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1. Introduction 

What is marketisation?

Marketisation is the process by which market forces are imposed in public services, which have traditionally been planned, delivered and financed by local and central government. The process has five key elements:

· Commodifying (commercialising) services – services are changed so that they can be specified and packaged in a contract, thus extending outsourcing and offshoring.

· Commodifying (commercialising) labour – the reorganisation of work and jobs to maximise productivity and assist transfer to another employer.

· Restructuring the state for competition and market mechanisms – schools, hospitals and other facilities are compelled to compete against each other, funding is changed to follow pupils and patients, public bodies are reduced to commissioning functions creating opportunities for private finance and so-called partnerships.

· Restructuring democratic accountability and user involvement – service users are treated as consumers; services and functions are transferred to quangos; arms length companies and trusts and privately controlled companies are established within public bodies.

· Embedding business interests and promoting liberalisation internationally – business is more involved in the public policy making process and promotes national, European and global liberalisation of public services.

Most marketisation initiatives are planned, but some are outcomes of an ideological acceptance of contestability and choice. Rarely is there a ‘big bang’ approach. Instead, markets are created by numerous policies and initiatives in parallel with the erosion of public service principles and values and replaced with commercial values. Marketisation develops in different ways at different speeds in different services. 

Markets do not evolve naturally nor do they emerge through self-regulation. States make markets – they create the conditions, regulations and financing and provide the legitimacy to create and sustain markets in public services. This is a political process as much as a technical or organisational one. Many initiatives are presented as managerial and technical in order to avoid the political responsibility and ramifications and to de-politicise the process. Different fractions of the state facilitate and promote marketisation, often made possible by the increased power of officers and managers compared with elected members. 

There is broad and deep-rooted public support for public services, particularly state education and the NHS. Survey after survey demonstrates this political support and opposition to privatisation. This creates a massive problem for the marketisers – how to change user expectations and perceptions, instilling a belief that individual choice and self-interest will better meet their needs than a more collective/public interest approach, whilst cynically trying to reduce expectations of public provision but avoiding political repercussions.

State run public services in a capitalist economy have not always achieved equity of provision because of resource constraints, opposition from business and right-wing interests. There are flaws in all organisations and systems. Health, education, social care, council housing and other public services have never been isolated from markets. Although core and support services have been publicly provided, public services have had to rely on land and construction markets for new and refurbished buildings and for the supply of goods and services. There have been a series of attempts to privatise public services over the last century (Whitfield 1992 and 2001).

In plain English, marketisation is a means of establishing the dominance of commercial values, replacing central planning of social needs with market forces, and increasing private ownership and corporatisation. In particular, it extends control by transnational companies, creating new forms of accumulation and profit maximisation, and increases the exploitation of labour.

Reform and modernisation

‘Radical reform’ was widely used by the Tories in the 1980s to justify monetarist policies and the restructuring of the economy. Ironically, reform means ‘a change for the better’, ‘to remove social and political injustices or abuses’ or ‘to abandon criminal habits or vices’. It can also mean ‘to transform’.

In contrast, ‘modernisation’ is vague – ‘to bring up to date’ or ‘to adapt to present conditions or modern ways’. Both ‘reform’ and ‘modernisation’ imply improvement and both Tory and Labour governments claim that improving the quality of public services has been their core objective. But if the application of socially useful technology, medical research and learning/knowledge are taken out of the equation, the question is whether the array of ‘reform’ and ‘modernisation’ policies over the past 25 years, and the billions spent on reorganisation and consultants, have significantly improved the quality of public services and the welfare state?  Adapting the economy, labour market, public services and welfare state to the respective government’s political ideology, globalisation and the demands of international capital would be a more honest rationale for their ‘reform’ and ‘modernisation’ agenda.

New Labour’s neoliberal rationale

New Labour’s plans are rooted in their belief that:

· Competition drives down costs.

· The private sector is more efficient than the public sector.

· Competition helps to limit producer power (by which they mean trade union power).

· Individual choice in public services will improve the quality of services.

· It is essential to provide choice for the middle class who will otherwise opt out of public services, which will be reduced to residualised services.

· Choice will reduce inequality because market forces are a more equalising mechanism than political voice, which the middle classes have traditionally used to benefit most from public services.

· Local authorities and public bodies should be restricted to commissioning in order to create the space for the private sector to develop more innovative ways of delivering services.

Contestability and choice are the new mantra of the modernisation agenda. The neo-liberal version of choice is achieved by requiring schools and hospitals to compete against each other to enable parents and patients to choose the most desirable school or hospital. Money is made to follow pupils and patients. It forces the separation between client and contractor (or purchaser/provider) and establishes a procurement and contracting process in which private and voluntary sector providers bid to take-over service delivery. Choice is also obtained by the state issuing vouchers, for example childcare vouchers, which allow users to pick and choose which service provider they will use.

Neoliberals believe that competition and user choice will force providers to improve services and invest in new facilities, driving those facilities with poorer performance, less attractive facilities and a more limited range of services to improve – the threat of going out of business and ultimate closure is deemed more effective than improving services through public management techniques.

‘Contestability’ is achieved by the threat of other providers entering the market thus putting pressure on the existing provider to maintain quality and efficient services. It also requires that there are no significant barriers to bar the entry or exit of other providers. So potential new entrants may force even a monopoly supplier to be efficient. In theory contestability is not the same as competition. This allows the government to claim that by promoting contestability it is not promoting outsourcing. However, this is another example of duplicitous language because in the current political context it is almost impossible to differentiate between creating the contestable conditions by which other providers challenge an existing provider and the competitive procurement regimes imposed across the public sector.

Individual marketisation policies should not be judged in isolation. They are intended to feed or leech off each other. Some policies may not work or may have unintended consequences. For example, doubts have been expressed about whether the proposals for trust schools, competition between schools and other proposals in the Education White Paper will be ‘successful’ (ref). Marketisation is multi-faceted with market mechanisms in one service having a knock-on effect on competitive regimes in other services. The government is dependent on these cumulative impacts, business responding to contract and market opportunities and its ability to use regulatory frameworks to make market adjustments. Thus a community and trade union opposition, which adopts a silo mentality, treating the proposals for education, health, social care, housing, criminal justice and other services separately is doomed to have a marginal and/or temporary impact.

Labour has had relatively stable economic growth and employment since 1997 compared to the restructuring of the economy, economic crises and mass unemployment under the Tories between 1979-97. Yet New Labour has gone much further in the marketisation of public services and the welfare state than the Tories did between 1979-97. This is despite there being a high level of cooperation between the Labour Government and the trade unions – the latter have campaigned and won concessions on pensions and staff transfers, although not on the repeal of anti-trade union laws. The Warwick Agreement between Labour and the trade unions did address some policy issues, but there has been little actual or threatened industrial action over the Labour’s modernisation strategy. Opposition to the Private Finance Initiative (PFI) has been channelled into technical reports, and too much of the marketisation agenda has gone unchallenged to date. 

Evidence-based research is currently popular, but ‘evidence’ and ‘research’ have been in short supply in New Labour’s policy-making process. Most new programmes start with pilots and pathfinders, but they are frequently mainstreamed before any evaluation is completed (for example, Local Area Agreements). New organisations are restructured no sooner than they are fully functioning, driven by financial and ideological motives devoid of any lessons from operational experience (for example, Primary Care Trusts in the NHS). Of course, there is no guarantee that if the evidence was available, that New Labour’s neoliberal mindset would give it any validity. The government’s approach makes a mockery of scrutiny.

What markets?

Some people believe that New Labour is not creating markets, or that it is creating ‘social markets’ (see below and chapter 3). But if we look at the components and structure of markets (discussed in Chapter 3) then, clearly, New Labour’s modernisation is putting into place virtually all the conditions under which markets operate. It is a technicality that there is indirect rather than direct pricing in health and education – in other words, service users do not currently have to pay at the point of use. But, for example, the NHS has a price list for every treatment, and money follows patients and pupils. Service providers are driven by the price mechanism.

Education and health could not be privatised as transport or the nationalised industries were in the 1980s. Political opposition and the sheer size of any flotation or sale could destabilise financial markets. Hence, the importance of the marketisation process to create more fragmented, commodified services in a piecemeal fashion, thus allowing markets to develop, and time to wear down or buy off political opposition.

The example of the care market

It is widely accepted by government, business, health and social care professionals and the public, that there is a care market consisting primarily of residential/nursing homes and home care. Families and carers select, but the majority of costs are funded by the government. The care market was constructed by successive governments, starting with the rapid increase in the use of the residential care allowance in the 1980s, to the outsourcing (commissioning) of home care in the 1990s, both combined with closure and/or sale of local authority services. Originally described as creating a ‘mixed economy’ of care, the public sector now has a minor role in residential and home care provision. How markets operate is discussed more fully in Chapter 3.

The wider impact of marketisation

Marketisation is not simply about who delivers services. It has a fundamental impact on local government, democratic accountability and the welfare state. The impact on city and regional economies, the welfare state, equalities and social justice, and democratic accountability are discussed below with a wider discussion of impacts in Chapter 7.

City and regional economies

The shift from public to private/voluntary sector provision is almost certain to have substantial impacts on local and regional economies, particularly on the quality and level of employment and industrial relations. Since national and international companies will dominate larger contracts, innovation and knowledge transfer will be determined largely by their national, European and global interests, rather than by city and regional policies. Companies will develop production and supply chains, which maximise the benefits for their corporate strategies and operations. Competitive forces will drive increased global purchasing, offshoring, and/or use of cheap migrant labour. There is little likelihood of marketisation creating a large increase in business and social enterprise start-ups. Marketisation of public services means that cities have less control over their economy. Cities may be able to ‘bargain’ inward investment and contract awards but only within ever-widening public private partnership (PPP) projects. 

Growth areas, particularly greenfield sites, provide a new canvas on which marketisation can be more fully developed without the ‘hindrance’ of existing facilities, interests and community accountability, in a similar way to the Bush Administration’s approach to ‘restructuring’ New Orleans following hurricane Katrina. A new North-South divide could develop as marketisation develops more rapidly in the south east/south midlands growth areas in Britain.

The expansion/reduction and new/closure of existing facilities will increasingly be determined by market forces and the interests of the private sector as they increase their bargaining power through contracts and asset management/ownership. This has implications for regional, spatial strategies and the role of the state in planning, providing and regulating markets.

The public sector accounts for 30% of employment in many northern city economies in Britain, hence a downward spiral of job losses and cuts in terms and conditions could have serious consequences. A new contract economy could emerge based on temporary and migrant contract labour resulting in a weaker and fragmented trade union organisation.

The asset-based welfare state
The restructuring of the welfare state into an asset-based welfare state is an integral part of the marketisation and privatisation process. The push towards widening home ownership, child trust fund vouchers, child-care vouchers, and the ‘personalisation of pensions’ are elements of the financialisation of welfare state rights and the creation of new markets. Marketisation of the welfare state is occurring through asset-based welfare products such as the Child Trust Funds (giving all new born babies £250 and encouragement to families to save via Trust funds) and Real Estate Investment Trusts (“to expand access to a wider range of savings products on a stable and well regulated basis” and to provide investment mechanisms which are an alternative to the falling value of pensions). 

A new market is rapidly developing in equity release for elderly home owners to supplement low pensions and the cost of care (thus reducing family inheritance except for the wealthy). The HomeBuy shared ownership scheme is designed to extend home ownership to more council and housing association tenants.

People are being forced into individual third tier pension savings schemes as the quality of the two-pillar pension declines (Labour has continued to allow the state pension to wither on the vine – a process started by Thatcher, followed by the closure of defined benefit schemes by private companies). These initiatives help to consolidate and to expand existing markets, create new segments of markets, and create new markets for financial institutions.

Equalities and social justice

Terms such as equalities and social justice are not part of the operating system of markets. Markets do not redistribute without state intervention and regulation which, free marketeers argue, distorts the efficiency and effectiveness of markets! In place of comprehensive mandatory standards, equality policies are locally determined which has led to superficial assessment of the impact on equalities in options appraisals, procurement processes and risk assessments. Labour has focused on social inclusion of the excluded instead of social justice for all, and favours the language of the market with terms such as ‘social capital’ and ‘stakeholders’.

There is clearly a belief that the creation of public sector markets (with the state financing and regulating markets) will afford a better degree of protection than if they were full blown commercial markets. But this is a very narrow and short-term perspective. Once markets are created it is relatively easy for this or any other government to rapidly accelerate privatisation through vouchers and similar mechanisms. It is also naïve because the private sector will constantly try to mould and change the market to increase profitability and strengthen and reinforce their control over market mechanisms. Whoever has the power, makes decisions.
The transfer of large sections of the public sector workforce to private contractors and commercialised arms-length companies is almost certain to lead to a loss of trade union membership, a weakening of trade union organisation, a watering down of demands, and more selective industrial action. Union membership is currently three times higher in the public sector than the private sector. Serving members and negotiating with a plethora of private and voluntary sector employers will consume a much higher proportion of union resources. This is likely to reduce the ability of trade unions to influence the public policy agenda, as well as the representation for equality groups.

The future of democratic accountability

Labour’s modernisation policies have led to increasing centralisation of public policy making. Localism is essentially a sham. Public bodies restricted to commissioning, national procurement policies, national payment and funding systems, national/European regulatory frameworks, and contracts primarily delivered by transnational contractors and consultants expose the limitations of the localism debate.

Localism is merely the ability to tinker at the margins of centrally determined policies. For example:

· The government has established national payment systems for public money following pupils and patients and a pricing system for over 1,000 treatments.

· Central Government Department five-year plans spell out how local authorities will be required to implement choice and contestability and move from being providers of services to become mere commissioners.

· The National Procurement Strategy and the Gershon efficiency targets are national policies enforced through the Comprehensive Performance Assessment and monitored by the Regional Centres of Excellence.

· Local Area Agreements will be mandatory in all English local authorities by 2007, with all Agreements requiring negotiation with the Government Office acting on behalf of central government.

· The government continues to impose restrictions on the options that local authorities can include in options appraisal.

· Investment and funding regimes impose nationally designed and controlled programmes such as Building Schools for the Future, which restrict locally designed responses to social needs.

· The Audit Commission, District Audit Service, Office for Standards in Education (OFSTED) and other regulatory and inspection regimes assess local authority ‘progress’ in addressing the centrally designed modernisation agenda which ensures that ‘freedom and flexibility’ as virtually meaningless.

· Reorganisation of Primary Care Trusts and Police Authorities are two examples of centrally driven projects, which further marginalise democratic accountability.

All these centrally determined policies and programmes constrain and limit what local authorities can do differently.

An increasing share of public sector contracts do not have in-house bids. This will lead to the rundown, sale of and/or closure of direct service organisations and a subsequent loss of experience in managing and providing services. The loss of capacity to deliver services will have knock-on effects such as the loss of intellectual knowledge, project management skills, and economic clout to intervene in markets, and will result in increased reliance on consultants and advisers.

Users will increasingly be caught in disputes between contractors and clients over service and financial responsibilities, interpretation of contract clauses, and legal disputes.

Corporatisation and the corporate welfare complex

The increasing power of transnational corporations lies not just in the production and sale of goods and services but also in branding and defining values through the media and information and communications technology, the concentration of ownership of land and resources, the funding of research and political organisations, and in the global, regional, national and local institutional policy making process.

There are two parallel processes in operation. Firstly, there is the erosion of direct democratic accountability as responsibilities are transferred from public services to arms length companies. Community participation or ‘citizen engagement’ is used as a smoke screen to conceal less accountability and transparency. 

Secondly, there is the increased power of private companies and business interests in the public policy making process and the delivery of public services. The attempt to impose ‘corporate citizen’ and corporate social responsibility on public sector organisations such as the NHS, for example,  is symptomatic of reducing standards, de-politicisation, and a power shift to business as a result of the emergence of a corporate welfare complex (Whitfield, 2001). The NHS is a public body with responsibility for health care and the public health of the nation state. To claim that it should be treated as a private company, and to the same business standards, is nonsensical. This would deny the public functions, duties and responsibilities of the state, government and public bodies. It is in effect dragging the state and public sector down to private sector standards, instead of the reverse.

A corporate welfare complex is emerging that consists of contractors, transnational corporations, financial institutions, consultants, business associations and politicians. It has four main parts:

· A contract services system with a shared client/contractor ideology, contract culture, value system and vested interests; 

· An owner-operator infrastructure industry consisting of the major financial institutions, construction companies, facilities management companies, and private finance initiative advisers from a continual stream of design, build, finance and operate (DBFO) projects, and the acquisition of project via refinancing on the secondary market.

· A system of regulatory and financial concessions to business such as tax relief, public subsidies, local and regional grants.

· The corporatisation of public bodies and business involvement in public policy making (Whitfield, 2001 and 2002, Farnsworth, 2004).

Marketisation feeds the growth and power of this complex.

The third sector alternative 

New opportunities for social enterprises? In addition to supporting small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs), procurement and marketisation is supposed to provide new opportunities for voluntary and community organisations (VCOs), black minority-owned enterprises (BMEs), women-owned enterprises (WEs), and social enterprises generally.  However, outsourcing services and functions to these organisations is no different in principle from outsourcing to a private contractor. The only exception would be when a new or existing social enterprise was supported, when an in-house option was not possible. Certainly most of the larger multi-service contracts are out of reach of social enterprises and community organisations. Furthermore, the track record of many voluntary organisations is questionable, and the sector is not noted for democratic accountability. 

The housing association sector has changed radically in the last 30 years, since the 1974-79 Labour Government expanded their role and redirected public spending from local authorities on spurious grounds of efficiency. The sector is dominated by national and regional housing associations, many having diversified into social care and regeneration partnerships with private developers.

Lessons should be drawn from Australia where Federal and State governments have developed contractual and quasi-contractual relationships with the voluntary sector for some time. Larger voluntary organisations have tended to capture the bulk of contracts, although they represent a minority of voluntary organisations. This is resulting in “an increasing polarisation within the sector between the majority consisting of smaller, voluntaristic and less sophisticated organisations, and the minority of wealthy, professionalised, corporate, employing organisations” (Butcher, 2005). Butcher refers to a study which concluded that “as voluntary organisations grow and come to rely on paid employees to fulfil their mission, they substitute finance capital for social capital. Their reduced reliance on social capital leads them, in turn, to reproduce less of it” (ibid).

It often suits governments to “laud the contributions” of voluntary organisations, which can exaggerate the ability and value of the voluntary sector. Butcher, drawing on McDonald, concludes that these attributes often contain ‘elements of myth’ which, in turn, “are used to legitimate the sector’s role and “reinforce the notion that a mixed economy of service delivery is reliant on it” (ibid).

Changing values and language

But many markets are inefficient and fail. Governments are forced to impose rules and regulations to protect the public and service users from market abuse, exploitative prices, private monopoly and corporate greed.

So the marketeers and privatisers have a problem. They resort to denials, half-truths and lies. Some go to inordinate lengths to try to set out a case as to how their ‘reforms’ or ‘modernisation’ will produce benefits for all, and that they are not creating markets nor privatising services. A whole new body of words and phrases has been developed to mask and conceal true intentions and impose new business values. They are even resorting to invoking memories of the cooperative movement and mutualism in a desperate attempt to sell their policies. Otherwise reasonably intelligent people are even trying to argue that the NHS is a ‘corporate citizen’ and should, therefore, adopt corporate social responsibility policies for the environment, and so on.

Best Value was heralded in 1998 by the four ‘C’s of challenge, compare, consult and competition as the four elements of service reviews. The first three have been marginalised as modernisation has been widened by the choice and personalisation agenda, and have been replaced by:

· Care brokers and job brokers

· Charging

· Choice

· Clients

· Coasting

· Commissioning

· Community Interest Companies

· Competition

· Contestability

· Contracts

· Corporate citizen or responsibility

· Independent 

· Local partners

· Personalisation

· The ‘offer’

But there is one ‘c’ word which is missing - class.

The Office of the Deputy Prime Minister five-year plan constantly makes reference to ‘our offer’. This is the language of the marketplace. It also suggests a denial of responsibility of the state by implying a ‘take it or leave it’ attitude to local government with no room for negotiation or flexibility. 

The so-called ‘independent’ sector is dominated by private companies. The mask of ‘independent’ sector status is often used as a means of trying to neutralise politically the transfer of services to the private sector. Similarly, the encouragement of social enterprises and ‘community providers’ in criminal justice, education, and other services serves the same function.

The globalisation debate and the World Trade Organisation trade liberalisation negotiations are also shrouded in acronyms, jargon and often unintelligible language.

Lack of ideological and intellectual rigour

Some modernisers claim that outsourcing and partnerships are not marketisation and privatisation. There has been a stream of denials and disingenuous statements by ministers and senior public sector managers. The Secretary of State for Health, Patricia Hewitt’s annual health and social care lecture at the London School of Economics is such an example.

“We are often accused of introducing a ‘market’ in to the NHS. But although I have described, very fully and I am afraid at some length, the changes we are making, I have not once used the word ‘market’.

I do not believe that we are turning the NHS into a market, and nor do I think that we should ...Yes, we are giving patients and users more choice. Yes, we are giving providers more freedom to innovate and, where it is appropriate, to compete against each other. And where we mean ‘competition’, we should say so, instead of pretending that ‘contestability’ is something different. Yes, money will follow the patient … Why should the use of the private sector, when it gives us new hospitals, when it benefits patients and the public, have to mean ‘privatisation’?

What we are creating – not only in health and social care, but in education and many other public goods – are not markets, but modern public services (Hewitt, 2005).

Harold Pinter referred to ‘political language’ in his Nobel acceptance speech. Politicians “are interested not in truth but in power and in the maintenance of that power. To maintain that power it is essential that people remain in ignorance, they live in ignorance of the truth, even the truth of their own lives. What surrounds us therefore is a vast tapestry of lies, upon which we feed” (Pinter, 2005).

Statements such as the ‘NHS free at the point of use’ are meaningless because the health service could be entirely provided by the private sector and remain funded by the state with the basic service free at the point of use. But once the private sector had a powerful role in service delivery it would ensure that ‘free at the point of use’ would have less and less meaning or truth.

Advocates of contestability, competition, markets, public-private partnerships and outsourcing often claim that “it is not privatisation”, but this is a denial of theory and practice. Privatisation is not limited to the transfer of physical assets from the public to the private sector. It is ‘playing with words’ to argue otherwise. The motive behind this approach is essentially to play down the scope and scale of planned privatisation to elected members, staff and the public. In other circumstances this is usually called deception.

Strategic partnerships have been claimed not to be privatisation when it is patently obvious that work previously carried out by the public sector is outsourced to private firms, often with long-term contracts. Staff are transferred to a private or voluntary sector employer (in some cases seconded and managed by a private contractor), and other assets such as equipment and intellectual property are transferred to a private contractor.

Outsourcing “enables the immigration staff to fulfil their primary role” claimed the Home Office recently in response to PCS criticism that a clause in the Asylum and Nationality Bill could lead to outsourcing of freight and vehicle searches (Financial Times, 27 October 2005).

Alternatives and opposition to modernisation

There is an alternative to the marketisation and privatisation version of modernisation. This is discussed in Chapter 9.

There is deep-seated and significant opposition to government policies, particularly in health and education. Many officers and elected members are delaying and slowing down the implementation of government policies, often ‘going through the motions’ to keep inspectors from producing critical reports on the performance of their authorities. The government has created a climate in which many officers and elected members do not have confidence to speak out for fear of jeopardising career paths and political ambitions. They are very unhappy with the direction of change but are afraid to speak out because Labour has constructed a scenario where a marketised version of modernisation is ‘the only show in town’. 

There are clear signs of growing opposition to New Labour’s modernisation by marketisation strategy. The campaign for a fourth option for council housing, largely run by Defend Council Housing, is a good example of combining local and national action, Parliamentary lobbying, and policy analysis with organising and support for tenants campaigns. The Keep Our NHS Public campaign is another clear indication that health service workers, trade unions and community organisations are committed to combat the marketisation of the health service. A series of strategies are discussed in Chapter 11.

Aims and structure of the book

This book has five main objectives:

· To develop a theoretical framework to better understand the marketisation of public services.

· To identify the role of the state in creating and sustaining markets in Britain, Europe and globally.

· To examine the nature of markets in the public sector; the values, regulations, financial support and political decisions required to sustain markets.

· To make the case for the in-house provision of public services.

· To highlight alternatives and strategies that can stop, slow down and/or mitigate the negative consequences of marketisation.

The book concentrates on what is happening in Britain, which is in the vanguard of the marketisation of public services and the welfare state. The analysis is by necessity internationalist. The future of public services in Britain are directly connected with the European and World Trade Organisation (WTO) liberalisation proposals (see page x) and the lessons from Britain should be widely used to educate and mobilise opposition across Europe and internationally.

The real danger is that if the European and World Trade Organisation liberalisation proposals are approved, they may have little effect in Britain. New Labour will have marketised to such an extent that the regulatory frameworks will already be in place. 

Some examples in this report may not be recognisable to certain service users, public sector employees or elected members. But each example is significant to the extent that they are rarely isolated initiatives and form part of a bigger picture. Taken together they represent significant change. Hence, taking action to reduce, amend and stop these initiatives will have a considerable impact.

Chapter 2 discusses how neoliberalism drives marketisation. It summarises the different phases of marketisation and privatisation over the last 25 years, and sets the context of the rapid growth in the services sector and the planned European Union and World Trade Organisation liberalisation of public services. 

Chapter 3 discusses how markets operate in theory and in practice. It explains how markets fail, and highlights the games providers play in order to maximise profits and market share. It also describes the different types of markets, the inefficiency of markets and difficulties in making markets work in public services.

A five-stage marketisation process, consisting of the commodification of services and labour, restructuring of the state, restructuring democratic accountability and governance, and embedding business interests and promoting liberalisation internationally, is described in Chapter 4.

Chapter 5 details a typology of privatisation and marketisation of global public goods, assets and services, governance and democracy and the public domain. It provides a theoretical framework showing how the marketisation process fits into the longer-term privatisation process.

Chapter 6 is the core of the book showing how the state makes markets. It is organised around the five elements of marketisation and provides examples from across the public sector –A typology of marketisation and privatisation is presented in this chapter.

Chapter 7 details the substantial public costs incurred in marketisation and identifies the winners and losers.

The impact of marketisation on public services, sustainable development, democratic accountability, social justice, employment, and cities and regions are discussed in Chapter 8.

The last three chapters provide an alternative way forward. Chapter 9 lays out the basis of an alternative modernisation strategy, with the following chapter summarising the case for public provision. Chapter 11 discusses strategies that can be used to stop or minimise the marketisation and privatisation of public services together with examples of successful campaigns. The final chapter – Lessons for Europe – draws out the lessons to be learnt in Britain.

Dexter Whitfield, New Labour’s Attack on Public Services, Spokesman (www.spokesmanbooks.com),176 pages, ISBN 0851247156, £11.99.
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