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Patrick Diamond, “Governing Britain: Power, Politics and the Prime Minister”;
the case for and against BGI members considering this book carefully

Note by Christopher Foster

PD was a Spad to Blair from 2001 to 2005, and to Brown in 2009-10 as Head of Policy Planning. Paul Britton has told me he was able and intelligent, and might be a prominent Spad if Labour gains power in 2015. He is now a Politics Lecturer at Queen Mary and Fellow of Nuffield College. 

One reason for noticing his book is that he claims it is the first to discuss the structural problems in “Whitehall and the core executive” faced by the Blair and Brown administrations (p6), (Though there are many dives into the past, almost nothing is said about the Coalition government.) Based on copious anonymous interviews with departmental ministers, Spads and officials, and some named interviews, it also refers to, cites and quotes many other sources, mostly academic. Peter Riddell in his tribute printed at the front and on the back cover states that PD “is right that we may be witnessing only an initial phase in the reconstruction of the British state.” Andrew Adonis makes a similar prophesy in his tribute.

Another reason for considering the book is that we are mentioned politely, but pointedly, as prominent among defenders of the views he is attacking. There are references to the BGI, some to our publications and to some members, more than can be tracked through the index or notes. Robin, Richard, Paul, Hugh Taylor and I are named. Some may be hidden among the anonymous. (My 2005 book is referred to in most chapters. There are also several references to a book I wrote in 1998 with Francis Plowden. I confess I have never before had such close attention.) 

Against paying the book much attention is that much of it, particularly when drawing on academic literature, does not use words transparently. Many sections are not easy. The same topics frequently return in more or less successive chapters with a different, but not always clearly differentiated, focus. A problem I believe is that conclusions are ambiguously expressed, sometimes in ways not easily explicable in terms of whichever academic writer he is commenting on at the time. Against it too in my opinion is that he often seriously misunderstands how policy and lawmaking used to be done. Others among us may question if he understands the recent past. The final chapter meant to summarise his conclusions is arguably not his clearest.

Perhaps because apparently written primarily for an academic audience, it may not be widely influential. I have not myself seen any review or other reference to it, though I have been invited to a discussion at LSE at the end of June to discuss the views in my own 2005 book, to which, I understand, Diamond has been invited. However, my gut instinct, backed by Peter Riddell’s tribute to it as “informed” and “perceptive,” and Andrew Adonis’ as “excellent” and “insightful”, suggests we should not be surprised if, possibly indirectly through hearsay and citation rather than directly, it becomes influential within the political world. It could be used to undermine or help ignore arguments we believe in.

The Book’s Argument 

In what follows I have tried, but may have failed, to avoid over-simplification. I had thought that the book’s main conclusion might be the desirability of establishing a stronger, even dominant, Centre of government on the Canadian, Australian or New Zealand models. Though there are some feelers in that direction, it is not. Rather it wants a constitutional reconstruction of government to make pluralism or localism more pervasive. 

At the heart of the book is denial of a widely attributed opinion that British government is in decline. PD’s defence is based on a familiar view that our unwritten constitution provides continuity while allowing change or discontinuity to meet changed circumstances. Aspects of continuity into our time have been parliamentary sovereignty, partnership between ministers and civil servants, permanency and non-politicisation of the CS, what he calls the axiom of secrecy and several more.

The main discontinuity he repeatedly criticizes is the failure to face up to the consequences of the proliferation of public bodies, regulators, and many other agents and actors, most at home, some abroad, and networks of these extending widely, inside and outside the public sector. This seems to be assumed irreversible. It is attributed almost entirely to CS failure to modernise the machinery of government to meet changing circumstances. The influence of Rayner and others in bringing about this proliferation through Next Steps and similar initiatives is not mentioned or, I think, understood. I remember well the resistance many CSI knew gave to what they correctly saw would adversely affect accountability in many ways. Next Steps is often referred to here, rather as an early step towards better management and delivery. [footnoteRef:1] [1:  Also p213.] 


PD says the Blair government, contrary to what is often asserted, had always intended and always did work in partnership with their CS. When they first entered office they had assumed they could simply “announce” policies and rely on the CS to implement them. When they found that did not work, they initiated managerial incentives to improve delivery. When that did not work either, they resorted to policymaking – like academy schools – where they could negotiate with relevant agents and actors to help them achieve something worthwhile. To expect a well-prepared, complete bill to enter Parliament is wishful thinking. Too much negotiation is still going on, needing reflection in further amendments, for that to be possible. Neither for similar reasons were old style green and white papers possible. That prime ministerial replaced cabinet government is also untrue. There was so much to do: sometimes the PM or others at the Centre took the initiative, sometimes departmental ministers, sometimes a joining-up of such ministers, hardly ever the CS.

Further reform should be based on recognition that policymaking was not a zero-sum game. It depending on negotiating agreements with networks, ever adding to or subtracting from them so as to achieve workable, though often piecemeal, solutions. Because not everyone would, or could ever be persuaded to agree on policy implementation, localism was required, making “pluralistic” solutions possible. Yet ministers or the Centre needed overriding power, when necessary. The law and lawmaking must allow for this. A more centralised, yet localised, and reactive CS was needed to help negotiate more useful, practical solutions. They would be more helpful if the axiom of secrecy were ended and their advice able to be published so that other participants could know it. Life-term tenure should go. More expertise, less rotation, more outsiders were needed.

This view was based on what it pithily calls a combination of policy soup and a garbage can of agents, actors, interests and lobbies, inside and outside the public sector, sometimes in the EU or elsewhere abroad. Such an approach is needed, whether the policy proposed is initiated by the Centre, departmental ministers or by Spads. Only then can a significant new policy be made to work. Though I do not think he says it directly, the implication seems plainly to be that such processes are much more important than legislation, parliamentary or other public discussion, or consultation.

Other points:
1. Virtually nothing is said about Parliament’s role in holding the Executive to account, for example over law and policymaking. Or indeed about Parliament.[footnoteRef:2]  [2:  Birch,1964,p266 is quoted: “ effective decisionmaking power in Britain rests with “the government” who do not share their power with Parliament or with the people” (qu p25).] 

1. Almost no considered attention is given to the role of the media, the law or the judiciary. The law is treated as a sometimes tiresome distraction.
1. Where partnership between ministers and CS is mentioned it is easy to interpret it as a relation in which one is clearly dominant, the other concerned with implementation (p49).
1. Responding to accusations of increasing government incompetence (pp56-61), PD does not even mention the evidence for there having been a growing number of “blunders”. Only one blunder, HOMS, is ever mentioned.
1. Evidence-based policy is largely attributed to political, academic and other lobbying groups. CS are scarcely mentioned as providing evidence, only advice.
1. Nothing is said about ministers’ and CS roles in relation to factual accuracy or record-keeping. Nothing is said about the achievement of factual accuracy in statements to Parliament, white and green papers, and other public documents.[footnoteRef:3]. [3:  Also “ministers choose to conceal decisions” to protect “the sovereignty of  their department” (p50) ] 

1. PD’s understanding of economic and fiscal policy may not unreasonably be judged thin (pp46,8,73)

How the book is organised 

Theoretically (in the first four chapters) and then practically (in the last five) he distinguishes four time periods between 1997 and 2010. 
1. There were the first Blair years (1997-1)[footnoteRef:4] when he and his team were disabused of the idea that the civil servants with whom they worked could readily and straightforwardly implement their policy ideas. (pp4, 81,2) [4:  The periods are differently dated in the Table on p278.] 

1. The second period (2001-4) was when they thought they could drive through effective implementation of those ideas by the use of targets, etc. They found that didn’t work either. (pp2, 82-4)
1. During the third Blair period (2004-7) they realised all they could do was to concentrate on a few significant  policy ideas which they could free up or incentivise others to achieve who wanted, or could be persuaded, to do so, often implementing them differently in different circumstances or places. This was variously described as pluralism and localism (p84).
1. The Brown period (2007-10) added fiscal crisis. To cope with that other “structural” changes were needed (pp85-7). 

Throughout the book he illustrates points he makes by reference to just three case studies he generally describes as policy successes. (Through I do not think he says it, it is plausible that he was involved in them. Other policy ideas are seldom even mentioned.) Among the many references to the three are the following:[footnoteRef:5] [5:  Many are referred to, though not always,  in the index] 


1. Academy Schools are 
0. examples of the political initiatives, characterized by pluralism or localism, which he concludes should become more characteristic of future policymaking. The aim was to reinvent the comprehensive system by improving the worst schools (pp 118-21). 
0. The practical desirability of cross-party support when policymaking helps explain why academy schools were successful despite differences of interpretation (pp130-3) .
0. Academy Schools were an example of delegation to the front line, but were imposed by and ultimately could be instructed from the Centre (p254) 
1. Family-Nurse Relationships typify situations 
1. where the PM wants to implement a policy but has difficulty in persuading one or more department to do so or join together to do so or find the money for it from them or the Treasury (pp121-3, 254,5) . 
1. Family-Nurse Partnerships were meant to give citizens political power, but were driven from the Centre. Such “Evidence-based policy was created by strong, centralizing government”
4.The National Economic Council was:
1. set up as a cabinet committee after Brown became PM, better to influence/ control the Treasury. 
1. The Treasury is criticized as a brake on policymaking.  It is said that while Labour had modernized the Treasury, it had become over-influenced by a wish to cut public expenditure rather than adopt Keynesian policies to handle the 2008 economic crisis.[footnoteRef:6]  [6:   Darling is cited as saying (p172) that no official remaining at the Treasury in 2008 had been there during our exit from the Exchange Rate Mechanism.] 

1. The NEC(pp138-42) is presented as an attempt to replace structures and agents (who had combined to replace Keynesian by monetarist ideas) by an approach which would be conducive not so much  to the manufacturing and financial sectors as to the “high-tech knowledge economy”. 
1. The NEC encouraged a more collegiate government, but unfortunately could not stop the Treasury imposing targets and taking initiatives (p255) [Other interpretations are possible.]

Conclusions 
Their purpose is to set out how to implement what has always been New Labour’s intention, in part already fulfilled, to modernize the traditional British Political System.[footnoteRef:7] More changes are needed. Among them are:  [7:  “Mandarins in particular have displayed an elegant genius in thwarting embryonic reforms” (p285).
] 

1. Restore and improve central strategic oversight. 
1. Clarify the role of the CS.
1. Reject the assumption that the gentleman in Whitehall knows best.
1. No longer keep CS advice to ministers confidential. CS’ obedience to ministers has often led to politics fiascos. CS should share advice given ministers with the public and be ready to be questioned about it in Parliament
1. CS operating ‘codes’ should be less centralised and extend to relations with other bodies. By such means policymaking should be less leveraged by the Centre, more by local citizens and communities.
1. Powers need to be devolved from political elites at the Centre to local ‘communities, agents and institutions’.
1. A Royal Commission should sort out issues like politicisation, the appointment process for Spads, proposals for EMOs. 
In short his main conclusion is that there ought to be a move from centralised government towards pluralism. Devolve and decentralise power to ‘nations, regions, revitalize local authorities’. The last chapter where he draws together his conclusions is not his clearest.





Further Notes as background to the Summary above:

Introduction, chapters 1 and 2 One line of criticism from PD is that we are wrong to believe that Blair and, for that matter, Brown, entered office not wanting to work with the Civil Service. They had high hopes of the CS. (pp7) Rather the CS repeatedly let them down. They normally enjoyed working with them, as Blair did with ministers and as ministers did with other ministers, and central Spads with other Spads. 
The condemnation of sofa government is criticised as mistaking appearances for the realities of power. [footnoteRef:8]. Similarly whether PM or Cabinet Government is dominant is said to be “irresolvable” because sometimes one, sometimes the other is, depending on circumstances (pp7,51-4).[footnoteRef:9] Much is said about how often and well much of the time Cabinet and Cabinet committees worked well together. NEC is given as an example: it showed how a PM and other ministers could force Alastair Darling and the Treasury to pay attention to views on economic and fiscal policy other than their own. Later (pp162-8) there is a more critical account of it. [8:  “It doesn’t matter whether decisions are made sitting on a sofa on a sofa or round a coffin-shaped table….those who suggest that it does are stuck in an old-fashioned mindset that cannot distinguish between form and substance”  quoted (p237) from Powell, (2010), p57.]  [9:  “Ministers’ success depends on policy implementation through departments, rather than engaging in the collegiate structures of Cabinet decision making” (p49) ] 

PD argues – sometimes citing other academics – that the CS has elitist, centrist, conservative, even Conservative, tendencies, despite its failure to address how to rescue the UK from relative economic decline.(pp10, 34,5, 41, 88)[footnoteRef:10]. A distinction is made between two longstanding socialist attitudes to government: one is to go along with the allegedly traditional “centrist” approach already described (pp27ff).  Because of its historic dominance most Old and New Labour ministers are understandably more comfortable with this attitude (p44), though PD says Blair and Brown’s experience suggest they are wrong to be so. The other, pluralism, is attributed to the Webbs, Cole and Tawney (pp26,67-70) among others. If Labour had been bold enough to adopt it,it would have aimed to delegate more policymaking and decision making to lower levels.  [10:  Several authors (p38) are cited as arguing there are different decisionmaking traditions: for example, Tory, Liberal, Whig and Socialist.] 


Chapter 3 is not the easiest. It relies almost entirely on academic sources to distinguish “government” from “governance” and much else. I believe its basic message is that over the last thirty years or so (p104) there has been such a diffusion of power as to make the traditional British political system almost unworkable. One reason t has been the creation of a host of new public bodies and networks. These have intensely complicated relations between them, as well as between them, central government and departments, and outside interests. It quotes an academic, RAW Rhodes, as saying that “the informal authority of networks supplants the formal authority of government” (p96), an important conclusion for the book’s argument, though later it is said it is premature to claim the death of the British political system (pp101,2). In many instances these networks have been further complicated and internationalised by globalisation and the EU (pp97,101). How it is put, may even imply- elaborated later - that traditional means of policymaking – through white papers, etc – are no longer possible (pp96,7). [footnoteRef:11] [11:  There is no longer a level playing field (p106).] 

Alternative views of continuity and discontinuity in government are also presented. The CS gets much blame for discontinuity. The British manufacturing sector is said to have lost through CS attitudes, but not the financial sector (pp104,7). No actual mention, I think, is made of corruption or even improper pressure.[footnoteRef:12] PD almost can seem to infer that the chaotic relations between departments, agencies, regulators and others can generally be attributed to a CS wish to avoid or slow down most change, though reductions in CS numbers are also mentioned (pp12,109,10). A serious error, I believe, is that while there are many, often complimentary references to Next Steps, there seems to be no appreciation of the ill effects of Next Steps and some other public body creating initiatives mainly in the 1980s and 1990s, or of why and how they came about. That seems to me to lead later to some serious errors in ascribing causes to much of the present “chaos”, apportioning blame and selecting remedies (pp 74-7,81).  [12:  There is a reference, however, to the importance of corporate power influencing the policy process (p100), to certain institutions and actors being privileged (p105) and some delivery departments having  strong ties to “producer interest groups”(pp168-9) .] 

Neither to my mind is there a convincing explanation why what he calls pluralism is the answer. He may be  suggesting vested interests (implausibly?) will have less political power locally than nationally (p106).One could infer – it is not said – that No 10/ Spads in Cabinet Office and departments found themselves frequently embroiled on policy issues by all sorts of influences inside and outside the political system, including lobbies.
There are several discussions of the conception of prime ministerial government.( Pp79-81,173-8) The principal arguments used against those who believe it has replaced  cabinet government are the fluidity of power and the many failures by the PM (and his staff) to realise power in practice. Intervention by the PM or his Spads was common but often ineffective.
He talks of the “primeval policy soup” and “garbage can” of problems that tend to generate policy ideas and the extent of pressure group and other pressures that ought to determine how far they are worth pursuing (pp126,7).
1. The practical desirability of cross-party support while policymaking and over changes of administration helps explain why academy schools were successful (pp130-3), despite differences of interpretation,[but also how  HS2 gained support?]
1. Family-Nurse Relationships (pp121-3) – are here because typifying situations where the PM wants to implement a policy but has difficulty in persuading one or more department to do so or join together to do so or find the money for it. 
1. The NEC(pp138-42) is presented similarly but also as an attempt to replace structures and agents who had combined to replace Keynesian by monetarist ideas by an approach conducive not to the manufacturing and financial sectors but the “high-tech knowledge economy”.
Nothing is said directly about the issues Nick Monck worked up with us on the better preparation, presentation and scrutiny of bills and other policy documents.  But by clear implication better processes are impossible. Just about the only direct reference is :“There is no straightforward ”conveyor-belt” in which ideas become policy, then a green paper, then a white paper, then legislation and are then finally implemented on the ground… The literature which emphasises that there is a primeval soup of policy problems, policy agendas and policy solutions offers a more powerful analytical approach” (p143).

Chapter 6 (pp145-88) is on the capacity and capability of the core executive and departments. Questions about relative power are met by the argument that who does what concerning each policy issue is indeterminate. To say that the role of CS has been weakened is to ignore the fact that they were involved in, and had some power in, virtually everything. Because so slenderly supported (by comparison with some other nations) the UK PM is comparatively weak. Lawson is among those quoted as criticizing the ability of CS to develop practical proposals (pp149-50). There are sections discussing the power relations resulting in Academies, Family Nurse Relationships and the NEC. [NOMS, pp161,2 is a rare, perhaps unique example in this book, of an admitted blunder.] The NEC showed that the cabinet committee system could not overcome departmental intransigency, (pp165,6) [which I find an unconvincing account of what happened.] 

 Chapter 7 (pp189-223) on politicization and pluralisation of political advice comes back to the same issues from another standpoint.. I found it hard to comment as so many disparate points were made. It is about the politicization of policymaking: through Spads, and the pluralisation of policy advice through the use of think tanks and lobbies. It starts by asserting that the CS is still dominant within the policy process (pp190,1). Again he attacks those stressing CS and other institutional change. Many citations from many viewpoints. Oddly the separation of policy making from operational implementation by – it is asserted – Next Steps as well as the growth of the regulatory state and NPM is described as the Northcote-Trevelyan “core premise” (pp195,6). CS are said to have resisted “instructions” even on Academies and Family Nurse Relationships. My overriding reaction to this complicated chapter is to note how often Spads are quoted as praising what their colleagues have achieved, less so praising CS. 
Perhaps an even stronger reaction I have to this chapter is its failure to understand the kinds of processes good policymaking requires. It is written almost as if what mattered most in describing how the British political system works was how well it corresponded to one or other academic theory and then how it needed modification to fit the different theories. 
In this chapter (summarized, pp 220-3) truth is ascribed to the Differentiated Policy Model but more to the Assymmetric Power Model. The DPM model sees power as spread throughout the state without resulting in a “level playing field” (p221). To some extent this has happened but DPM overstates it.  He remarks that his own conclusion concurs with APM. It is that “the British central state retains operational autonomy and governing authority.” “Of course, the context in which governments operate is increasingly complex and variegated, underlined by the importance of the HRA and judicial review.”(p219  His only mention of either?)[footnoteRef:13] However APM is said to present a static account of Whitehall machinery without “theoretical nuance”. He goes on to list his main findings. Re-phrased they are: [13:  He suggests both challenge parliamentary sovereignty. On p 178 he says that New Labour assumed responsibility over “local agencies and institutions over which they had little formal  control believing they had received an unequivocal instruction to deliver from the electorate”.] 

1. The Asymmetric Power Model provides the best basis for a description of how the state worked under New Labour
1. The core executive is dominant. Its central capacity has become more institutionalized. Departments have retained “relative autonomy”
1. The number of agents, etc involved in the policymaking process is large but its extent is exaggerated. CS still have a distinctive role providing advice to ministers which helps them handle the politics that arises between positions taken up between the different agents and other actors concerned with particular policymaking.
1. There is still a relation of partnership between ministers and CS. Generally officials, ministers and Spads work well together without conflict, despite worries about politicisation
1. The view that such partnership has been replaced by ministerial domination is overstated. Different departments have different views on the Centre’s role in policymaking. The Centre’s perspective on the extent of changes that have happened is “inevitably biased and partial”.
1.  Those who maintain the End of Whitehall and similar notions are operating in the realm of ideas rather than considering how the system actually works, especially given the complex networks often involved.
He then rates what has happened by intimating that the system passes tests suggested by Campbell and Wilson in The End of Whitehall
1. Does the CS still provide a neutrally competent service?
1. Has CS integrity been protected, preventing politicization?  C and W were wrong to expect CS to monopolise provision of policy advice
1. Are there clear lines of accountability by “which ministers take responsibility for decisions and civil servants act on the basis of ministers’ views.”  On this last he concedes some ambiguity over what is happening.[footnoteRef:14] [14:  An anonymous Spad is quoted as saying that towards the end of Labour’s first term Jeremy Heywood instructed a CS, Martin Donnelly, to develop proposals for a major re-structuring of the CS (p214).
] 

Many different conclusions are quotable as his.
Chapter 8 considers what has happened from another academic perspective, that of the British Political Tradition. Its aim (p226) is to show that traditions encapsulated in BPT remain potent.
After making several points about such matters as increasing CS recruitment from state schools, there being no separation of powers and as in the past the invariable executive’s domination of the legislature, he discusses two “discontinuities” , the first at length:
  A That policymaking is increasingly contested: by a myriad of institutions and actors, by the EU, by “relatively trivial problems of implementation.”  In passing it is said that the “principle of parliamentary sovereignty is eroding” This is set against 5 principles (citing several academics) said to define the British Political Tradition (p233):
     1.“a top-down leadership view of British democracy.”
PD suggests that these principles during the Blair era were most in evidence in relation to the “reform of the state and public services” (pp233-6).
     2.“ a liberal concept of representation based on parliamentary democracy in which MPs act according to the national interest”
   PD quotes the extraordinary statement said to be from an official, (but revealed in the notes to be from a Spad:)”When a Prime Minister has a large majority, parliamentary scrutiny and accountability is reserved for big questions of war and peace”(p237)
      PD quotes from Labour ministers and others acknowledging, sometimes defending it, sometimes not, the weakening of collegiate government under Blair, still more under Brown (pp236-40).
    3.“a conservative notion of responsibility based on strong government” (pp240-4) 
      After several observations on ways in which the Centre may have been weakened, but sometimes strengthened,  he remarks that a “highly elitist, pre-democratic form of club government, encapsulated in the Westminster model” survives The CS remains strong and pervasive .  The Centre is weakened by: the failure of depts. to produce policy ideas (?) the export of expert staff to regulators and elsewhere, and the decline in bright policy ideas from local government. Mandelson, however, is quoted as saying that Blair did not draw enough on the “intelligence and insight” of his officials. A plus, however was the readiness of CS taking responsibility for delivery. 
   4.“a commitment to secrecy in the conduct of government which determines the relationship between ministers and civil servants” pp244-8) 
      Ministers and CS are defenders of secrecy. Some arguments against it, mostly academic, are mentioned. However it is said to be hard-wired into the system.[ But see below]
   5An ethos  in which “central government knows best”(pp248-52) 
       I find this more confused and confusing than the previous four arguments. There are several quotations, mostly from within New Labour, about its lack of a coherent, philosophy or vision. The suggestion is made that the PM, ministers and Spads entering office thought an announcement made policy, and that all else was a matter of delivery (for CS). (p249). Despite pressure towards better delivery there remained incoherence in assigning responsibilities, and also buck-passing.[footnoteRef:15] Tension grew between managerialism and the Haldane model of minister-CS relations [15:   “ …..according to one minister, in the Labour 1997-2010 administration  ‘ We have no idea who is accountable for anything any more…everybody passing the bloody buck. There is still total confusion…sorting out where accountability and who is responsible’” (p251). ] 

      The overall conclusion of this section’s argument is that to talk of power passing from the CS to ministers, or from ministers to the PM is “simplistic”. [The consequences of Next Steps ] makes it impossible to analyse discontinuities in such terms:
1. Academy Schools were an example of delegation to the front line, but were imposed and directed from the Centre (p254).
1. Family-Nurse Partnerships were meant to give citizens, but were driven from the Centre. “Evidence-based policy was created by strong, centralizing government.”(PD p254,5)
1. The NEC encouraged a more collegiate government, but could not stop the Treasury imposing targets and initiatives (p255).
1. Charles Clarke is cited as distinguishing in New Labour statecraft a tension between the Webbite and social entrepreneurship versions of social reform (pp255,6). He particularly attributes the first to GB. Nevertheless PD says the outcome was flawed. Centralisation made it almost impossible to help different economies in different parts of the country.
PD draws on several authors to conclude that under Blair and Brown government was too centralised and therefore hierarchically bureaucratic (p259). He goes on to elaborate an alternative pluralistic approach exemplified by Family Nurse Partnerships (p260).  The chapter continues with a long section mostly drawing on socialist political and academic sources to make the case for a constitution more receptive to pluralism. 
B.The other insufficiently addressed problem he says is “joining up”(pp265-66). Bichard is quoted as saying that a more strategic form of government, capable of joining up, is needed. The discussion of this is very short.
The chapter ends with these findings:
   1.Blair and Brown’s continuity with the British Political System is evidenced by
      -  the resonance of an enduring CS culture
     -   the persistence of the “axiom of secrecy” ,
       - the claim that central government knows best
      -  the convention that CS advise, ministers decide 
  2.Labour’s reforms are consistent with a top down, elitest view of democracy shaping beliefs of agents within departments and the Centre
      -I think this means that ideas rather than evidence influences centralised policymaking
     -The Labour tradition both on the idea of a strong and indivisible state and on the English pluralist tradition of decentralization and liberty of the individual
    -New Labour also tried to promote evidence-based policy and joined up government
    -In these ways Labour both continuity with the past and change in consistency with traditional politics
However the BPT traditions have constrained the impact of modernizing reforms, leading to unintended consequences. “Once in office a governing strategy premised on a strong central executive proved irresistible” The problem was that the levers of power were made of rubber.
The book’s conclusion in Chapter 9 (pp272-86) is that from 1997 there was not an inexorable decline in the hierarchical state, but a new effort to expand the resources and capability of the core executive”. Growing pressure for more efficient government led to increasing doubts about CS capability. Many have maintained this led to too much change, most ill-conceived. PD maintains he has shown that view is exaggerated. He believed he is backed by many academic writers (pp272,3). They also believe the administration still reflects the Northcote-Trevelyan vision. The function of the Whitehall CS is substantially unchanged. The organizing principle is “mutual dependency”.
Despite (pp274,5) the helpful contributions of the PM Delivery Unit and the PM Strategy Unit departments are still the key change agents. The Haldane model remains largely unbroken. Our governing institutions remain resilient. How ministers, Spads and officiakls at the Centre and in departments saw each other is discussed (pp277-9). Some problems remain (pp280,1)
1. Those caused by the creation of a myriad of institutions
1. Greater pressures to subject CS to parliamentary scrutiny, made worse by a failure to realize that policymaking and delivery can only be distinguished artificially
1. How to join policymaking and delivery across central and local fiefdoms
1.  Failure to distinguish between private and public sector organization and management
1. A tradition of muddling through rather than developing strategic oversight has caused much confusion
He suggests some changes: (pp282-5):
1. The development of a vision of the state with a coherent view of the public interest
1. A more transparent, that is published, system of policymaking so that officials could be seen to justify their advice. CS’ obedience to ministers has often led to policy fiascos
1. A shift from centralized responsibility for everything to more localized responsibility
1. A Royal Commission should examine other issues: accountability to parliament and to ministers, contractual appointments for permanent secretaries, EMOs, codes and appointment processes for Spads
He ends by concluding again that the End/decline of Whitehall view is exaggerated, re-stating the defensibility of the New Labour record in these matters 



