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Part I

The Ideology of New Labour



1
The Ambiguities of the Third Way
Stuart White1

‘…the worst thing one can do with words is to surrender to them.’ 
George Orwell, ‘Politics and the English Language’

1. Introduction: a problem of self-definition

What does New Labour stand for? What is its ambition for British society?
What is the public philosophy in terms of which it seeks to mobilize
activists and citizens and how does this public philosophy differ from that
of the right? These questions are posed by many political commentators,
both in Britain and abroad. The puzzle to which they point, however, is
one that is not confined to external commentators, but is to a great extent
shared by many supporters and perhaps even members of the government.
New Labour is clear about what it is not. It is not old-fashioned ‘statist
social democracy’ and it is not free-market neo-liberalism. But how to state
in more positive terms what it stands for? 

This question, the question of New Labour’s public philosophy, has
become a major theme of the first years of the Blair government.
Intriguingly, the government has to some extent purposefully raised the
profile of the issue. And it has itself tried to frame the terms of the discus-
sion by introducing the concept of the ‘third way’. The questions with
which we began have been translated and collapsed into one simple ques-
tion: ‘What is the third way?’ Intellectuals close to Tony Blair have given
their answer (Giddens 1998; Halpern and Mikosz eds 1998), and so too has
Blair himself (Blair 1998).

Nevertheless, it seems fair to say that the third way has thus far failed to
capture the public’s imagination. One reason for this, I believe, is that
despite recent efforts to clarify the concept, the nature of the third way
remains fundamentally vague and elusive. It is not really a concept or an
ideology, but, to use Steven Lukes’s phrase, a rhetorically defined space
(Lukes 1999: 3–4).2 This space is defined in terms both of values and of
receptivity to certain kinds of policy instruments. But the space involved is
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an expansive one, large enough to spread over a number of important
intellectual divisions which correspond to potentially very different politi-
cal projects. Some of these projects are clearly continuous with the Labour
Party’s tradition of egalitarian social democracy. Others are much less so. 

Thus, what progressives ultimately have to decide is not simply whether
they support ‘the’ third way, but what kind of third way project they
favour; and whether, given its apparently inherent ambiguities, the dis-
course of the third way is in fact one that they wish to employ at all. A dis-
tinction might be made between the substance of the third-way debate,
which has raised some interesting questions and stimulated some interest-
ing contributions as regards possible futures for progressive politics; and
the form of this debate, the insistence on framing questions under the
rubric of a search for a third way. Form has almost certainly damaged sub-
stance. Those interested in the future of progressive politics should, I
believe, renounce the form, focus more clearly on the substantive issues at
stake, and state more precisely in their own terms where they stand –
accepting that when they do this, they may well find themselves standing
in somewhat different positions.

2. The value framework: opportunity, responsibility and
community 

One way in which people have attempted to answer the question ‘What is
the third way?’ is by reference to values. It is often said that the third way is
about finding ways to promote ‘traditional values in a changed [or modern]
world’ (Blair 1998: 1). What values, then, supposedly animate the putative
third-way approach to economic and social governance? 

When one looks over recent attempts to articulate a left or ‘centre-left’
philosophy of government (e.g., Commission on Social Justice 1994, Brown
1994, Blair 1996), as well as more recent explicit efforts to define the third
way (Giddens 1998, Blair 1998), three concepts occupy the centre-stage:
opportunity, responsibility and community. Interestingly, all three con-
cepts also feature in statements of ‘New Democrat’ belief in the USA,
including many of President Clinton’s speeches.3 At least in the Anglo-
American context, then, the putative third way may be defined at the nor-
mative level by commitment to these three values, regarded, moreover, as
mutually implicated and reinforcing. 

1) Real opportunity: The value of ‘opportunity’ can obviously be inter-
preted in various ways. Within the framework of recent left (or ‘centre-left’)
thinking it refers primarily to substantive or real opportunity to enjoy and
deploy strategic goods such as education, jobs, income and wealth. The
ideal of a society in which all citizens enjoy adequate levels of real opportu-
nity, in something like this sense, is often described in contemporary left
(or ‘centre-left’) literature as a ‘stakeholder society’ (see Layard 1997: 5–6,
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for an example of such usage). And the evil of ‘social exclusion’ can be
understood in terms of patterns of distribution that deny people access to
minimally decent shares of these goods, i.e., which deprive them of their
rightful ‘stake’. The commitment to real opportunity is typically linked to
notions of ‘equality’ or ‘equal worth’ (Blair 1998: 3, Giddens 1998: 102). In
essence, the commitment to real opportunity embodies a principle of equal
concern and respect and may require certain kinds of substantive equality
for its satisfaction.

2) Civic responsibility: Within the value framework of putative third-way
thinking the commitment to real opportunity is conjoined with an empha-
sis on civic responsibility. Once again, the concept of ‘civic responsibility’
can obviously be elaborated in various ways. Concretely, individuals should
not try to free-ride on the productive efforts of their fellow citizens; they
should take primary responsibility for nurturing and providing for their
children; they should bear a fair share of the taxes necessary to ensure ade-
quate opportunities and public goods for all; and they should recognize
and act on their responsibilities to the natural environment. Those who
ignore these civic responsibilities offload certain costs of a civilized,
common life onto others and thereby live at the latter’s expense. As a
matter of justice, the state should clearly define and, where necessary,
enforce the obligations which derive from these basic responsibilities. As
Giddens puts it (1998: 65): ‘One might suggest as a prime motto for the
new politics, no rights without responsibilities.’

3) Community: A third key value in putative third-way thinking is ‘com-
munity’ (Blair 1994, 1996, 1998; Brown 1994). Perhaps even more con-
testable than the preceding two values, this concept is employed in two
distinct ways, in what one might call ‘macro’ and ‘micro’ senses. In the
first, macro sense, it can be said to refer to the quality social relations have
when the preceding two values are satisfied: a society exhibits the good of
community when, and only when, it secures real opportunity for all on the
basis of shared, equitably enforced, civic responsibilities. There is no
genuine community without real ‘opportunity for all’, for without this
some will suffer exclusion and second-class membership. But there is also
no genuine community without a general acceptance of civic responsibili-
ties, for without this some will live ‘aristocratically’, at the expense of
others. In the second, micro sense community refers to local attachment
and attendant solidarities, a localized public good that contributes in itself
to real opportunity and which may also help to undergird a sense of civic
responsibility (see Teles and Landy in this volume, Chapter 8, and the brief
discussion of social capital in section 3 below). 

Another putative third-way value, given particular emphasis by Giddens
(1998: 70–8), is ‘democracy’. For Giddens, the putative third way must be
centrally about ‘deepening democracy’, about making sure that there is ‘no
authority without accountability’. This implies not merely the conven-
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tional British reform agenda of devolution, and perhaps electoral reform,
but a willingness to establish new democratic fora to connect citizen and
state and to build legitimacy thereby for controversial public decisions in
areas like science and technology. In some versions of the third way, there-
fore, the value of democracy rests alongside the ‘core’ values of opportu-
nity, responsibility and community described above.

If this is the value framework of the putative third way, then it is by no
means vacuous or empty of implication. It is clear, for example, that the
commitment to real opportunity rules out libertarianism or a conservative
form of meritocracy of the kind defended by Friedrich Hayek in The
Constitution of Liberty. The commitment to civic responsibility – and to its
enforcement – also distinguishes the putative third way from certain other
ideological positions. It arguably marks a difference, for example, with
what David Piachaud has termed ‘mid-century Fabianism’, perhaps the
dominant ideology of social-democratic reformists in Britain for much of
the late twentieth century (Piachaud 1993). Mid-century Fabianism saw the
state as having all sorts of enforceable responsibilities towards its individual
citizens, but, as Piachaud argues, tended to downplay the idea that the
individual citizen also has enforceable responsibilities towards the wider
community. In this respect, the putative third way has more in common
with earlier currents of progressive thinking, such as ‘New Liberalism’ (and
perhaps turn-of-the-century Fabianism). As articulated in the work of
Leonard Hobhouse, for example, New Liberalism affirmed the state’s role in
defining and enforcing responsible behaviour on the part of the individual
citizen even as, at the very same time, the state seeks to secure real oppor-
tunity for all (see especially Hobhouse 1994: chs 7, 8). 

The third-way conception of civic responsibility should probably also be
distinguished, however, from the New Right’s ethic of ‘self-reliance’. If
people discharge responsibilities of the kind described above – to work, to
nurture and provide for their children, and so on – many of them will
thereby attain a state of economic self-reliance. By the same token, a failure
of self-reliance will sometimes be symptomatic of a failure to carry out
these basic responsibilities. But it does not follow that this ethic of civic
responsibility is coterminous with universal self-reliance. For people can
obviously suffer great misfortunes – unemployment, ill-health, etc. –
through no fault of their own, and they will then have a legitimate claim
to assistance that in no way impugns their status as responsible citizens. To
deny this and to insist that people always ‘stand on their own two feet’
would be to renege on the commitment to guarantee real opportunity for
all. 

However, while the value framework of the putative third way is by no
means vacuous and without some substantive implications, it cannot be
said that the framework amounts, in itself, to anything like a complete
political philosophy. It is a framework, and a relatively general one at that,
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which can be rendered more determinate and concrete in a number of
ways. As I shall show in section 4, different elaborations of the core values
of real opportunity and civic responsibility can issue in very different polit-
ical philosophies and projects. 

3. The broad policy framework: rethinking collective action

An alternative way of trying to define the putative third way is by reference
to distinctive policy stances and instruments – the ‘means’ of collective
action rather than the ‘ends’ with which we were concerned in the previ-
ous section. In recent years there has been a wave of new thinking about
how governments can and should act to promote progressive values, and
the resulting ideas have acquired considerable saliency in the course of
efforts to define the putative third way. Here I shall simply list and
describe, in no particular order, what I take to be the most important ideas
or sets of ideas:

1) The state should be seen as the guarantor, but not necessarily as the
direct provider, of opportunity goods. 

2) A receptivity to forms of ‘mutualism’ as a way of achieving progressive
ends.

3) New thinking about public finance in connection with the state’s role as
guarantor of opportunity goods.

4) Employment-centered social policy.
5) ‘Asset-based egalitarianism’.

1) The state as guarantor, not necessarily provider. According to one tradi-
tion in social-democratic thinking, the state is obliged to guarantee citizens
access to certain opportunity goods (healthcare, education, etc.) and in
general it ought itself to provide these goods. An alternative view insists
that the state has the responsibility of guaranteeing access to such goods
but denies that the state must directly provide these goods itself in order to
discharge this responsibility. 

First the state might continue to finance provision of certain opportunity
goods while at the same time leaving actual production of the goods to
other agencies. For example, the state might grant each citizen funds to
acquire some high minimum of education and training (through such
things as ‘Individual Learning Accounts’), but it does not necessarily have
to provide that education and training itself. Another means of separating
finance and production roles is through the use of ‘quasi-markets’ in orga-
nizing the provision of goods such as healthcare and personal social ser-
vices (Le Grand 1989, 1997, Bartlett et al. 1998). 

Secondly, the state need not necessarily even be the primary financer of
provision, but may confine itself to erecting a regulatory framework within
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which citizens are guaranteed access to opportunity goods. A pertinent
example here would be recent proposals for a system of universal compul-
sory second pensions (Field 1996, Layard 1997). Citizens would be required
to save some proportion of their income in funded pensions schemes, with
subsidies for low earners, so as to ensure an adequate second pension for
all. This is a potential example of what Julian Le Grand terms ‘legal wel-
farism’ in contrast with conventional ‘fiscal welfarism’ (Le Grand 1997).
Under legal welfarism, the state requires the citizen, or more usually third
parties, to undertake actions which ensure that he/she subsequently has
access to important goods. Other examples of legal welfarism include:
minimum wage legislation (requiring employers to pay their workers at
least some prescribed amount); child support legislation (requiring absent
parents to contribute to the upkeep of their children); and school–parent
contracts (which might, for example, require parents to prevent their chil-
dren playing truant). Legal welfarism clearly coheres with the emphasis on
civic responsibility in the value framework of the putative third way.

2) Receptivity to forms of mutualism. Intersecting with this concern to
rethink how the state might secure access to opportunity goods, on equi-
table terms, without necessarily providing them itself, is a renewal of inter-
est in various forms of ‘mutualism’. 

One set of proposals, for example, is that the state should help and
encourage Friendly Societies and other secondary associations to play a
greater role in the organization and administration of welfare provision
(Hirst 1994, 1997, Field 1996, Hargreaves 1998). Similarly, it has been
argued that the state should help and encourage the formation of local
Credit Unions to provide financial services to vulnerable, low income fami-
lies (Toynbee 1998: 6).4 There is related interest in ‘time currencies’ and
Local Exchange and Trading Schemes as ways of reviving economic activity
in disadvantaged communities (Boyle 1999). Tim Bentley and Geoff
Mulgan have argued for a new form of association, the ‘employee mutual’,
to provide protection for individuals in the labour market. Owned by their
members, employee mutuals would organize training for their members
and would negotiate the sale of their members’ services to employers
(Bentley and Mulgan 1996). They could also take on other welfare func-
tions. Peter Kenway and Guy Palmer, along with Gerald Holtham, have
argued that public utilities and other service industries should be reorga-
nized as customer mutuals as an alternative both to conventional national-
ization and privatized industry (Kenway and Palmer 1997, Holtham 1998). 

An emphasis on the good of mutuality can also be discerned in recent
thinking about business strategy and organization. Enterprises should not
be seen as necessarily hierarchical entities which exist solely for the good of
shareholders, but as sites of long-term, mutually advantageous cooperation
between capital-holders and employees. Institutionally, such enterprises
will be characterized by the use of various forms of revenue/profit-sharing
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and employee involvement in decision-making. It is argued that such
‘mutual gains’ enterprises are likely to be more efficient, especially in pur-
suing quality-centered product market strategies (Fernie and Metcalf 1995,
Levine 1995, Layard 1997). There are important disagreements, however, as
to the appropriate extent and form of state intervention in developing such
enterprises. For some, exhortation is sufficient. Others countenance tax
incentives to encourage employee share ownership (Mulgan and Murray
1994). Others favour legally mandated works councils, and legislating to
discourage hostile takeovers (Hutton 1995, 1997, Kay 1996). 

The growing interest in mutualism is also related to a growing interest
amongst social scientists in the effects and construction of so-called ‘social
capital’ (see Putnam 1993) – roughly speaking, stable interactive relation-
ships that help bind people to cooperative norms and which thereby help
to promote desirable social outcomes (economic, social and political).
Mutualist initiatives, such as the establishment of new Credit Unions in
low-income communities, may provide a way of rebuilding social capital
where it is currently lacking, with, it is argued, a wide range of positive
knock-on effects for these communities and the wider society (Commission
on Social Justice 1994, King 1997). 

3) New thinking about public finance. While many have argued in recent
years that the state should recast its role in securing citizen access to oppor-
tunity goods, few have denied that the state will continue to have a
significant role in providing and financing the provision of these goods.
Given the perceived tax aversion of electorates in advanced capitalist soci-
eties, progressive policy thinkers have been under pressure to come up with
new ideas as to how the state can raise the necessary revenues. I list just a
few of the more notable ideas here.

a) Environmental taxes and charges: These would seem to cohere with
the commitment to civic responsibility described above (they seem to
follow from the obligation to make responsible use of the environment,
paying the community for the extra costs one inflicts upon it). But some
also argue that increased use of such taxes will allow for a reduction in
taxes on earnings so boosting employment (Robertson 1996, Holtham and
Tindale 1996). Thus there may be a link between this policy proposal and
the idea of an employment-centred social policy which I shall describe
below.

b) Hypothecation at the margin: Some argue that voter resistance to new
taxes can be reduced if the link between new taxes and benefits is made
clearer. Hypothecation of new taxes to specific goods, e.g. education,
healthcare, or long-term care in old age, is thought to offer one way of
doing this (Mulgan and Murray 1994, Hills 1997).

c) New consultative procedures on tax: Governments should connect
with citizens on tax issues more directly through new consultative proce-
dures akin to ‘deliberative opinion polls’ (Halpern 1997).
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d) Community Fund (‘Topsy Turvy Nationalization’): Under this pro-
posal (Holtham 1995, Meade 1991, 1994), the state gradually acquires a
share of the nation’s productive assets and places these assets in a special
fund (private-sector institutions may be contracted to manage the fund).
The returns on the assets can then be used to finance provision of goods
like education and healthcare. Initial capital for the fund could come from
a revitalized inheritance tax or a wealth tax. While this idea is not on the
immediate policy agenda in Britain, similar ideas have been floated in the
US, not least by President Clinton, as a way of securing the long-term
viability of the public pensions system (Blackburn 1999).

4) Employment-centred social policy. A fourth theme of recent policy dis-
cussions on the left is employment-centred social policy (a term I borrow
from Haveman 1997): the central aim of social policy must be to enable cit-
izens to achieve a decent standard of living through employment, and,
since employment is becoming increasingly knowledge-based, this must be
based on encouraging the ongoing acquisition of skills (Rogers and Streeck
1994, Commission on Social Justice 1994, Brown 1994, Layard 1997).
Consequent policy proposals focus on enhancing the capabilities of disad-
vantaged workers (through increased access to education and training and
childcare); and increasing the work incentives of disadvantaged workers
(through some combination of a minimum wage and new or reformed ‘in-
work benefits’ (see Ellwood 1988)). Since it will take a long time for new
educational initiatives to feed through, it is sometimes argued that other
complementary measures are necessary in the meantime to increase the
demand for unskilled workers and/or to prevent entry into long-term
unemployment (Phelps 1997, Haveman 1997, Layard 1997). 

5) Asset-based egalitarianism. Closely linked with the idea of employment-
centred social policy is the idea of ‘asset-based egalitarianism’ (Freeman and
Rogers 1997). The basic idea is that the left’s traditional distributive objec-
tives should not only be pursued through income redistribution, or soli-
daristic wage policy, but by more concerted action to change the initial
distribution of assets and productive endowments, such as skills, which
people bring to the market in the first place (Rogers and Streeck 1994,
Commission on Social Justice 1994, Freeman and Rogers 1997, Bowles and
Gintis 1998). Employment-centred social policy can be seen as one applica-
tion of this general idea. Another area of application is asset-building poli-
cies, such as the aforementioned proposals for universal second pensions
(Field 1996) or tax incentives to encourage saving amongst the asset poor.
More radical still are policies of explicit asset-based redistribution, such as the
proposal to provide every citizen on maturity with a basic capital grant that
he/she would then be free to use for approved activities such as education
and training or setting up a new business (Haveman 1988, Le Grand 1989,
White 1991, Ackerman and Alstott 1999). In this vein, for example,
Ackerman and Alstott advocate endowing each US citizen on maturity with
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a grant of some $80,000 to be paid for out of a tax on wealth and
inheritances. 

4. Not one third way, but many

We have now reviewed the value and broad policy frameworks of the
putative third way. I want now to suggest, however, that there can be (and
currently are) important differences of opinion concerning the interpreta-
tion of the core values and how the state should seek to advance them.
And these differences ultimately suggest very different, to some extent
opposing, political philosophies and projects. 

There are at least two important lines of division within the rhetorical
space of the putative third way. There is, firstly, an important and poten-
tially fractious division between ‘leftists’ and ‘centrists’ over the commit-
ment to real opportunity: a philosophical division over exactly what this is
a commitment to and, derivatively, a division over exactly what policies
are needed to satisfy it.

Secondly, there is a no less important and potentially fractious division
between ‘liberals’ and ‘communitarians’ over the commitment to civic
responsibility – more specifically, over the precise range of behaviours for
which individuals are appropriately seen as responsible to the community
and which the state may therefore legitimately seek to regulate.

1) Leftists vs. centrists: the ambiguity of real opportunity. The people whom I
am here terming centrists understand the commitment to real opportunity
primarily in meritocratic terms. The people I am terming leftists, on the
other hand, interpret the commitment to real opportunity in more egalitar-
ian terms. Perhaps influenced by contemporary egalitarian political philos-
ophy (see especially Rawls 1972, Dworkin 1981, and Cohen 1989), the
leftists argue that meritocracy allows for unjust inequalities in real opportu-
nity grounded in morally arbitrary (‘brute luck’) differences in natural
ability. They believe that, in principle, policy ought to seek to mitigate for
these undeserved brute luck inequalities.

From this philosophical difference, certain policy differences can of
course follow. In particular, while accepting the need for a general reorien-
tation towards ‘asset-based egalitarianism’, leftists will accord a larger con-
tinuing role to income redistribution in promoting genuine equality of real
opportunity than centrists. Centrists will downplay the importance of
income redistribution. Indeed, as qualified meritocrats, they will think it
unjust to tax away the returns to superior ability beyond a moderate point.
Blair (1998: 3) is perhaps endorsing the centrist position when he writes of
how the left has in the past ‘stifled opportunity in the name of an abstract
equality’. While not strictly inconsistent with the leftist position as here
defined, this is probably intended as a rejection of the level of income
redistribution that leftism calls for. On the other hand, as we saw above,
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Blair does state that ‘equal worth’ is a defining value of the third way, and
it is precisely this foundational value to which leftists appeal when they cri-
tique meritocratic arrangements for arbitrarily penalizing the less talented
(Rawls 1972, Dworkin 1985) and/or for creating a society riven by inequal-
ities of status and respect (Tawney 1964). It would, moreover, be quite
wrong to suppose that all social-democratic modernizers, either in Britain
or elsewhere in the advanced capitalist world, embrace the centrist position
(see especially Vandenbroucke in this volume, Chapter 12). There is no
reason why those who are committed to a form of equal opportunity that
goes beyond meritocracy cannot try to rethink their ‘strategy of equality’
by reference to the broad policy framework described in section 3. It is per-
fectly possible to be an egalitarian of a Rawlsian or near-Rawlsian variety at
the philosophical level, and at the same time an open-minded modernizer
at the level of policy.

2) Liberals vs. communitarians: the ambiguity of civic responsibility. Those
sympathetic to the value framework of the putative third way claim that
individuals have important civic responsibilities and that the state may and
often should act to enforce the obligations which derive from these respon-
sibilities. There is, moreover, a plausible range of consensus on what these
responsibilities include: the responsibility to work (in return for a share of
the social product) and to make an effort to acquire relevant skills for work;
the responsibility to be a good parent (if one chooses to be a parent); the
responsibility to pay a fair share of taxes; the responsibility to respect the
environment. Nevertheless, there can be (and currently are) important dis-
agreements about the precise range of behaviours for which people can rea-
sonably be held responsible to the community and which the state may
therefore legitimately regulate. The people I am here calling communitar-
ians interpret this range of behaviours quite broadly, while those I am
calling liberals interpret it more narrowly.

Take the case of family policy. The typical communitarian, as I am here
using the term, will argue that the state has a legitimate interest in encour-
aging married two-parent families and that public policy ought to reflect
this interest, for example by favourable tax treatment, tougher divorce
laws, etc. Through such policies, the state encourages or requires individu-
als to act on their responsibilities as spouses and parents with positive
repercussions for the community as a whole. The typical liberal, on the
other hand, will see such policies as unfairly restricting or infringing per-
sonal freedom. Or take the case of drugs policy. The typical communitarian
will see drug use as paradigmatically irresponsible behaviour which ought
to be prohibited and punished. The typical liberal, on the other hand, will
make the basic Millian distinction (Mill, 1985) between punishing
someone for harmful behaviour which results from use of a given sub-
stance (which punishment is legitimate), and punishing someone for mere
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use of the substance regardless of how the person then behaves (which
punishment is illegitimate). Relatedly, the liberal will in general be more
hesitant about recourse to ‘legal welfarism’ (Le Grand 1997).

In short, the liberal will want to identify a limited number of very
specific civic obligations and will acknowledge the legitimate role of the
state in enforcing these specific obligations (witness, for example, John
Stuart Mill’s trenchant defence of the state’s right to force parents to
support and educate their children). But what the liberal will reject is the
idea that the state may and should enforce ‘good behaviour’ in any very
general sense. The liberal will see this as dangerously moralistic, i.e., as
providing an alarming opportunity for elites or majorities to attack non-
conformity for its own sake. On the other side, the communitarian, follow-
ing such thinkers as Etzioni (1993) and Galston (1991), might argue that
the liberal has an impoverished view of the rich social capital which under-
girds civilized life, and of what is necessary to protect such capital from
erosion. 

There are thus at least two lines of division – leftist vs. centrist, liberal vs.
communitarian – that cut across the rhetorical space of the putative third
way. This space contains significant differences of opinion on values and
public policy and these differences in turn define distinct, potentially
opposing, political projects. On the one hand, for example, it is possible to
speak of a ‘leftist liberal’ conception of the third way. This would combine
a relatively strong emphasis on the continuing importance of income redis-
tribution in pursuing the goal of real opportunity with a relatively narrow
conception of the types of behaviour which the state may seek to regulate
in the name of civic responsibility. On the other hand, it is also possible to
discern a possible ‘centrist communitarian’ third way which would reverse
these directions of emphasis. The former political project, I would argue, is
genuinely social democratic (as well as liberal), whereas the latter project
could conceivably end up having as much or more in common with a
leftish one-nation Toryism of the Macmillan variety or leftish variant of
continental Christian Democracy. Nor do these two positions exhaust the
possibilities. It is perfectly possible to conceive of a ‘centrist liberal’ concep-
tion of the third way or, indeed, a ‘leftist communitarian’ conception of
the third way. 

There may also be further dimensions of disagreement pertaining to
other values that I have not considered in depth here. In particular, Steven
Lukes (1999: 3) has suggested that the value of democracy is the focus of
another fundamental division within the camp of the putative third way
between ‘those inclined to concentrate power in the hands of the specially
qualified, whether politically or managerially or technically, and those who
favour its wide dispersion into the hands of the governed, enabling them
to participate maximally in public deliberation and decision-making.’
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5. Conclusion: moving the ‘third-way debate’ beyond the
‘third way’

Contrary to some critics, it is possible to identify distinctive value and
policy frameworks that define a putative third-way approach to economic
and social policy. But this does not mean that the third way amounts to a
distinctive, coherent and progressive public philosophy. For its defining
frameworks are broad enough to accommodate some quite basic disagree-
ments on values and policy – disagreements that cut across opposing public
philosophies in the true sense of the word.5

This capaciousness and ambiguity reflects the coalitional character and
ambition of New Labour. It is also, relatedly, a reflection of the ‘newness’ of
New Labour: of the fact that this political current contains many possible
futures, not all of which can ultimately be squared with each other. But
this capaciousness and structural ambiguity do mean that the putative
third way cannot perform the function that its proponents claim for it. It
cannot serve as a public philosophy, simply because it skirts over the hard
choices across values and policy orientations that define genuine public
philosophies.

George Orwell recognized that to engage in serious and truly free politi-
cal thinking we have to get our ideas clear first and in the process choose the
words that are most appropriate to express them: freedom of thought is
autonomy in the use of language (Orwell 1983). But this is exactly the
reverse of the way in which the third-way discussion has proceeded in
Britain. Contrary to Orwell’s advice, those who have tried to answer the
question, ‘What is the third way?’, have ‘surrendered’ to a phrase and have
then cast frantically about for its meaning. This does not mean that the
‘third-way debate’ has been useless. It has provoked people into a real dis-
cussion, not only within Britain, but across Europe and (probably to a lesser
extent) in the USA, about the future of progressive governance – though
some have also probably been discouraged from entering into this debate
by what they perceive as the shallowness of the third-way concept. But in
the spirit of Orwell, with his acute sense of how language can control and
distort thought, progressives should now put the ambiguous language of
the third way aside and focus directly on the questions at stake in this
debate: What values ought progressives to affirm (in particular, what kinds
of equality)? What institutional arrangements can significantly advance
these values in contemporary circumstances? 

Notes

1 This chapter is taken, with some revisions, from an earlier article, ‘The “Third
Way”: Not One Road, But Many’, Renewal, 6, 1998: 17–30. I am particularly
indebted to Steven Lukes for comment on the earlier paper, and am grateful to
the editors of Renewal for permission to draw upon it. 
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2 Lukes sharpens and extends a line of argument towards which I was groping in
‘Not One Road, But Many’.

3 See the website of the Democratic Leadership Council (DLC) at <www.dlcppi.org>
which contains an archive of speeches and policy statements by New Democrat
thinkers and politicians including Al Gore and Bill Clinton.

4 At time of writing, the Labour government has already announced plans to
reform the laws governing Friendly Societies and Credit Unions so as to facilitate
their growth.

5 For other analyses which reach similar conclusions, see Freeden (1998) and Klein
and Rafferty (1999).

References

Ackerman, Bruce and Alstott, Anne, The Stakeholder Society (New Haven: Yale
University Press, 1999).

Bartlett, Will, Roberts, Jennifer and Le Grand, Julian, A Revolution in Social Policy:
Quasi-Market Reforms in the 1990s (Bristol: The Policy Press, 1998).

Bentley, Tim and Mulgan, Geoff, Employee Mutuals: The 21st Century Trade Union?
(London, Demos, 1996).

Blackburn, Robin, ‘The New Collectivism: Pension Reform, Grey Capitalism and
Complex Socialism’, New Left Review, 233, Jan./Feb. 1999: 3–65.

Blair, Tony, Social-ism (London: Fabian Society, 1994).
——, New Britain: My Vision of a Young Country (London: Fourth Estate, 1996).
——, The Third Way: New Politics for a New Century (London: Fabian Society, 1998).
Bowles, Samuel and Gintis, Herbert, Recasting Egalitarianism (London: Verso,

1998).
Boyle, David, Alternative Currencies, Alternative Identities (London: Centre for Reform,

1999).
Brown, Gordon, ‘The Politics of Potential: a New Agenda for Labour’, in David

Miliband, ed., Reinventing the Left (Cambridge: Polity, 1994), pp. 113–22.
——, Fair is Efficient (London: Fabian Society, 1995).
Cohen, G. A., ‘On the Currency of Egalitarian Justice’, Ethics, 99, 1989: 912–44.
Commission on Social Justice, Social Justice: Strategies for National Renewal (London:

Vintage, 1994).
Dworkin, Ronald, ‘What is Equality? Part 2: Equality of Resources’, Philosophy and

Public Affairs, 10, 1981: 283–345.
——, ‘Why Liberals Should Care About Equality’, in Dworkin, A Matter of Principle

(Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1985), pp. 205–213.
Ellwood, David, Poor Support: Poverty in the American Family (New York: Basic Books,

1988).
Etzioni, Amitai, The Spirit of Community: the Reinvention of American Society (New

York: Touchstone, 1993).
Fernie, Sue and Metcalf, David, ‘Participation, Contingent Pay, Representation and

Workplace Performance: Some Evidence from Great Britain’, British Journal of
Industrial Relations, 33, 1995: 379–415.

Field, Frank, How to Pay for the Future: Building a Stakeholders’ Welfare (London:
Institute of Community Studies, 1996).

Freeden, Michael, ‘The Ideology of New Labour’, The Political Quarterly, 69, 1998.
Freeman, Richard and Rogers, Joel, ‘The New Inequality and What to Do About It’,

The Boston Review, Dec. 1996/Jan. 1997.
Galston, William, Liberal Purposes (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1991).

The Ambiguities of the Third Way 15



Giddens, Anthony, The Third Way: the Renewal of Social Democracy (Cambridge:
Polity, 1998).

Halpern, David, ‘A New Consultative Procedure for Taxation’ (London: Nexus, 1997).
Halpern, David and Mikosz, David, eds, The Third Way: Summary of the NEXUS On-

line Discussion (London: Nexus, 1998).
Hargreaves, Ian, ‘A Step Beyond Morris Dancing: the Third Sector Revival’, in Ian

Hargreaves and Ian Christie, eds, Tomorrow’s Politics: the Third Way and Beyond
(London: Demos, 1998), pp. 65–79.

Haveman, Robert, Starting Even: an Equal Opportunity Program to Combat the Nation’s
New Poverty (New York: Simon and Schuster, 1988).

——, ‘Employment with Equity’, The Boston Review, Summer 1997.
Hayek, Friedrich, The Constitution of Liberty (London: Routledge, 1993 [1960]).
Hills, John, ‘How Will the Scissors Close? Options for UK Social Spending’, in Alan

Walker and Carol Walker, eds, Britain Divided: the Growth of Social Exclusion in the
1980s and 1990s (London: Child Poverty Action Group, 1997), pp. 231–48.

Hirst, Paul, Associative Democracy: New Forms of Economic and Social Governance
(Cambridge: Polity, 1994).

——, From Statism to Pluralism (London: University College London Press, 1997).
Hobhouse, Leonard T., Liberalism (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1994

[1911]).
Holtham, Gerald, ‘A Community Fund Could Save Social Democracy’, The

Independent, 18 April 1995.
——, ‘Ownership and Privatized Utilities’, The Political Quarterly, 69, 1998: 386–93.
Holtham, Gerald and Tindale, Stephen, Green Tax Reform: Pollution Payments and

Labour Tax Cuts (London: Institute for Public Policy Research, 1996).
Hutton, Will, The State We’re In (London: Jonathan Cape, 1995).
——, The State to Come (London: Vintage, 1997).
Kay, John, The Economics of Business (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1996).
Kenway, Peter and Palmer, Guy, ‘Stakeholding in Service Industries: Public Action to

Change Institutional Behaviour?’, The Political Quarterly, 68, 1997: 406–11.
King, Loren, ‘Constructing Democratic Solidarity in US Cities: Two Paths to Local

Empowerment’, paper presented to the Annual Conference of the American
Political Science Association, Washington DC, Sept. 1997.

Klein, Rudolf and Rafferty, Anne Marie, ‘Rorschach Politics: Tony Blair and the Third
Way’, The American Prospect, July/Aug. 1999.

Layard, Richard, What Labour Can Do (London: Warner, 1997).
Leadbeater, Charles and Mulgan, Geoff, Mistakeholding: Whatever Happened to

Labour’s Big Idea? (London: Demos, 1996).
Le Grand, Julian, ‘Markets, Welfare, and Equality’, in Julian Le Grand and Saul

Estrin, eds., Market Socialism (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1989), pp. 193–211.
——, ‘Knights, Knaves or Pawns? Human Behaviour and Social Policy’, Journal of

Social Policy, 26, 1997: 149–69.
Levine, David, Reinventing the Workplace: How Business and Employees Can Both Win

(Washington DC: The Brookings Institution, 1995). 
Lukes, Steven, ‘The Last Word on the Third Way’, The Review, London, Social Market

Foundation, March 1999, pp. 3–4.
Meade, James, Agathatopia: The Economics of Partnership (Aberdeen: University of

Aberdeen Press, 1991).
——, Full Employment Regained (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1994).
Mill, John Stuart, On Liberty (Harmondsworth: Penguin, 1985 [1859]).
Mulgan, Geoff and Murray, Robert, Reconnecting Taxation (London: Demos, 1994).

16 New Labour: the Progressive Future?



Orwell, George, ‘Politics and the English Language’, in Inside the Whale and Other
Essays (Harmondsworth: Penguin, 1983 [1946]).

Phelps, Edmund, Rewarding Work: How to Restore Participation and Self-support to Free
Enterprise (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1997).

Piachaud, David, What’s Wrong With Fabianism? (London: Fabian Society, 1993).
Putnam, Robert, Making Democracy Work: Civic Traditions in Modern Italy (Princeton:

Princeton University Press, 1993).
Rawls, John, A Theory of Justice (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1972).
Robertson, James, ‘Towards a New Social Compact: Citizen’s Income and Radical Tax

Reform’, The Political Quarterly, 67, 1996: 54–8.
Rogers, Joel and Streeck, Wolfgang, ‘Productive Solidarities: Economic Strategies and

Left Politics’, in David Miliband, ed., Reinventing the Left (Cambridge: Polity, 1994),
pp. 128–45.

Tawney, R. H., Equality (London: Allen and Unwin, 1964 [1931]).
Toynbee, Polly, ‘Not Quite a Wonderful Life, But a Whole Lot Better’, The

Independent, 19 Jan. 1998.
White, Michael, Against Unemployment (London: Policy Studies Institute, 1991).

The Ambiguities of the Third Way 17



Ackerman, Bruce 10–11, 214
active citizenship 79, 86, 169–70
active labour-market policies 162

Sweden 99–100, 103–4
Adler, Otto 93
Advanced Corporation Tax 73–4, 221n
Advanced Skills Teachers 53
African-American poverty in US

145–6
aging population xi, 173n, 182
Agreement of the People (1647) 24
Alliance for Jobs (Germany) 182, 184–5,

217
Alstott, Anne 10–11, 214
altruism 89
Amsterdam Treaty 100, 206
appraisal systems for teachers 52, 53
arbitrary dismissal protection 101,

108n, 199
Aristotle 110
Arneson, Richard 171
asset-based egalitarianism 7, 10–11,

213, 214
Atkinson, Anthony 170
ATTAC (new social movement)(France)

206
Attlee, Clement 19
Aubry Law (France) 208
Australia

Working Nation 85
Youth Allowance 87

Bad Godesberg programme 93
Bank of England Inflation Report 85
Barry, Brian 171
‘benefits plus’ scheme 80, 86
Benn, Tony 22
Bentley, Tim 8
Bernstein, Eduard 149, 152, 155
Beveridge, William 26, 155, 160n
Big Government 22, 138
Blair, Tony xi, 190

comparisons with Schroeder 159–60,
175–6, 178, 179, 217

‘compassion with a hard edge’ 23–4

constitutional reforms 30–1
on meaning of third way 11–12, 32,

127, 129, 157–8
on radicalism 18
on responsibility 79, 170
on values 168

Blunkett, David 51
bogus self-employment 80, 102, 108n
Bourdieu, Pierre 206, 207
Bowles, S. 89
Brandeis, Louis 115
Brandt, Willy 179, 180
British Electorate Study (BES) 33, 34
British Parliament: women in 126,

131–2
British Representation Study (BRS) 33,

34, 42–3
Brown, Gordon 78, 88
Building Partnerships for Prosperity (White

Paper) 119
Bulpitt, Jim 112
Bündnis für Arbeit 182, 184–5, 217
bureaucracy 26–7
Buurmeijer Commission 197

capital endowments 214
caring work 144–5, 169
Catholicism in Italian politics 157
CBI (Confederation of British Industry)

100, 101
CDU (Christlich-Demokratische Union)

175, 181, 182–4, 185, 186
Central Planning Bureau (Netherlands)

192, 194, 202
centralized state 111–12, 210, 211

see also decentralization
centrism

of Clinton administration 138
third way as 11–12, 13, 32–43, 216

Chevènement, Jean-Pierre 206
Child Benefit 65–6, 82, 128
child support legislation 8
childcare strategies 82, 108n, 127
Childcare Tax Credits 69, 70, 82, 84,

127, 214

Index

223



Children’s Tax Credit 82, 87
Christian Democratic Party (Germany)

see CDU
Christian democrats (Netherlands) 194,

197
Christianity

influence on New Labour 129
social Catholicism in Italy 157

Citizen’s Income 214
Citizens’ Juries 219
Citizens’ Movement (MDC)(France)

206, 207
Citizens’ Services 90, 91n, 219
citizenship

active approach 79, 86
lessons in 90
local government promotes 116–17

civic commitment 219–20
civic liberalism 110–25

see also communitarian liberalism
civic responsibility 5, 6, 8, 9, 11, 12–13,

48, 60, 216
civic spirit 115
class system 31, 106–7
Clinton administration

constitutional reforms 31
third-way policies xiv-xv, 10, 22,

137–48, 190, 217–18, 221n
coalition politics

in France 204–7
in Germany 180–1
in Netherlands 192–3, 194, 199–200,

201–2
Cohen, G.A. 171
‘Colbertism’ 210
collective action 7–11, 115–16
collective bargaining

in France 208, 209
in Netherlands 194, 195, 197, 200

Commission on Social Justice 161
common good 29–30
common ownership 19–20
communism

historical phases 151–2, 155
in Italy 149–50

Communist Party (CP)(Italy) 149
Communist Party (PC)(France) 204,

206, 207, 211
communitarian liberalism 23, 24,

29–31, 216
see also civic liberalism

communitarian view of third way 11,
12–13

community 5, 78, 169–70
community politics 27

Community Fund 10, 221–2n
‘compassion with a hard edge’ 23–4
comprehensive schools 113, 124n
Comprehensive Spending Plans 78
Confederation of British Industry (CBI)

100, 101
conservatism x, xi, 93
Conservative Party (Britain) x, xi, 18

economic policies 98, 104
education and training policies 58,

113
European policy 100
historical background 20–1
on left–right ideological scale 34–9
local government controls 113–14
right of centre position 39–42
welfare policies 64–7, 68, 70–1
see also Thatcherism

constitutional reform
in Britain xiv, 110–25
in United States 30, 31

consultative procedures on tax 9
co-ownership industrial relations 28
corporatism 160, 166

neo-corporatism 93, 106, 108n
Council Tax Benefit 84
Credit Unions 8, 9, 214
Crick Report 90
Crosland, Anthony 50
Crossman, R.H.S. 19
customer mutuals 8

Deakin, Arthur 20
decentralization 27, 30, 110–25, 129–30

criteria for 120–3
of German politics 178–9, 185, 187n
move towards in France 211
nature of regions 118–20
suitability of services for 117–18
value of 114–17

deliberative opinion polls 9
Delors, Jacques 162, 165
demand management 93, 165
democracy in third way politics 5–6, 13

see also social democracy
Democratic Leadership Council (DLC)

139

224 Index



Democratic Left party (Italy) 149–50
Democratic Party (US) x, 4, 138–9

see also Clinton administration
demographic changes see aging

population
Den Uyl, Joop 193
Denmark: industrial relations in 105
Department of Environment,

Transportation and the Regions
(DETR) 118–19

deuxième gauche 205
devolution 27, 59, 114, 215–16, 219
Disability Person’s Tax Credit 81
disabled people

disability benefits 66, 67, 68, 70, 81
disability benefits in Netherlands

196–7
education and training opportunities

53
labour market disadvantages xiv
New Deal for 68, 74, 80, 81

disadvantaged children 59
disadvantaged workers xiv, 10
dismissal protection 101, 108n, 199
diversity of decentralization 114–15
Downs, Anthony 37, 40, 42
Dressler, Rudolf 180, 186
drugs policy 12–13
dual polity in Britain 111–14
duty see responsibility
Dworkin, Ronald 171

early years education 51, 54, 214
Earned Income Tax Credit (EITC)(US)

65, 137, 142, 144, 217
earnings see income inequality
earnings-related benefits 64
eco-taxes (Germany) 216, 221n
ecology 155, 157
economic policies

of Conservative Party 98, 104
in Netherlands 193–4
of social democracy 164–6
see also public spending; supply-side

investment
Economist, The 23
Education Action Zones 52–3, 54, 55
Education Maintenance Allowance 85,

214
education and training 47–61

citizenship lessons 90

as economic investment 51, 78, 80,
161, 214

increasing centralization 113, 114
introduction of comprehensive

schools 113, 121, 124n
‘lifelong learning’ xiii, 10, 51–2
New Deal in US 140–1
New Labour’s policies on 51–3
public spending 54, 214–15
social exclusion policies 58–60
state guarantees access to 7
and third way 48–51, 53–60
see also social capital

egalitarianism
asset-based 7, 10–11, 213, 214
education as instrument of 50
as public philosophy 218–19
and real opportunity 11, 12
responsibility and equality 170–2

Eichel, Hans 185
elderly people

aging population xi, 173n, 182
long-term care for 63

electoral competition theory 39, 40, 42
electoral constraints 49
electoral reform 27
electorate

ideological position 33–9, 218–19
party perceptions of 37–9, 40, 130

employee mutuals 8
employees’ rights to information 100,

102
employers

education and training role 53, 54,
55–8, 60

as social partners 184–5, 194–5, 209
employment-centred social policy 7, 9,

10, 48, 127
across Europe 161, 162, 163, 166
employment creation 83, 169, 194,

195
employment incentives 67–70, 81–3
employment participation 168–70,

173n
in France 206–7, 207–9
in Germany 181–5, 216–17
in Netherlands 190–3, 194–5, 198–9,

200–1, 218
welfare-to-work policies 67–70, 74,

78, 80–1, 83–4
Employment Credits 80, 81

Index 225



employment protection measures 57–8
Employment Service 80
Employment Zones 80
Engholm, Björn 177, 179
environmental issues 155, 157
Environmental Task Force 53, 58, 80
environmental taxes 9, 216, 221n
equality of opportunity 24, 48, 78, 88,

170–2, 214
Etzioni, Amitai 13
Europe: third way convergence 161–73
European Guidelines for Employment

Policies 162
European unity 27, 35, 36fig, 37, 100,

206
exceptionalism in France 206

Fabianism 6, 19–20
Fabius, Laurent 211
failing schools 52
Fairness at Work (White Paper) 82, 101
families with children: work incentives

81–3
Family Credit 65, 69

see also Working Families Tax Credit
family policy 12, 129
FDP (Freie Demokratische Partei)

180–1, 182, 183, 184, 187
federal politics in Germany 178–9, 185,

187n
federal proposals in France 206
federal welfare provision in US 146,

221n
feminism

and New Labour 108n, 126–33
in social democratic ideology 155,

157
see also gender equity; women

Field, Frank 68–9, 78
finance see public spending
Finegold, David 55–6
fiscal federalism 124n
fiscal prudence 20–1
flexible working arrangements 84, 86,

99, 108n, 208, 217
part-time working in Netherlands

190–1, 198–9, 201, 218
focus groups 41
Forester, Vivienne 206
Forth, J. 83

Foundation of Labour (Netherlands)
192, 202

France x, xv, 105, 165
coalition politics in 204–7
Labour market reforms 207–9
pluralism and future of the Left

204–12, 217
role of state in 209–10

free market economy 29, 30, 95–6
‘Freiburger Thesen’ 180
Friedman, Milton 28
Friedrich Ebert Stiftung 161, 162
Friendly Societies 8
further education see higher education;

post-16 education

Gaitskell, Hugh 107n
Gallie, Duncan 57
Galston, William 13
Ganz, Marshall 143
gauche plurielle 204–7, 211, 217
Gaullism 206
gender equity xiv, 36, 36fig, 37

and third way 126–33
see also feminism; women

general skills development 57
Germany

1998 coalition x, xv, 187
coalition politics in 180–1
corporate law 108n
federal politics in 178–9, 185, 187n
inactive economy 216–17
‘new’ welfare model 162, 181–5
SPD and the ‘Neue Mitte’ xv, 175–88,

216–17
vocational training 55, 57–8

Giddens, Anthony 5–6, 106, 151, 164
Gintis, H. 89
Gladstone, William Ewart 20–1
globalization xi, 49–50, 77, 205–6,

209–10
Gould, Philip 41
grants for students 52, 54, 63
grass-roots organization 146–7
Green, T.H. 24, 29
Green Party (Germany) x, 176, 180,

181, 184, 187, 221n
Greens (France) 204, 207, 211
Grimond, Jo xiii, 23, 25–8, 29–30
Guterres, Antonio 166

226 Index



Hague, William 40, 41
harmony of interests 49, 54
Harvard University 19–20
Hayek, Friedrich 6, 28
health 81, 90, 214–15

US Democrat reforms 139, 140, 144
higher education 57, 59, 60, 121

student funding 52, 54, 63
Hobhouse, Leonard T. 6, 24
Holtham, Gerald 8, 221–2n
Hombach, Bodo 186, 188n
homework guidelines 52
‘homo reciprocans’ model 89
Hopkin-Morris, Sir Rhys, QC 22–3, 28,

29
House of Lords 31, 122–3
housing 63, 65, 81
Housing Benefit 65, 84
hypothecation at the margin 9

ideology xii-xiii, 1–44, 218–19
Incapacity Benefit 66, 68

in Netherlands 196
incentives to work see welfare-to-work

policies
income inequality

growth in xi, 66
in Netherlands 191

income redistribution 11, 50, 88–9, 215
Income Support 66, 71, 84
individual freedom 22–3, 25–6, 29
Individual Learning Accounts (ILAs) 7,

52, 54, 55, 78, 83, 90n, 214
Individual Savings Accounts (ISAs) 214
Industrial Boards (Netherlands) 196
industrial relations xiv, 18, 20

Liberal approach 27–8
New Labour policies 93–108
see also trade unions

industrialization of Europe 153
inequality

in income distribution xi, 66
New Labour tolerates 50–1
in US 144, 217–18
see also social exclusion

information rights for employees 100,
102

Institute for Fiscal Studies 215, 221n
‘intelligent welfare state’ 161, 162
internationalization see globalization

interventionism
in education 54–5
in French economy 207, 208, 210
Liberal view of 22–3, 26, 29

Invalidity Benefit 64, 66
‘invisible’ taxation 215, 221n
ISAs (Individual Savings Accounts)

214
Italy x, 105, 149–60

Job Seekers’ Allowance (JSA) 65
Joseph, Sir Keith 29
Jospin, Lionel 204, 207, 208–11, 212,

217
juries, right to trial by 216, 221n

Kant, Immanuel 23
Kautsky, Karl 93
Kenway, Peter 8
Keynes, John Maynard 26, 155, 160n
Keynsian economics 93, 164–6, 172,

193
‘knowledge-based economy’ xi, 10,

49–50
Kohl, Helmut 182, 185
Kok, Wim 197, 198
Kolm, Serge 171

Labour Code (France) 208
‘Labour Listens’ campaign 41
labour market

disadvantaged categories xiv, 10
as free market 96
French reforms 206–7, 207–9
issues in Germany 181–5, 216–17
participation policies in Netherlands

190–2, 198–9, 200–1, 218
participation as social inclusion

168–70, 173n
US initiatives 140–2
see also employment-centred social

policy; unemployment
labour movements 152
Labour Party (Britain)

education policy 50, 113
origins and early years 18, 19, 107n,

220
positive action for women 126, 128
see also New Labour

Labour Representation Committee 18

Index 227



Labour Time Act (Netherlands, 1996)
198

Lafontaine, Oskar 165, 176, 177, 179,
183, 188n

laissez-faire capitalism 93, 107n
Le Grand, Julian 8, 171
Learning Age, The (Green Paper) 51
Learning Direct 52
Learning and Skills Council 52, 53, 57
Left Thatcherism 216
left–right ideology: measuring and

mapping 33–9
leftist pluralism in France 204–12, 217
leftist view of third way 11–12, 13

historical background 150–4
legal welfarism 8, 12–13
legitimacy 111
liberal democracy 152
Liberal Democrat Party (Britain) 21, 34–9
Liberal Party (Britain) 18, 22–3, 24,

25–8, 29–30
liberal rationalism 27
liberalism xiii, 11, 12–13

in Germany 180–1
historical links with third way 151,

152, 154, 155–8
in New Labour 18–31, 32, 213–17
Popular Liberalism 220
social liberalism in France 205–6
see also civic liberalism;

communitarian liberalism; neo-
liberalism in industrial relations

libertarianism 23, 29
liberty: concepts of 22–3
‘lifelong learning’ xiii, 10, 51–2, 55, 78
Lifelong Learning (consultation

document) 52, 55
Lilley, Peter 40, 68
literacy targets 52
Lloyd George, David xiii, 23, 24, 26, 31
lobbying 97–8, 105
Local Exchange and Trading Schemes 8
local polity in Britain 112–14

see also decentralization
Locke, John 23
London

as devolved region 119
Mayor of 114

lone parents
education and training opportunities

53

growth in lone-parent families xi
labour market disadvantages xiv
US avoidance of issue 144–5
and welfare dependency 66, 67, 68,

69, 70
welfare-to-work policies 53, 74, 80,

81, 83, 84, 99, 127
Working Families Tax Credit for 82

long-term care for the elderly 63
long-term unemployed 53, 58, 80, 84,

99
in Netherlands 192

Low Pay Commission 100
‘low-skill equilibrium’ 56, 58
Lubbers, Ruud 194, 196–7
luck 171
Lukes, Steven 3, 13
Luxembourg Job Summit 162

Maastricht Treaty 100, 127, 206
Macmillan, Harold 21, 25
Major, John 39–40
male concerns 132–3
managed economy 21, 22
Mandelson, Peter 188n
Manpower Services Commission 50
market forces 95–6
Marshall, T.H. 152
Marxism 152, 153, 159, 172
maternity benefits/rights 90, 101
Mattinson, Deborah 41
mayors: decentralization role 114,

120–1, 122, 219
Meade, James 219
means-tested benefits 64, 65–6, 68–9,

71–2, 78
versus universalism 163

Medical and Family Leave Act (US,
1993) 143–4

Meidner plan (Sweden) 155
Melkert, Ad 170
meritocracy 11, 12
‘Middle Class Bill of Rights’ 139
Mill, John Stuart 13, 23, 111–12
Miller, D. 88
Minimum Income Guarantee 82, 214
minimum wage legislation

in Britain 8, 82, 100–1, 102, 127
in Netherlands 200
in United States 143, 144

Mitterand, François 205, 208

228 Index



‘modern socialists’ (France) 207
moral relativism 23
Morris, Dick 139
Mulgan, Geoff 8
‘mutual gains’ enterprises 8–9
mutualism 7, 8–9, 49

NAFTA (North American Free Trade Act)
139, 141

National Childcare Strategy 82, 127
National Insurance Contributions 71,

82, 90n
national polity in Britain 112–14
nationalism

in France 206
of New Labour 24–5

nationalization 19–20, 35, 37
Naumann, Michael 180
neo-corporatist industrial relations 93,

106, 108n
neo-Keynsianism in France 207
neo-liberalism in industrial relations

94, 95–6, 98–100, 101, 103–7
neo-liberal corruption 96, 97–8, 105

Netherlands
coalition politics 192–3, 194, 197,

199–200, 201–2
as exemplary model 160, 190–202,

218
industrial relations reforms 105
‘participation law’ proposal 169–70,

173n
‘Purple Coalition’ government x, xv,

197
social pragmatism in 190–202

‘Neue Mitte’ politics (Germany) xv,
175–6, 179–88, 216–17

New Ambitions for Our Country (Green
Paper) 73, 77

New Centre politics see ‘Neue Mitte’
politics

New Deal (Britain) 79–80, 214
assessment of 83–4, 85
for communities 78
education and training component

53, 58
ideological component 99–100, 103–4
for working-age people 68, 74

New Deal (US) 140
New Democrats (US) 4

see also Clinton administration

New Fabian Essays 19–20
New Labour

comparative perspective xiv-xvi,
135–212, 216–18

electoral campaign 40–1
ideology xii-xiii, 1–44, 213–14,

218–19
policy xiii-xiv, 45–133, 214–16
progressive politics xi-xvi
self-definition 3–4
social liberalism critiqued 213–17

New Liberalism 6
New Right 6
new social movements (France) 206–7
new technologies xi
newspapers 121
North American Free Trade Act (NAFTA)

139, 141
numeracy targets 52

obligation see responsibility
Offe, Claus 184
oil prices 193, 194
‘Old Democrats’ (US) 138–9
‘Old Labour’ see Labour Party
‘Olive Tree Coalition’ (Italy) x, 157
opinion polls

deliberative 9
New Labour canvasses 41
in US 140, 141, 142, 143, 146–7

opportunism 159
opportunity see equality of

opportunity; real opportunity
opportunity goods

state responsibility for 7–8, 9, 11, 48
see also education and training

opportunity value 4–5, 6
organizations: ‘mutual gains’ enterprises

8–9
Orwell, George 14
over-50s unemployed 80, 81

Palmer, Guy 8
part-time employment in Netherlands

190–1, 198–9, 201, 218
participation see social inclusion
Participation Income xiv, 85–8, 170
partnership economy 219
partnerships at work 28, 56
partnerships with business 49, 56
Party of European Socialists 162, 166

Index 229



paternalism 20–1, 22, 25
pension funds: taxes raised 73–4, 221n
pensions 8, 10

in France 211
in Germany 185
in Netherlands 198
New Labour policy on 67, 70–4, 75,

214
private pension schemes 65, 71,

72–3, 74
state-funded 63, 64, 66, 71–2, 74

performance-related pay for teachers 53
personal choice 171–2
Personal Pensions (PPs) 65, 71, 73
personal skills 171–2
Phelps, Edmund 168–9
Piachaud, David 6
place: attachment to 110–11, 115–16
planning: decentralization of 118
Plant, Raymond 103
pluralistic politics xiii

in France 204–12, 217
policy

of New Labour xiii-xiv, 45–133,
214–16

of third way 7–11, 14
Policy Unit 131
political correctness 128
political diversity of decentralization

114–15
politicians: ideological position 33–9
poll tax 113, 114
Popular Liberalism 220
population aging xi, 173n, 182
populism 24–5, 30, 216
positive action for women 126, 128
‘positive liberalism’ xiii, 26
post-industrial economy xi
post-industrial social democracy

213–20
post-16 education 54, 59–60
poverty

causes of 77, 78, 169
in France 211
growth in xi, 191
urban poverty in US 145–6

poverty of theory 172–3
‘poverty traps’ 162
Powell, Enoch 28–9
PR (proportional representation) 27,

124n

pragmatism see social pragmatism
pre-school education 51, 54, 214
press: decentralization role 121
private sector

education 50, 51
pension schemes 65, 71, 72–3, 74
role in welfare provision 77–8

privatization
in France 207, 210
ideological position on 35, 37
of welfare provision 63, 65, 197

pro-Europe attitudes 27, 35, 36fig, 37
progressive politics, future of x-xvi,

146–7, 158–60, 213–22
see also third way politics

proportional representation (PR) 27,
124n

protectionist capitalism 107n
Protocol on Social Policy 100, 127
Public Employment Service

(Netherlands) 198
‘public goods’ 29, 118
public housing 63, 65
public opinion xiii, 41, 220

deliberative opinion polls 9
in US 140, 141, 142, 143, 146–7

public ownership 19–20
public philosophy 218–19
public spending 7, 9–10

Community Fund proposal 10,
221–2n

on education 54, 214–15
ideological position on 35, 36fig, 37,

166–7, 219
on welfare 66, 67, 78, 161

public–private partnerships 54, 210
‘Purple Coalition’ (Netherlands) x, xv,

197

quasi-markets 7

‘radical centre’ politics xii
radical liberalism 18
Radical Party (France) 204
Rau, Johannes 176, 187n
Rawls, John 171, 219
real opportunity 4–5, 6, 11, 48, 60
reciprocity 89
redistribution policies 20, 49, 129,

166–7
asset-based redistribution 10, 213

230 Index



in education 54, 60
income redistribution 11, 50, 88–9,

215
responsibility and equality 170–2
tax rates 82, 87

reflexivity (Giddens) 164
Regional Development Agencies (RDAs)

114, 119
Reich, Robert 140, 141
rental sector 65
representative government 31
Republican Congress 143
responsibility 23–4, 25–6, 78–9, 170–2

failure to fulfil 89–90
see also civic responsibility

revolution: effect on politics 151–2
Riester, Walter 180
‘right to buy’ schemes 65
rights and responsibilities 78–9
Roemer, John 171

Sassoon, Donald 161, 172
Scharpf, Fritz 165
Scharping, Rudolf 177, 179
Schelling, Thomas 118
Schlesinger, Arthur, Jr. 20
Schmidt, Manfred 179
school–parent contracts 8
schools

comprehensive 113, 124n
and disadvantaged children 59
performance measures 52–3, 59
see also education and training

Schroeder, Gerhard xv, 177–88, 190,
221n

comparisons with Blair 159–60,
175–6, 178, 179, 217

Scientific Council for Government
Policy (Netherlands) 198, 202

Scottish Assembly 59, 114, 126
self-employment, bogus 80, 102, 108n
self-interest 78, 89, 90n
self-reliance ethic 6, 168–9
Sen, Amartya 171
SERPS (state earnings-related pension

scheme) 64, 70, 71, 72
service-based economy xi
shadow welfare state (US) 140, 144
Sickness Benefit 66, 68

in Netherlands 196, 197
single parents see lone parents

skills training 50, 55–8
SMART teams 52
Smith, Adam 23
social capital 9, 78, 87, 89, 161, 166–7

see also education and training
social Catholicism 157
Social Chapter of Maastricht Treaty

100, 127
social conservatism 24
social democracy

convergence in Europe x, 161–73
and dual polity in Britain 112–13
and ‘Dutch disease’ 193, 197
historical phases 151–2
in industrial relations 94, 95, 96–7,

99–102, 103–7
in Italy 149–50
and Neue Mitte in Germany 175–88
origins of term 107–8n
post-industrial model 213–20
social democratic corruption 97, 102,

105
third way as xv, 32, 49–50, 93, 154–8,

159–60, 161–73
values of 167–8

Social Democratic Party (Germany) see
SPD

Social-Economic Council (Netherlands)
192

social engineering 26, 29
social equality 88
social exclusion xiii, 5, 48, 78, 128

in education 58–60
French measures against 211
see also poverty; social inclusion

Social Exclusion Unit 59, 78, 85, 87
social housing 63, 65
social inclusion

employment participation as 168–70,
173n

participation income xiv, 85–8, 170
social capital 9, 78, 87, 89, 161,

166–7
use of term 159
see also education and training;

employment-centred social policy
social investment see social capital
social justice xii, xiv
social liberalism 205–6, 213–20
social movements in France 206–7
social partners 184–5, 194–5, 209

Index 231



social policy see education and training;
employment-centred social policy;
welfare provision; welfare-to-work
policies

social pragmatism in the Netherlands
190–202

social rights 152
social security see welfare provision;

welfare-to-work policies
Social Security and Pensions Bill 80
social skills development 57
social spending see public spending
socialism 93, 107–8n

in France xv, 204–12
historical phases 151–4
and Labour Party 19–20, 22

Socialist Party (Italy) 149
Socialist Party (PS)(France) x, 204, 206,

207
sociétés d’économie mixte 210
Solow, Robert M. 169
Soskice, David 55–6
SPD (Sozialdemokratische Partei

Deutschlands) x, 175–88
conflict within 186–7, 188n, 217
decentralized nature of 178–9, 185,

187n
‘Neue Mitte’ as slogan 179–81
in opposition 176–8, 182–3
welfare reforms 181–5

SSPs (State Second Pensions) 72, 214
stagflation 165
Stakeholder Pensions 51, 72–3
‘stakeholder society’ 4–5, 28, 103
state

changing role in France 209–10
as guarantor of opportunity goods

7–8
state earnings-related pension scheme

(SERPS) 64, 70, 71, 72
State Second Pensions (SSPs) 72, 214
statism 21
status equality 88
stealth taxes 215, 221n
Stollman, Jost 180
student funding 52, 54, 63
‘superteachers’ 53
supply-side investment 50, 164–6, 202
Sure Start Maternity Payment 90, 214
Sweden 57, 99–100, 103–4, 155

tax
avoidance of ‘poverty trap’ 162
in decentralized system 122
environmental taxes 9, 216, 221n
hypothecation to specific goods 9
ideological position on 35, 36fig, 37
‘invisible’ taxation 215, 221n
on pension funds 73–4, 221n
poll tax 113, 114
redistributive changes 82, 87, 215
tax credit incentives 69–70, 74, 81–2
voter resistance to 9

‘tax and spend’ policies xi, 49
Taylor, R. 102
teacher appraisal system 52, 53
teacher-training curriculum 52
temporary work in Netherlands 198–9,

218
Thatcher, Margaret 18, 20–1, 22, 23,

113
influence on New Labour 28–9

Thatcherism xii, 32, 40
theoretical dimension of third way

150–1, 152, 153, 155, 156, 158–9
theory, poverty of 172–3
third way politics xii, xiii, 3–15

Blair on meaning of 32, 127, 129,
157–8

as centrism 11–12, 13, 32–43
collapse of Clinton’s xiv-xv, 10, 22,

137–48
differences in approach 11–13
Dutch model 190–202
in education 48–51, 53–60
as elusive concept 3–4, 32–3, 94, 150
European convergence on 161–73
and feminism 126–33
in industrial relations 94–108
in Italy 149–60
Neue Mitte in Germany 175–88
policy framework 7–11, 14
role of democracy 5–6, 13
social democracy as xv, 32, 49–50,

93, 154–8, 159–60, 161–73
value framework 4–7, 8, 9, 11, 12–13,

14
in welfare 77–9, 89–90

‘time currencies’ 8
Titmuss, Richard 78
Tocqueville, Alexis de 154

232 Index



Topsy Turvy Nationalization 10
Tory paternalism 20–1, 22, 25
trade unions 18, 20, 53, 94–108

and French reforms 208, 209
influence in Germany 179, 184–5
in Netherlands 190–1, 194, 197, 199,

200
US grass-roots organizations 147

Trades Union Congress (TUC) 18, 20,
101

training see education and training
Training and Enterprise Councils (TEC)

53, 58, 80
Treaty of Amsterdam 100, 206
Treaty of Maastricht 100, 127, 206
trial by jury, right to 216, 221n
‘trust in government’: decline in xi
TUC (Trades Union Congress) 18, 20,

101

unemployment
education and training opportunities

53, 58, 80
European convergence on issues of

161, 162
in France 211
high levels xi
ideological position on 35, 36–7,

99–100
in Netherlands 191, 194
young unemployed xiv, 53, 67–8, 74,

79–80, 99
see also New Deal; welfare-to-work

policies
Unemployment Benefit 64, 65
United States

asset-based egalitarianism 10–11
constitutional reforms in 30, 31
decentralization in practice 120, 121
Earned Income Tax Credit 65, 137,

142, 144, 217
poverty rate 145–6, 169
third-way policies xiv–xv, 10, 22,

137–48, 217–18, 221n
universal benefits 65–6, 71–2, 82, 163
universal capital endowments 214
universal compulsory second pensions

8, 10
universal welfare states 93
University for Industry (UfI) 51–2

urban poverty in US 145–6

‘value’ dimension of third way 150,
151, 152–3, 154, 159

value framework of third way 4–7, 8, 9,
11, 12–13, 14

values of social democracy 167–8
Van Agt, Andries 193
vocational training 50, 55–8
Vogel, Hans-Jochen 179
voluntary work for unemployed 58, 80
voters

ideological position 33–9
party perceptions of 37–9, 40, 130

wage moderation in Netherlands
194–5, 198, 200, 218

wage subsidies 80, 162, 167, 168–9
participation income xiv, 85–8, 170

Wales: devolution for 114
‘Wassenaar Accord’ (Netherlands)

194–5, 201
welfare provision xiii, 23, 112

advantages of centralization 118
Conservative legacy 22
dependency on 66, 67, 68, 69, 70
European convergence on issues of

161–2, 166–7
French reform problems 211
German ‘Neue Mitte’ policies 181–5
‘intelligent welfare state’ 161, 162
Liberal approach 26
mutualist role 8
in Netherlands 195–7, 199–202, 218
New Labour policies 63–76
selectivity versus universalism 163
in US 140, 143–4, 146, 217
work incentives see welfare-to-work

policies
see also health

welfare-to-work policies xiv, 77–91,
127, 161

administrative reforms 80–1
assessment of 83–5
benefit withdrawal rates 84
education and training opportunities

53, 58
ideological components 99–100, 103–4
and socially excluded 59
for working-age people 68, 74

Index 233



Welsh Assembly 126
White, M. 57, 83
White, Stuart 48
widows’ benefits 68
Wilson, Harold 20
Winter of Discontent (1978–9) 20
women

caring role in US 144–5
changes in position of xi, 161
feminism and the third way 126–33
labour market participation measures

84, 99, 108n, 127
labour market participation in

Netherlands 190–1, 198, 201, 218
see also feminism; gender equity

‘Worcester Woman’ 130–1
work see employment-centred social

policy; unemployment; welfare-to-
work policies

Working Families Tax Credit (WFTC)
69–70, 74, 81–2, 83, 84, 85, 87, 
127

Working Nation strategy (Australia)
85

Working Time Directive 100, 108n
working time reductions in France

206–7, 208, 209
works councils 100
‘world’ dimension of third way 150,

151, 155, 156, 158
world-view dimension of third way

150–1, 152, 153, 155, 156, 
158–9

WRR see Scientific Council for
Government Policy

young unemployed xiv, 53, 67–8, 74,
79–80, 99

234 Index


	Contents
	1: The Ambiguities of the Third Way
	Index

