Monitor


  To Cherie, Euan, Nicholas, Kathryn and Leo and my wider family who have shared the journey with me.
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    It’s almost a year since the hardback edition of this book was published. So much has happened, not least in the region where I spend so much time – the Middle East. Following the financial crisis, there have also been developments in Europe and the US that merit comment.


    This introduction plainly connects to the last chapter of the book, but here I develop an argument only touched on there: the traditional left/right divide of Western politics still dominates much of our political discourse, yet it is an essentially twentieth-century construct that is now not only increasingly redundant, it is an obstruction to new ideas and sound policy.


    This is not to say that ideals or values no longer matter – they matter hugely, and the progressive/conservative divide (a more modern version of left/right) still has relevance. What is more, that divide offers a big opportunity for progressive politics since the spirit of the times is meritocratic and modernising. Yet such labels have to be treated with caution. I remain unequivocally on the progressive side of politics, but I am fiscally more conservative, and on markets, liberal. Many conservatives are today socially liberal, in favour of gay rights and passionate advocates of women’s equality. A foreign policy of liberal interventionism has its detractors and supporters in both camps.


    When it comes to policy, the challenge today is efficacy, not ideology. People want government that works, that is above all effective in making change. To achieve this, governments have to liberate themselves from ideology based on left/right and embrace new ways of thinking that cross the traditional party lines. In pursuit of this objective, I argue that a more relevant political divide for the twenty-first century is ‘open vs closed’. It defines attitudes to globalisation; to culture and identity; and to change. The open-minded see globalisation as an opportunity; the closed-minded as a threat, a process driven by greed and big business, in which we are helpless pawns. The open-minded are accepting of those of different faiths and cultures; the closed-minded regard them as alien and corrupting. Above all, the open-minded embrace new ideas and change, seeing the potential for advancement; the closed-minded tend to defend the status quo. This divide zigzags across traditional politics. You find those who call themselves progressives and conservatives on both sides of the debates about immigration, free trade and energy, for example.


    The twenty-first century will belong to those who by instinct and education are open to the world as it changes, and are prepared to modernise and think anew. This open-minded attitude is not just about the way we view the world; it is intrinsic to whether the West regains its sense of self-confidence and self-belief. There is, at present, and for reasons that are completely comprehensible, an acute pessimism in the West. Any young graduate seeking work can tell you how tough it is. For those without qualifications, jobs are often low paid or highly insecure. Add to this alarm over extremism, anger at what appears to be uncontrolled immigration, and the gathering sense that new powers, notably China, are emerging to take our place, and it is easy to see why this pessimism is so rampant.


    It is, however, misguided and unnecessary. We have been through tough times before – actually much tougher – and survived and prospered. It’s true new powers are emerging. But ask the immigrants why they prefer our way of life. If these new powers succeed, it will be at least as much by emulation as by difference.


    For example, I believe that this century will see Africans seize their destiny in their own hands and triumph over their adversities. The world needs what they have to offer in raw materials, commodities and agriculture. There is a new generation of smart, capable leaders coming to the fore, but whether and how fast they succeed will depend to a significant extent on the degree to which they take the best lessons of governance from us and apply them. They still look to us, and rightly so. And the Middle East? It turns out they do want democracy.


    Above all, we are the birthplace of the open-minded. We were the leaders in ideas; and to a large extent we still are. We were the creative ones, the innovators, the radical reformers of the status quo, not just in economics, governance, social progress but in thought, and other disciplines whose ideas define the future. Our problem is not our situation but ourselves. Do we still want to lead the world? Do we still want to be led by leaders capable of harnessing that innate power of creativity?


    The world needs our leadership for a very simple reason: while our values may have been nurtured in the West, their appeal and their ownership is vested in humanity. Liberty, justice, the people above the government not the government above the people: these are the values we forged over centuries and they represent the steadfast evolution of human progress.


    At present we have this curious jumble of paradoxes and contradictions: the world needs our leadership but we are fearful of leading; our politics is organised according to distinctions of left vs right that, in their most crude form, the people have long since moved on from; and though the future belongs to the optimistic and open-minded, we are in danger of being defeatist and closed-minded.


    What should leaders do? When people ask me about leadership, I can talk about character, temperament and attitude, about ‘doing the right thing’ and having ‘the right stuff’, all of which is important. But sometimes I think that the hardest thing is getting the right answer. This is harder still in an era of uniquely low predictability.


    The oddest yet most interesting thing about being an ex-leader is how much I did not know when I was a leader, how much there is to learn about the world and how endlessly fascinating are the processes of change going on within it. I’ve been to the Middle East twelve times in the last few months and over sixty times since leaving office. I travel regularly to China and of course to the US. I have seen for myself that the US is more than New York and Washington, as China is more than Beijing and Shanghai. I’ve learned about Indonesia and Malaysia, and started to know Mexico, Brazil and Colombia, countries I had barely visited before. I also spend time in Africa.


    The relief from the day-to-day pressure of office has given me space to analyse. The memory of what it was really like to lead means that I retain real respect for those who assume the mantle of leadership. I know it is a lot easier to give the advice than to take the decision.


    Occasionally I even wonder if I became a leader too young. Of course, nowadays we tend to like our leaders younger. They look better, seem more dynamic, have a positive energy that stimulates in the electorate a positive glow; but in my case judgement and experience have deepened with age. In a curious way, as a younger leader I was better able to articulate the bright, new horizon; but as a more mature leader I was better able to get there. (Though being now two years off sixty as I write this, I suppose I would say that.)


    I now feel a huge pulse of urgency about our situation. This is not simply the onset of age or the musings of a global wanderer – indeed I have never felt more adrenalin or energy – it is that the key to our success today is to analyse, understand, and then be part of the way the world is changing. When times are hard, the inclination is to be introspective. But it is in the nature of these times that in order to advance, we have to be global.


    The chief characteristic of today’s world is the speed of change, driven by technology. When I was growing up, technological advance was often to do with how we made things. It was about how we travelled – by car or plane – and then about how we got the news. In the 1960s and 1970s, we had very standard ways of getting information. There were major news channels that everyone shared. The choices we could make were limited by the technology, and we depended on government for a range of decisions only they could make.


    The Internet has changed that world. We have the power in our own hands to communicate, interact and obtain information. The result is transformative. We don’t just work differently, we live and think differently. There is the instantaneous transmission not only of news, but of thoughts, moods, opinions and sentiment.


    The world is ever more interdependent. OK, that’s a cliché now, but what isn’t grasped are the consequences of it. Take the financial crisis – significant for many reasons, but perhaps most importantly as the most dramatic demonstration of what it means to live in a truly interdependent global financial market. Those countries most deeply wired into that global market suffered for it. Those who avoided it – very few – could do so both because their banks were far more tightly controlled but also because they lagged behind the rest of the world in financial innovation (characteristics which themselves bring a separate raft of problems associated with them). And crisis did not spread simply as a result of rational analysis, by market participants, of failing financial products; rather, market sentiment gathered pace and rolled into tidal waves of panic, shifting perceptions of both the financial system as well as individual nations’ economic stability.


    This linkage isn’t only financial. Political, cultural and social ideas are also communicated in real time and have global reach and power. The uprisings in the Middle East are partly the product of the new social media’s ability to pass information within a country; but also the global reaction to events bouncing back into the national political debate, fuelling and shaping it. All of this is accelerating the pace of change. Leaders are taking decisions against a background of uncertainty and change that both constantly alter that background and constrain enormously what any one country on its own can do to manage the consequences.


    Added to all this is the rise of China, and India, and others not far behind. The most elusive thing in any discussion of China is to get your head round its size. We know it’s big, has 1.3 billion people, and is now a power; but none of that conveys adequately the immensity of its impact on us. If you shut down the whole of the UK – the fifth largest economy in the world – so that it emitted no greenhouse gas emissions whatsoever, the rise in emissions from the Chinese economy would make up the difference in under two years. We debate, rightly, the third runway at Heathrow, on environmental grounds; China will build seventy new international airports in the next decade. By 2030 there will be 300 commercial airports. The USA has nine, maybe ten cities with a population of over a million, while the EU has around twenty; China has over 160. Think how different Finland is from Greece, or even Germany and Italy, the British and the Spanish. In Western Europe there are great differences of culture, ethnicity and habits. Now think of that multiplied by three. Think of sixty different Chinese ethnic groupings. Think of hundreds of millions of Chinese industrialised in the last twenty years which has produced China’s transformation economically and politically. Then think of the same again in the next twenty. You start to get some idea of the scale, complexity and depth of change that China’s development is going to bring. Not a single aspect of our lives will be untouched by it. From the environment, to the production of cheap consumer goods we take for granted, to the way the world’s commodities are mined and used, China’s rise will transform our lives.


    India’s population is 1.2 billion and rising. Indonesia has three times the number of people as Germany. Brazil and Russia are going to be giants of the world economy. All these nations face serious challenges, of course, but the trend is unmistakable and irreversible: the geopolitics of the twenty-first century will be unlike anything the modern world has seen. Our children in the West will be a generation growing up in a situation where virtually every fixed point of reference that my and my parents’ generation knew has changed or is changing. Included in these fixed points of reference is traditional politics – and that is why leadership is so tough.


    Of course there are voters who remain absolutely committed to traditional left/right politics – often they make most noise – but there is a swelling crowd of people who don’t conform to such politics and who can determine elections. One group are those who focus as much on ‘cultural’ questions as normal left/right politics. The Tea Party in the US is a reaction to what they perceive as the dominance of a liberal elite. In Europe, you have the far right parties like that of Le Pen in France, or the new parties that have popped up in countries such as Sweden, Holland and Finland that we used to think of as having very predictable politics. But the other group are a large, somewhat disenfranchised group of centrist voters who just distrust the simplicity of the left/right labels.


    Let us try for a moment to disentangle this. At one level, given the debates in the US such as the programme of cuts in Wisconsin, or in the UK about tuition fees for students, you might think it bizarre to claim left/right battles a thing of the past. Surely these are just that: left vs right and very much with us. But that is an illusion. That is to focus on the surface noise. Look deeper and actually what has happened in this past half-century is that the left/right distinctions have become blurred. It would be too simplistic to say the left has won the battle over values and the right has won the battle over policy direction, but it is a little like that.


    When I was growing up, social justice was a value of the left. Today, conservatives as well as progressives will lay claim to fairness. The argument is over who has the best policy to achieve it. Both groups say they represent ‘regular’ people or ‘hard-working’ families; both identify with enhanced opportunity and social mobility; both are against ‘elites’. The patrician Republican or Tory is in short supply and even shorter demand. Where the right are more traditionally ‘right’ on values – abortion, gay rights, etc. – this tends to be at the base, not amongst voters.


    However, on policy, we are in the course of a long steady march to a rebalancing of individual responsibility and choice with the power of the state – on taxes, welfare and public services. At first this was driven by the costs of the state, the widening of the tax base and the sense of the state taking up too much ground. Now there is a fresh driver: a desire to exercise much greater choice and individual preference – the norm in private-sector transactions – in the public sector. And all of it, of course, enhanced by the potential of technology.


    What is interesting is how little this march has been arrested by the financial crisis. In 2008, it was commonly believed that the left would gain from a mess thought not just to be ‘of the market’ but begotten by unrestricted market practices. The state was said to be back in fashion. If it was, the fashion quickly passed. European elections and the US midterms saw, if anything, a move rightwards. Even the conservative leaders in Europe today tend to be under threat from parties more to the right or on non-traditional platforms rather than from the conventional left.


    Here is the point of fascination: many people voting this way don’t regard themselves as going ‘right’ on these issues. They don’t view it in partisan terms. They view it practically.


    This is not to say that because ideology is discredited, politics has become a game of realpolitik, everything traded and bartered and bargained in a never-ending street haggle. There’s an enormous appetite for ideas and ideals. Neither does it mean that people don’t want big change. They do. They know they need it and they will vote for it. It’s just that they won’t buy it from someone who they regard as ideologically motivated. They will pick and choose policy options. They will not conform to neat twentieth-century distinctions because experience has taught them to be wary of such things. None of this means they think small – indeed their irritation with much of what passes for political campaigning is precisely because they believe the thinking is not big enough or broad enough to change lives. They are radical, not ideological. You can call this the radical centre, though that doesn’t properly describe it. Such a radicalism is not positioned between traditional left/right but above it.


    And here is a strange paradox. The real challenge for leaders is how to change their countries, yet first they have to persuade their own party base, since party organisations have the ability to determine the contenders for leadership; and though the people distrust ideologically driven politics, party activists are even more wedded to them. The party battle then turns into a series of set-piece staged fights, a bit like re-enactments of English or American civil wars. What comes out of it is a form of transactional politics in which the risk is that even if you start with the right answer, it’s slowly whittled away into mush. Meanwhile, in the real world, this unstoppable force of change is beating down upon us, demanding something transformative in order to cope with it.


    Democracy is supported for two reasons (and by the way supported the world over – no nation that is a democracy has ever chosen willingly to surrender it, and no two democracies have ever gone to war): the first is justice – it is the fairest way to choose a government; the second has been efficiency. Dictatorships, at least over time, tend to inefficiency, corruption and repression.


    The challenge of modern democracy is efficacy. Not accountability, transparency or whether it is honest or not, but whether it works to deliver effective change in times that need that radical change. It is here that our traditions weigh us down. We have inherited very binary, polar two-party politics or, even where there are more than two parties, very stratified veins of left and right. What’s more, our systems were designed when politics was a ‘later in life’ mission; it is now a career that often starts shortly after university and progresses through a series of political posts until the summit is reached. Checks and balances are there for very good reasons in most constitutional democracies; but in the modern world they often lead not to consensus for change but to sclerosis or minimal change. Above all, over a period of years since the war as the state has grown and public services and welfare systems have developed, there is a vast network of special interests that have every incentive to defend the status quo vigorously, and virtually none to alter it or even adjust it.


    Some of these state systems are extraordinarily complex. Reforming them is intellectually, as well as politically, profoundly challenging. To get that right requires great effort and space – political space in which things can be thoroughly explored, iterated and reiterated. The answers matter. They have effects that don’t just run into billions of pounds or dollars or euros but affect lives. But without care, even the act of intellectual inquiry is itself demonised.


    Politicians – especially when trying to reform complicated systems built up over decades that employ thousands and impact upon millions – require the brains of the best talents. It should be a national enterprise driven by a shared sense of purpose. Creating the means of achieving this is near to impossible the way we do politics right now. Outsiders come in usually from a genuine sense of patriotic endeavour. Their motives are rubbished, their backgrounds scrutinised to the point of obloquy and pretty soon they wonder why on earth they ever got mixed up in it all.


    The gene pool going into politics is now frighteningly limited. This is not because there is a reduced desire for public service. It is that too many smart people no longer see it as public service – they’re wrong in that, by the way, but that’s how a lot of people who otherwise might well be tempted, resist the temptation.


    The way modern parliaments work has also changed. I don’t mean in terms of procedures and so on – they are all too familiar – but in terms of how they function in practical ways. Very few listen to parliamentary debates any more. Press releases matter more than considered speeches. Getting re-elected, fund-raising, building networks of supporters, can be almost a full-time occupation today. In other words, the time for the real job – which, just to recall, is participating as an elected national political leader in national debates – comes a poor second to the business of staying there.


    The way our democracies work in the early twenty-first century is virtually a conspiracy against rational decision-making. In times when the political system needs to roll along because we’re doing fine and, frankly, the less done the better – and there are such times – these flaws of modern democratic politics do not matter so much. Today they do.


    Now, in saying all this, I’ve not gone soft. I spent twenty-five years in politics. I know the game; it’s competitive and occasionally brutal. It’s always been like that. But here’s the difference today: these are times in which we need to effect radical change. In this regard Europe and America face the same challenges. In Europe it is absolutely plain that the crisis in the eurozone has merely exposed, not originated, the need for reform. The truth is that welfare and public service systems over the years have grown up to become wholly different from the original conception. To have debates over whether to raise the retirement age by one or two years with generous pension provisions is next to absurd. Life expectancy has dramatically altered, while the birth rate is lower. You simply can’t, therefore, have smaller numbers of working-age people supporting larger numbers of the retired. Public services that, when first created, were basic services, which were a momentous advance for a generation that had nothing, are never going to satisfy a generation that in the rest of its life has a vast array of choices, preferences, individualised service and custom, and will expect and demand the same from state services for which they pay their taxes.


    I follow the debate about the US deficit with a degree of bewilderment, as befits the foreigner. Some say: isn’t it a trifle weird to have such a fierce debate about $30 billion vs $60 billion vs $100 billion of cuts to discretionary spending, when the issue is a trillion-dollar budget deficit?


    This concern has increased with the ratings agencies now suggesting that the AAA rating of US debt is at risk of downgrade. The European Stability Framework has now been announced, reannounced and again reannounced. On each occasion, the time lag between initial relief and then later disappointment is getting shorter. That is because people know – and in this case, at least, the markets are not behaving irrationally – that the social and economic systems in Europe need fundamental reform and the euro needs an alignment of fiscal and monetary policy.


    So I believe there is a systemic political challenge that is about how we mature and modernise our democracies to include not just the form of democracy – voting for the governments – but the substance underpinning it. In a world that is transforming, we cannot govern ourselves with transactional politics, otherwise we will find our Western leadership position not merely assailed – as in a sense it is bound to be – but corroded to the point where the twenty-first century happens on someone else’s terms.


    This is where we need to rise above partisan politics – which is not as quixotic as it may sound. Look at certain currents in politics right now and you can see a genuine new politics straining at the leash: New Labour, the new Democrats of President Clinton’s time and the movement that brought President Obama to power, all consciously reached out beyond their traditional base; there is the coalition government in the UK, and perhaps more interesting the involvement of former Labour ministers in making long-term government policy; President Sarkozy’s inclusion of Socialist Party members in his government; the bipartisan efforts of Simpson–Bowles and the six senators on the US deficit. Where political leaders deliberately go outside their own political base, they almost always win public approval. The very fact of overtly embracing bipartisanship would itself create confidence economically as well as politically. It would give people the sense that politics was rising to the challenge.


    This is not about enforced coalition through electoral arithmetic. It has, of course, to be a genuine coalition of ideas and open-minded people. The problem with the coalition government in the UK, is the coalition. It is, when you really analyse it, a coalition of people and party organisations born of necessity, not a coalescence of ideas. The most imaginative policy from non-Tory sources has not come from the Liberal Democrats, but from the former Labour (usually New Labour) ministers I mentioned above.


    I am talking about an approach that avows a different way of doing politics by preference. Take the debate over the role of government. There is a perfectly sensible case for reshaping and reinventing government today to make it more effective; to take it out of areas of delivery and execution better done by others; to reduce its cost; to make it an agent of strategic change rather than the type of heavy hierarchical structure of the ‘one size fits all’ state of the past. There are a thousand efficiencies anyone used to dealing with private sector reorganisation could make in any government department or service you care to mention.


    Putting this argument in terms of some piece of zealotry that assumes the very notion of government is at best a necessary evil, distracts from the core reason for reform: making government work better for people. This then motivates those on the other side of the spectrum to launch their own ideological ‘crusade’ to prevent any such change happening. So parts of the right end up arguing that the state as a concept is wrong; and on parts of the left that even if it’s not working effectively, the state has to be defended. The casualty is common sense.


    Now, personally, I see changing this politics as very much consistent with the finest traditions of progressive politics. I am still, as the book shows, an ardent advocate of third-way politics. I believe in community, in a society that shares purpose and values and is cohesive, rather than simply a collection of individuals and families striving and struggling on their own. A belief in social justice brought me into politics, and it is still what motivates me. In terms of ends, objectives and values, progressive politics should be well placed to lead this new approach to modern democracy, precisely because its roots are in popular movements of change and progress.


    However, I am a third-way progressive because I have always thought that these ideals have been diminished by a refusal to distinguish between values as principles and values applied in the practical world. Values as principles are timeless. Their practical application is very much timebound; and therefore as times change, so should policy. Instead, progressives have often clung to particular concepts of the state, government, and collective institutions like trade unions whose radical reform has been long since demanded by changing times. Failure to appreciate this is why voters in Europe are preferring conservative governments to make the changes, even though they often distrust their values. Face people with a choice between traditional left and traditional right and there is a traditional outcome: the left loses.


    I am impatient with much of progressive politics when it fails to see that values are dynamic; that they guide you as to the why and the where, but not as to the how. How you do it is today’s challenge, and that depends on the way the world is now, which is different from how it used to be in a multitude of ways. If we were to apply this approach to the key challenges facing us, what would the correct policies be? I would identify five such challenges:


    
      	Reform of Government


      	Reform of the Economy


      	Foreign Policy and the Transatlantic Alliance


      	The Middle East and North Africa


      	Energy

    



    Reform of Government



    This is in two parts: altering the way government works internally; and changing its services, some of which, of course, are delivered at a state or regional level. As for government itself, it should be smaller, more strategic and more focused on policy. I found in office there was a real dearth not of conventional policy advice – we excelled in that – but of new thinking, radical policy ideas. Take the way a large company works today and compare it to a government department. In the company there would be a continuous reassessment, from first principles, of what the company is trying to do and how it is doing it. In particular there would be a relentless focus on system improvement through use of technology; perpetual analysis of the customer base and how its habits and wishes were changing; and a comparative study of what the competition is up to.


    Government doesn’t much function like that. For example, there is very little work by government – as opposed to think tank – on how other governments have created change, on what the empirical evidence is for certain policies. In Downing Street, I formed a Delivery Unit, Policy Unit and Strategy Unit, staffed largely by outsiders and charged specifically with trying to learn the lessons of change: how others had tried to effect it; to think new thoughts about systemic change; and to distinguish between day-to-day policy management and radical long-term policy. In departments, such an infrastructure was largely absent, yet there were hordes of people dedicated to monitoring and managing and issuing guidelines. Where there were research capabilities, they worked in very conventional ways and rarely did they come up with practical methods of delivering effective results as opposed to sociological essays that had limited value.


    What should happen, therefore, is an attempt to create a genuine consensus around long-term reform of the way government works in order, radically, to realign government with the modern world.


    In public services and welfare, the changes are much harder to make, since they touch not just entrenched interests but people’s lives. Change will therefore necessarily only happen over time. But, again, round the world certain lessons are obvious. Any welfare system that encourages people to be welfare recipients is constructed contrary to purpose. It is better to spend money on equipping people to retrain and find work, than on benefits. The retirement age has to be raised in line with the age to which people are living. Over time, we have to rebalance what the general taxpayer, through the state, contributes to pension provision and how people provide for themselves; and the regulation of the latter has to be sensible and not so burdensome that the costs make it prohibitive for middle-class people.


    In social exclusion and help targeted at those at the very bottom of society, we have to be prepared to intervene radically and early. One of the greatest mistakes of social policy is to treat ‘the poor’ or ‘the disadvantaged’ as one homogeneous grouping. They are not. There is all the difference in the world between a family that is poor but functioning as a family, where the child and the parents with the right education and opportunities (to which I shall come) can succeed; and the family that is dysfunctional, where the parent/s has/have drug, alcohol or behavioural problems. No amount of opportunity will offer them a way out until the dysfunction is tackled head-on. Even in the worst neighbourhoods, my experience was that the majority were law-abiding and decent. They were, however, regularly overwhelmed by a small number of totally dysfunctional families operating outside of society’s mainstream. They are a special case. They need treating as one. Conventional social work or social policy is utterly hopeless in dealing with them. We can spend billions as a result with little progress.


    So, towards the end of my time in government, we began to utilise methods for dealing with severely dysfunctional families that meant a considerable degree of contact and intervention at an early stage. Again, conventional policy will tell you little can be done, except by way of traditional social work, until a crime is committed or abuse is discovered, for example. Yet we know very early which families are at risk. It is very early that intervention is necessary. Or take the inefficiency of adoption laws where there is a long, drawn-out process, full of rules and restrictions, not all of which make sense, while we leave children in the care of parents who will not look after them. The point is we have to conduct the policy inquiry from first principles, not within a system that is itself at fault.


    Which brings me to an obsession I had before government and during my time as prime minister: law and order. I remain militant on the subject. This is far more than the usual debate about whether prison ‘works’ – of course it does at one level, since it gets the offenders off the streets – but at another, as rehabilitation figures show, it isn’t the answer. I introduced a series of measures as prime minister on organised crime, seizure of assets and antisocial behaviour. All of them altered the normal rules of the criminal justice system, but we needed to go much further. I still think we fail completely to understand the link between crime, especially organised crime, social deprivation and opportunity. Give people a law-abiding environment and a good education, and a large part of the benefit system would become irrelevant.


    Again, the point is that the criminal justice and welfare systems have grown up unchanged in a world light years away from the social setting in which they were originally conceived. The question is therefore less a right vs left one. It is rather: given how society has changed, how do we reorder the systems so that they accomplish their original goals of creating law-abiding communities and providing opportunity to those without it?


    Health care would need its own book. Having studied different systems and different attempts to reform them, I have to say one thing at the outset: no system provides the answer and all systems are under strain. However, I would say two things stand out.


    First, the benefit of a universal, taxpayer-funded system is access; the benefit of a privately funded system is quality of service and adaptability to the patient’s wishes. The question is: can you devise a system that combines the two? In any universal system, the key to change is to introduce centres of competition, to give patient choice and to have measures of accountability that are transparent, with information freely available. Whatever process of commissioning is used, it will only work effectively if patients have power and providers are diverse. This is the only way also to encourage the system to self-reform, which is vital in circumstances where medical technology is routinely changing the nature and extent of treatment and care and also changing the best place to get care which, increasingly, will be in a primary health-care setting. Indeed, I would say the same of mainly privately funded systems: the more competition the better. You need to deal with soaring legal costs. And where, for reasons of access and equity, the state subsidises the health care of the needy, try in so far as is possible not to push their health care into a different system. Rather, help them to be part of the private system everyone else uses.


    The other point is to recognise that no country can afford its health-care system without the active participation of its citizens. People know more today, learn about their conditions, self-diagnose, can manage their own conditions and want to do so. We all need to look after ourselves better: eat well, exercise, drink responsibly, don’t smoke. There has to be a huge move towards prevention, which needs to become part of how we live. In the book I examine these policy issues in detail by reference to my own travails as prime minister, so necessarily here I am just making general health policy points; but the one large point is: the right answer does not begin with conventional left/right politics, whether in regard to health care or anything else.


    Actually, it often starts in school.



    Reform of the Economy



    Which is also where a sensible long-term economic policy begins. But before that, let me turn to a more immediate economic discussion. I develop this in detail in the last chapter. In summary, the danger, as I see it, is as follows.


    The financial crisis is bound to change economic policy. The danger is it regresses it. At the moment, Western policymakers are in this bind. The deficit is bad because it saps confidence in the economy, but cutting the deficit too fast may risk cutting growth, thereby making the deficit worse (since, as government swiftly educates you, the biggest swings in the surplus or deficit of government spending come from levels of growth). Higher interest rates also limit growth since they raise the cost of borrowing, yet rates that are too low may cause inflation. So the macro picture is confused. The key starting point here, though, is to make these judgements those of right vs wrong, not right vs left. Debating whether Keynesian economics should be revived or not is simply distracting. It is clear that we need credible plans for deficit reduction. It is obvious these will only happen over time. Given the propensity of government to spend, a judgement can be made and adjusted over the course of the plan, as can the management of interest rates.


    The decisions that will contribute hugely to the success of the macro strategy, however, will be on the micro side, i.e. on tax, spending, regulation, the general business environment, and, above all, jobs. Here the policymakers are in a different sort of bind. The conventional wisdom, at least, of today’s politics is that the people are anti bankers, big business, everyone who ‘got us into this mess’. There is also a genuine and burgeoning reaction against those who earn ‘too much’, against elites, and to put it more fairly and rationally, against inequality, a lack of social mobility and a fear that this generation may be the first in the modern era whose children don’t expect to do better than their parents.


    At an emotional level I have a huge sympathy for those arguments; but, as ever, the question for the decision-maker, as opposed to the columnist, is what would make the difference, i.e. what works to change this situation? Here, unfortunately, there is a clash between the correct short-term politics and the correct long-term policy. A sensible policy would be: to be cautious on regulation since we need business, including the financial sector, to be vibrant and confident (though as I say later, we should have major reforms on global supervision and co-ordination); tax reform to reward work and help create jobs; and use the necessary changes in public services and welfare spending to shape the platform for future growth. Above all, education – both investment in it and reform of it – would move centre stage; and education not simply at school or university, but pre-school and in adult life.


    In other words, we would use the crisis and the reinforced urgency to change as a result of it, in order to make reforms that, if we analyse our economies from first principles, we should be doing anyway. Instead, the overwhelming urge of politicians, for reasons that are completely understandable, will be to address business under the mantra ‘this must never happen again’ (one of the most commonly used, often futile, and occasionally counterproductive slogans in politics); have more regulation; raise taxes on the wealthy; and try to protect the vulnerable by retaining as much of the existing system of support as possible in straitened times, and cutting back on capital investment in the future.


    Let me single out two of these items. Both show how hard it is to make such changes; but also why they are so necessary. ‘Tax reform’ is an easy phrase to utter because stated like that it is essentially anodyne; and as I learned in office, everyone is in favour of reform in general, just not in particular. However, the way our tax systems have evolved – with all sorts of tax breaks, loopholes, assorted special reliefs – means that we have tax systems today that we would never design this way were we able to start from scratch. This is not just a matter of logic but of experience. We have learned what is effective and what isn’t. Taxes on jobs reduce jobs. High taxes on income reduce the incentive to work. Indirect taxes on consumption need to be on a rational basis. Complexity employs accountants; it doesn’t produce efficiency or growth.


    Most people would agree with this. The problem is that each tax break and each special relief has its own interest group. Taking away any one of them causes a mini political storm that can become a major one; but the consequence of not reforming is that we end up with taxes on business – which create the jobs – and on direct income, which limits incentives and, by the way, invariably means the very wealthy can find ways to dodge, while the comfortably off get hit. That is why the only way of doing it is to take it out of a partisan fight between right and left, construct a platform of shared national purpose, and make our system competitive in the new global economy.


    The other issue is education. I came to power on a programme of ‘education, education, education’ so I know first hand how hard it is to do it. I believe people will look back, in time, at the state of our education system and be truly appalled that a situation had been allowed to develop whereby, in a world where education defines your life chances, a good forty to fifty per cent of our children, possibly more, had an inadequate start in life. By the end of ten years in office, we had made the first really important reforms to secondary schools in Academy and self-governing Trust schools; to universities through the introduction of tuition fees; and to early years learning through Sure Start and the ‘No Child Left Behind’ programme. But each step was fraught with opposition and obstruction and we still have a long, long way to go. However, from the UK experience, and that of the US, Scandinavia and elsewhere, one thing stands out: the bigger the reforms, the better the results.


    Of course we need the investment, which is why when we look at spending on benefits and spending on education, the disparity is so crushing. But it is now clear which reforms work. Schools run by bureaucracies don’t; schools with an independent ethos, run by teachers in the interests of parents and pupils, do. Teachers’ unions can’t have a veto over policy. Where schools know parents have a choice, they improve. Discipline, respect, an environment that encourages application and hard work: these are the obvious things we want for our own children. As I always used to say when beginning an education policy debate in Downing Street: let’s start as parents, not policymakers.


    The lessons of reform from around the world are now definable. (I set many of them out in later parts of this book.) So we should do them.


    The reason for urgency in all this is how the rest of the world will develop. This is something I see so much more clearly now since leaving office. It is fascinating to see those countries at an earlier stage of development. They begin to shape their rudimentary systems of education, health and welfare. I always say to them: learn from what we got wrong; don’t assume we would do it this way if we had our time again. By and large that is how they’re approaching it. As they grow, they will provide markets for us. They will also be our competitors. But one thing is for sure: we will have to be better, smarter, move up the value chain just to stay afloat, never mind ahead. That is why education is so crucial. Take manufacturing. Those who say we need modern manufacturing, that we need to make things as well as having service companies, are right; and the way to do it is through a focus on education, technology, on higher attainment in engineering, chemistry and science. It is to encourage young people to see a future in manufacturing that is not about assembly lines and blue overalls, but about creativity, ingenuity and innovation. If I had my time over again, I wouldn’t be a lawyer, I would go into industry.


    The point is that the way the world around us is changing means we just can’t afford to stay still. We have to stride out; and our method of politics is holding us back.



    Foreign Policy and the Transatlantic Alliance



    If we lack confidence about our future at home, we are unlikely to project confidence about our future abroad. If I had any simple message for America and Europe right now, it would be: show strength. I understand completely why it jars to say something that sounds, in a sense, rather primitive and of course can lead to the accusation of arrogance. We have to liberate ourselves from the posture of apology. To be strong is not the same as being arrogant. Being humble is not the same as being passive.


    Both America and Europe have got a certain psychological challenge right now. For the US it is partly a desire to retire in order to reflect upon and deal with what appear to be significant internal issues that preoccupy the country. That is why there was no rush to be involved in Libya. Also, the years after 9/11 have taken their toll on the lives of brave and committed servicemen and women, in emotional wear and tear, and also financially. These have been tough years, made tougher by a feeling that despite acting for what America perceived to be the best of motives, American action was disputed, even scorned, and America’s reputation was said to have suffered. It is dispiriting to fight the good fight and yet be excoriated for fighting it. This is why the action President Obama authorised, which resulted in the death of Osama bin Laden, is so hugely significant. It shows that, no matter how long it takes, those who kill the innocent in deliberate acts of terrorism will eventually face justice. It showed strength. It showed staying power. It was assertively but not arrogantly executed. This could be a turning point.


    I go into all the different policy details and conundrums of America’s position in the book. I want to debate here the psychology. One thing I learned in politics is that although it would be great if the crises came sequentially, unfortunately they don’t. It would be good if we could deal with the financial crisis in an otherwise calm world; and then having dealt with that, turn our attention to foreign affairs as those waters become choppy, but that’s not what happens. They come on their own timetable with their own agenda. And at this moment, the world is a very dangerous place.


    Secondly, there is a real risk that a perceived conventional wisdom amongst a certain intellectual elite becomes a policy. Here’s the surprising thing: much of the world wants America to be strong, and those that don’t, want it weak for bad reasons. An assertive America causes people all sorts of problems, makes them uncomfortable, forces them to do things they would rather not, and can even make them fearful; so does an unassertive America. Take that strong hand off the tiller and, sure, the risk of getting seasick as the vessel carves through the water is reduced; but the risk of drift arrives very quickly and is infinitely more alarming. That is why the action against bin Laden was celebrated even in many parts of the Middle East.


    The important thing to realise is that this is not just about the assertion of power but of values. At its best, the US doesn’t just stand for liberty, but also for justice, for a world in which people are not only free but equal. How the world develops, with new centres of global power arising and huge challenges of cultural as well as political ideology confronting us, will depend dramatically and fundamentally on how willing America is to stand up for those values.


    For Europe, the challenge is strength. This challenge is simple, unadorned, obvious, and desperately insistent. As a result of its economic woes, Europe finds it hard at this moment to act with coherence and strength. Yet the most frustrating thing is not the size of the challenge, but the size of the opportunity. America needs Europe as its partner. The transatlantic alliance is more relevant today, not less. The rise of new powers with different traditions and, more important, different systems of government, means that Europe and America should stand strong together in order to shape the world’s development. For that to happen, Europe has to act in unison.


    The trouble is that – quite apart from the immediate economic crises – Europe is a collection of proud, independent nations, each with its own views, culture and traditions. So, for example, Germany will approach certain issues very differently from France, however close the ties between the two nations are. What is necessary is to look at Europe in the early twenty-first century in a quite different way from the Europe of the immediate post-war years. Back then, the issue was peace; how to prevent Europe going back to the wars that periodically had defined European history. Since that was the rationale, the cause of European integration was born and it was very straightforward. Europe would be bound together by a set of institutions that over time would acquire more power. The Council would be the place of the leaders of the individual nations, but over time its power would reduce; the Commission would be the powerhouse of integration; the Parliament would be the nascent forum of European democracy. The more integration, the more peace, because the less scope there would be for individual nations to break out and restart old enmities. It is a measure of how fast the world changes today that in the span of less than one lifetime, the very thought of hostility between European nations is now fatuous.


    The danger for Europe today is not war; it is weakness. The rationale for Europe is not how to keep the peace between European nations, it is how, together, they project power, influence and strength in a world in which any of them, even the largest, is going to be small in comparison with the new, emergent powers of the East. The purpose of this, of course, is not power or influence per se; it is because the world can be better through Europe having power and influence. Europe has many faults, but it has progressive values, a decent basic adherence to the Judeo-Christian heritage that precisely because of its tumultuous and often terrible history has achieved a considerable measure of humane civilisation today. The world needs Europe to be strong. And for Europe and the US to be together.


    Once this new rationale for European unity is understood, it changes profoundly not just the way Europe looks at itself, but the way it needs to work. At present, the debate in Europe is poised precariously between the federalists and the phobes, those who believe in ‘ever closer integration’; and those who see such a plan as an assault on the nation state. Both positions exclude the majority of European people. People recognise the need for Europe to act coherently but are anxious about a Europe that takes away power from parliaments to which people feel close and gives it to institutions to which they feel little affinity or loyalty.


    This polarised debate is the product of the old rationale for Europe. Integration in these terms is seen as institutional integration since the nation state is seen as a symbol of independence that is contrary to the European ideal. It then becomes an objective in itself. The constitutional changes eventually embodied in the Lisbon Treaty were less about what Europe wanted to do, in specific policy terms, than about the mechanisms by which it was governed, and what that symbolised in terms of ‘European integration’. The result is an obsession about institutional integration in itself rather than a debate about what we want to do as Europe, where the institutions should be at the service of the policy, rather than the policy at the service of institutions.


    If the debate becomes one about how to project European power, then a quite different agenda arises. This would mean, in certain areas, more integration but for a defined purpose. Europe needs a common defence policy. Why? To increase its leverage and power so that if the US decides not to act, Europe can; or if the US is acting in concert with Europe, the partnership can be on more equal terms. A common energy policy makes sense to reduce cost, improve efficiency and cut energy consumption. The single market will require greater integration but rightly so, for economic growth and to produce jobs. Hence the importance of the single EU patent recently approved by the mechanism of reinforced co-operation, where some countries can act together and others are allowed to opt out. Fighting organised crime and illegal immigration across borders makes sense, so integrate where necessary to do so – but don’t fixate on every aspect of immigration law being identical across all countries. It isn’t necessary. Most immediately for the health of the single currency, there will need to be greater integration and co-ordination of fiscal policy. If done in order to improve stability and therefore growth, it will be accepted; but not if it’s seen as an end in itself to give Europe more power over individual countries.


    Focusing on European power, then, gives a different complexion to the discussion of Europe’s institutions. The Council needs to work more effectively with strong leadership. The Commission is allowed to do its job as the engine of effective decision-making. The Parliament can be a forum of revision, debate and initiative. But one thing would be abundantly clear. Ask UK voters to name an MEP and I would be surprised if above ten per cent could do so. The result in other European countries won’t be wildly different except where the MEP was at one time a national figure. So the notion of a steady evolution towards a reduced Council and an enhanced Parliament is based on a fundamental diversion from democratic accountability. It won’t work. If pushed it will feed scepticism about Europe, if not outright opposition. It is a twentieth-century agenda.


    If, instead, Europe concentrates on projecting power – possibly even eventually with a European president directly elected by European people, but presiding still over an alliance of nation states, it can do what the citizens and countries of Europe urgently need, namely ensure that Europe’s voice, its interests and its values play their proper part in fashioning the new geopolitical era.


    A crucial test of both US and EU strength will come over how events in the Middle East are handled.



    The Middle East and North Africa



    I said earlier that sometimes the hardest thing in politics is just getting the right answer. Leadership in politics is about answers, i.e. you have to come down on one side or another. There’s another thing: inaction is also a decision, with consequences. Indecision simply becomes a different, more passive form of decision-making.


    People often say to political leaders: listen! Get advice! Seek views! By and large leaders do so. But here is the problem: when you listen, you hear different voices. Advisers disagree. The views cover a range of disparate options. Then you have to decide.


    As these uprisings change the face of the Middle East and North Africa – and as I write, this revolution is nowhere near being over – a leader seeking counsel will get two opposing views, both within his country and outside it. The first view is, in effect: stay out; this is their struggle, they have to do it; learn from Iraq and Afghanistan and realise that to interfere is to make things worse. Besides, we have plenty back here to think about. Let’s look after ourselves first, for a change.


    It’s a beguiling argument. What’s more, it may be where the people are. I don’t notice much appetite in the US or Europe for activism.


    The alternative view is that we have major interests engaged in the region. We have no real option but to be active. The question is: what’s the right action?


    It won’t surprise you to know I favour the second argument. Libya is an interesting test case. Suppose we had done nothing. Gaddafi would have retaken the country and suppressed the revolt with extraordinary vehemence. Many would have died. But the more far-reaching consequence is that within a period of months, we would have supported the removal of a key ally, President Mubarak of Egypt (and you can’t rewrite history, he was our ally); and then stood by as Gaddafi (who despite his change on WMD and terrorism could not be considered in the same way) kept power. The damage to the West’s reputation, credibility and stature would have been not just massive but potentially irreparable. That’s what I mean by saying inaction is also a decision.


    But it doesn’t stop there. What do we do when Bahrain is in the grip of a Shia/Sunni power struggle? What do we say when Saudi Arabia believes its core interests are threatened and intervenes? Where are we on the removal of the Assad regime in Syria? What do we do if Iran decides to suppress internal dissent and continue to pursue its nuclear weapons ambitions? Do we regard stability in Jordan as a vital interest? And if the peace process between Israel and Palestine is in disarray, do we take the view that the vacuum matters when a short time ago it was in our strategic interest to resolve it? To this list you could add another ten questions, not the least of which is what is happening post-revolution in Egypt particularly, but also in Tunisia.


    The point is: we need a Plan. None of these questions is easy to answer. All involve an immensely tricky interplay between interests, values, practical activity and political judgement. Nothing we do will be free from criticism or opposition, our motives in any action will be suspected, and it will be impossible to predict accurately the outcome of any action decided upon. But Europe and America came together over Libya and, though it is difficult and though the way things will turn out is uncertain, it showed leadership; and amongst the criticism, there was also – in the region – relief that leadership was shown. So what is the Plan to guide us through what is happening? I think it consists of the following.


    Evolution is better than revolution; but the status quo is not an option. The truth is, it would have been better in Egypt if the regime had laid out a plan for change and steady evolution towards proper democracy some years back. It didn’t, and the lesson for all autocratic regimes the world over is: change, or be changed. But where there is the possibility of evolutionary change, we should encourage and support it. This is the case in the Gulf States. Instability there would be damaging not just to our interests but to those countries and their people. Many are already embarking on a path of steady change. We should help them keep to it and support it. None of this means we do not criticise strongly the use of violence against unarmed civilians. Or that if that violence continues, we do not reserve the right then to move to outright opposition to the status quo, as has happened in Libya. But it is more sensible to do so in circumstances where the regime has excluded a path to evolutionary change. Then it is clear: the people have no choice. But if there is a process that can lead to change with stability, we should back that policy. My point is simple: we need to have an active policy, be players and not spectators sitting in the stands, applauding or condemning as we watch. Like it or not, we have to participate.


    In Egypt and Tunisia, we should work closely with the new governments to help them navigate their way to genuine democracy. Only they can decide on their future. It is not for us to try to impose – it wouldn’t work anyway – but there is a space between imposing and just watching events unfold. We should be very clear, especially in relation to Egypt: democracy is not just about the right to vote a government in and out. It only works if a whole array of other freedoms come with freedom to vote: the rule of law, properly and impartially administered; freedom of expression; free markets; and freedom of religion. We should stand ready to help with aid, debt relief and the muscle of the international financial institutions, but we should also be quietly insistent that such help won’t succeed unless proper rules and order are put in place.


    Iran should be put under renewed and intense pressure to back off from both its nuclear ambitions and its deliberate attempts to foment instability and terrorism in the region. I am an unashamed advocate of regime change in Tehran. At the least, they should know that we are strong, determined and resolute on pushing back against their influence; and that an Iranian nuclear bomb is a red line for us. The sooner we are explicit about this and expose at every turn what they are doing or trying to do, the better.


    We need to lay out a strategy for getting us to Palestinian statehood; and an end to the Israel/Palestine dispute. Of course at one level it is even harder now for Israel. What stability and predictability it had in its neighbours has been replaced by instability and unpredictability. For similar reasons, but with an opposite conclusion, the Palestinian leadership find it hard to go into negotiation with an Israeli partner they don’t trust, to make difficult compromises which will be tough to sell, in circumstances where they don’t know the regional context into which such compromises will be played.


    So the Israeli security concerns are even greater than before, and the Palestinian leadership task – to carry their people with them in a unified politics – is even more challenging. Nevertheless, look at it a different way: precisely for reasons of security, now is a sensible time for Israel to make peace, if those concerns can be addressed, while for the Palestinians, and at least for their moderate leadership, now is the moment when they need the prospect of genuine statehood more than ever.


    What is necessary therefore is a strategy that a) sets out a framework for peace, guiding the negotiations to a deal that is fair for the Palestinians on territory and realistic for the Israelis on security; and b) creates the momentum on the ground in support of such a strategy by making real changes in the lives of Palestinians in the West Bank, East Jerusalem and Gaza.


    If there has been any bright spot in the last three years, it has been the state-building programme of Prime Minister Fayyad, under President Abbas’ leadership. The militia have been replaced by proper police and security forces; the courts and prisons have begun to function; social programmes have been introduced; the environment for doing business has been transformed; the economy has grown and, for the first time in years, in 2011 the need for outside aid has been substantially cut. Even Gaza has seen a significant opening up, despite continuing attacks. Whatever happens in
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