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Thank you so much, Conference. Thank you. 

And Nadia, I love you Nadia. I am so proud of you, so proud of you up on the stage. 
Thank you. 

All Together Now. That’s my rallying call to the country today. When we pull as one, there 
is nothing we can’t do. 

Today we draw a line on a decade of division. We stop doomscrolling on posts running 
Britain down. And we put the country on a new path. 

Britain with belief again. People with hope again.  

It’s very hard to put into words the emotion I feel standing here before you all. 

For me, life truly has come full circle because this is where my story began. My grandad 
drove a lorry along these docks for Tate & Lyle.  

My gran Kitty inherited the drive of her Irish ancestors. She walked three miles out of the 
bombed-out city after the war to put a deposit down on a house, without Jimmy’s 
knowledge actually. I wouldn’t do that to you John, wherever you are Chancellor! 

She put a deposit down on a house. The house where I was born. It changed the 
fortunes of my family. 

It was where my mum and dad started oƯ, built a partnership and went on to create our 
own family home and filled it with life, love and laughter. 

Eileen and Roy gave me a care for people. Forged by her faith, his politics and the values 
of this great city we are in again for our conference. 

They guided me to the point where I stand before you today. 

Ours is the same story of so many families, British families of my generation. A story of 
working-class aspiration. A desire to get on and give back, never pulling up the ladder. 
And a post-war Britain that backed them to do it.  

It’s still there, as I saw in Stourbridge this summer. I watched a whole community getting 
stuck in to support those whose homes had been burnt down. Proof the British people 
haven’t changed. Still as great as they ever were.  

But something is diƯerent these days. That sense of the powers-that-be pulling against 
the people not with them. If there’s one thing I want to put right, it’s that. 



Imagine living in a Britain where people feel the country has their got back again. A 
Britain for everyone, no matter who we are or where we’re born. We would be 
unstoppable. And we will be. 

Conference, I am 10 weeks into this job. And not all of my recent predecessors have 
been able to say that. 

I’ve been thinking very carefully about what to say to you today. Of course I am here to 
speak to you, our Labour family. The other family that love so much.  

For the historic victory he achieved for us, I am here to say thank you Keir. And to thank 
you to the whole of this conference and all of you for the backing that you have given 
me. 

The politician in me wants to give the usual tub-thumping conference speech today. But 
the patriot in me tells me something very diƯerent is needed. 

This country isn’t where any of us would want it to be. Politics-as-usual has taken it 
backwards. More of the same isn’t good enough. That’s why I feel I have to break the 
mould today. 

I am going to give you a real speech.  

I left Westminster a decade ago because of my frustration at its failure to face up to 
what happened at Hillsborough. Its refusal to treat all parts of the country equally and 
fairly. Its capitulation in the face of the social care crisis. 

So I became an outsider from the Westminster club. When I asked the people 
Makerfield to support my return, it was not because I missed Westminster so much. It 
was to come back to change it. To make politics work for you. 

Everyone can see the position Britain is in. Everyone knows things are not working as 
they should. Everyone is talking about how life is too expensive. Everyone wants less 
drift and more direction. 

Today I answer that call. 

Hope comes from honesty and we will have hope again. But first, honesty. It comes 
from saying the things politicians usually avoid. 

I will say it straight. Britain has been on the wrong path for a long time. 
Deindustrialisation. Deregulation. Privatisation. Austerity. Brexit. 

And what has it given us? A country run for vested interests. Not in the public interest. 
With power held in too few hands. And too many places left to drift.  

I am ready to do things my predecessors wouldn’t. I will make a break with the direction 
of the past 40 years and put Britain on a new path. 



Build a new economy and a new politics. That is the case I make to you today.  

Conference, change will be diƯicult. It always is. But I know we can do it. Because we 
have done it before. 

In 1945, we had the vision to win the peace. We had the bravery to make change. We 
built good homes, secure jobs, health and education for everyone. We gave Britain hope 
again. 

We made working-class aspiration feel real for families like mine. We built the common 
good. Or at least we did until the 1980s. 

Suddenly, the common wealth we had created, this party, the wealth we had created for 
the many was seen as an opportunity for the few. 

Homes. Water. Energy. Transport. Care. Broken up and sold oƯ. 

The British Right talk about ‘taking back control’. Never let them forget, they are the ones 
that gave it away in the first place. 

Economic control diminished by selling oƯ essentials. Political control corroded by the 
hollowing out of councils. Immigration control weakened by Brexit. 

Later this year, we will publish our plan for Britain and set out how, over 10 years, we will 
make this country work for you again. 

More control of the basics so that we can make it more functional. More power in the 
hands of people and places to set their own ambitions. And from there, good growth in 
every postcode, hope in every heart. 

Our journey starts where I started, in the Old Roan, not far from here. With housing. A 
home.  

That home on Keeble Drive unlocked the aspiration in my mum and dad for a better life 
for us all and has taken us to places we could never have imagined. 

With a good home, everything is possible. Without one, it feels like nothing is. 

Kids can’t have a good start in life. Families can’t have good health, physical and mental 
health. Over a million people are in that position on housing waiting lists – almost 
exactly the same number as the homes we lost through Right-to-Buy in the 1980s. 

I will not rest until we live in a Britain where everyone has a roof over their head every 
night and no one is forced to sleep rough on our streets. 

On my first day in this job, on the steps of Downing Street, I set an immediate mission to 
end the need for rough sleeping. Everyone In. Our new permanent national policy. 



Putting the right principles and standards back at the heart of this country. The care for 
people I got from my mum and dad at the heart of the running of the British state.  

From there, the biggest council house building programme since the post-war era, led 
by Angela Rayner. 

And I am specific about council homes because we need to restore stronger democratic 
control over our housing stock. 

We will help councils build again and make it aƯordable by building on unused public 
land. We will reform Right-to-Buy. Not taking the right away from anyone in an existing 
home. But removing it from the new homes we build so they are there for generations to 
come. 

Rebuilding our common wealth. Restoring the public housing stock to what it once was, 
not just by building new but acting on the private rented stock too.  

Go to almost any town across Britain and you will see plenty of empty homes. We will 
give councils the power to take control of them and bring them back into the public 
housing stock.  

You will see rented homes in a poor state of repair too on so many British streets. 
Homes which harm the health of the people inside and drag down the streets around 
them. 

The worst of it? Often owned by absent landlords who are paid through the benefits 
system but refuse to reinvest anything in the upkeep of the property. 

It is time to call an end to this. Landlords who rent out the worst quality homes will be 
given warnings to improve them. If they refuse, we will make it much easier for councils 
to acquire those homes and we will legislate if necessary. 

We don’t let people sell food which damages health. So why allow it with homes? From 
now on, we won’t. 

This is what I mean about taking back control with our communities. 

But I also want to get back to a Britain where young people starting out are able to buy a 
home like my mum and dad did. Like I did. 

They have had it tougher than us. Working hard, paying bills, trying to save but looking at 
a student loan which never gets any smaller. 

Today I say to them we are bringing back the hope you can have a home of your own.  

Your First Home will reduce the size of the deposit you need. It will open up home 
ownership to those not backed by the bank of mum and dad. 



And we promise we will not forget our promises to leaseholders. We will introduce a Bill 
before Christmas for long overdue Leasehold Reform. 

To the millions of leaseholders across the country, you have my word. The days of you 
being squeezed for every penny are coming to an end. 

Conference, this is the break we are making with the flawed thinking of the last 40 
years.  

Not seeing housing only as a market with winners and losers, but as an essential 
everyone needs for a good life. 

And the next stage of our journey is to apply that same philosophy to the most basic 
thing of all.  

Water is a symbol of what has gone wrong with Britain. A service where the 
shareholders never lose and the public never win. From which some have syphoned out 
easy money while the public picked up the bill for the sewage in our seas. 

It stinks. I will not allow it to continue like this. 

Today I can confirm Angela Eagle will present a strengthened Water Bill to Parliament. 
The centrepiece of that Bill will be this – the repeal of Margaret Thatcher’s ideological 
ban on public ownership of water companies. 

It will start a 10-year journey to a very diƯerent water system.  

It will strengthen public control. Mayors will have new powers to hold water companies 
to account, with tougher consequences for those which repeatedly fail. It will close the 
loopholes used to pay excessive bonuses. 

Where private companies serve the public interest, we will support them. But the 
consequences will be clear for those who do not, including taking back control or public 
ownership. 

Conference, when people hear the phrase public control, I am sure some think it’s anti-
business. It’s the opposite. 

Businesses need the basics to be functional and aƯordable too, as does the wider 
economy. As someone said to me recently, there’s a reason why you can’t build all over 
the Water Works and the Electric Company on the Monopoly board.  

One of the biggest barriers to growth in the UK is the cost of energy. British businesses 
and billpayers pay some of the highest energy costs in Europe.  

Within 10 years, I want those costs to be in line with our neighbours.  

This means reforming a broken energy market so it better serves the public interest.  



We are already taking more control of our electricity prices with a massive expansion of 
home-grown renewables and nuclear. I have asked Miatta to speed up the breaking of 
the link between what we pay for power at home and the international gas market, to get 
bills down.  

And we will be pragmatic in relation to the North Sea as we build a bridge to a clean 
energy future and face the climate crisis.  

But it’s not just the price. The system needs to work better too. You would not believe 
how many businesses complain to me they can’t get going because they can’t get 
connected to the grid.   

It pushes costs up. It drags growth down. And it holds Britain back. We won’t get the 
growth and inward investment we need if we don’t fix it. 

So, for the first time, we will have a national energy plan and we will bring back local 
democratic control through a stronger role for mayors and local leaders.  

But we must go further. Today I can announce our plan for Great British Grid. A new 
branch of Great British Energy. A publicly-owned company that will challenge the 
private sector operators.  

It will increase competition, drive down costs and speed up connections so businesses 
can expand and grow more quickly.    

Energy, water, housing. Back under stronger public control. We rely on them, we pay for 
them and once again we will have power over them. 

I realise people can’t wait forever for change though. They need breathing space now. 
And I am determined to provide it. 

I can say to everyone watching, you will see VAT disappear oƯ your electricity bill this 
Thursday. I didn’t expect a standing ovation for that but I’ll take it. Thank you, 
Conference! 

From January, you will be able to travel for the whole of 2027 anywhere in England 
paying no more than £2 for a single bus journey. You knew I wouldn’t get through a 
conference speech without mentioning buses, didn’t you? 

These things are not everything but I hope you will see it as a sign, a strong one, of our 
intent to get your bills and fares down as you wait for the bigger changes to come. 

I would love to go quicker. But I have to be honest about what the country can aƯord. I 
will stick to our fiscal rules to get borrowing and debt down.  

The approach I am outlining today is the responsible one. If we build a generation of 
council homes, we will save billions from the housing benefit budget over the decade. 



If we get energy bills down, we will better control inflation and support the economy.  

If we change the way we support people, we will get more people into work and the 
welfare bill down.  

Not through crude cuts. That should never be the Labour way.  

But by investing in people in their success, supporting them to get where they want to 
be, rather than paying for failure as the country does now.  

Our plan for public control is a plan for growth, growth of people, places and 
businesses. 

The truth is this. When we gave up public control, we left people exposed. Just when it 
was getting harder to grow up and harder to grow old. 

Support has been cut away from young and old. And that leaves the country paying for 
failure on a grand scale. 

Almost a million young people not working or learning. Thousands of older people stuck 
in hospital because of the lack of good home care.  

We can’t aƯord to carry on like this. 

In 1945 we had the Beveridge Report. We need something similar now. A new social 
contract for the 21st century. 

You know of my long-held ambitions to reform social care. When I was a new MP in the 
early 2000s, I despaired at what I saw when my gran Kitty went through the system.  

I winced at the pain it caused my mum. My gran’s engagement ring ripped from her 
finger and stolen in a care home. Care not worthy of the name. 

And the modest savings she had built up through her life, starting from the house where 
I was born? All taken to pay for it. 

I vowed then to fight for something better for my parents’ generation. And here we are 25 
years later. If anything, it’s worse today than it was then. 

What an indictment of my generation of politicians, myself included. Too cowardly to fix 
something as basic as the care we give to each other. 

Is it any wonder people are giving up on politics? 

I watched closely the people who looked after my dad. Caring for other people’s parents 
on poverty pay, but doing it with huge skill, humour and humanity. 

Holding a threadbare system somehow together. 

Yet invisible to the political class of this country. 



I want to speak directly today to our care workers. 

You are not invisible to me. 

I see you. 

I thank you. 

And I am sorry that my profession has let down yours for so long. 

I promise you: I won’t leave this job without doing everything I can to change things for 
you. 

And I say the same to our wonderful NHS staƯ. 

We have let you down too. 

Left you under intolerable pressure. 

At risk of burn-out. 

Dealing with 999 calls from a failing care system. 

Corridor care your daily reality. 

If we carry on like this, Conference, broken social care will break the NHS too. 

And we can’t let that happen, we must never let that happen, this party that founded the 
National Health Service. 

There is only one real answer. 

A person-centred, high-quality care service that starts in the home. 

A system in the best traditions of this party, where everyone contributes and everyone is 
covered. 

Free at the point of use and no care charges paid out of your basic state pension. 

Care that is about people not profit.  

Which gives peace of mind over care needs in later life. 

Which protects people’s homes and their savings. 

And gives proper recognition to the care workers we will all need to rely on at some point 
in our lives. 

Conference, this is the National Care Service we will build. 

We will, we will. Thank you, Conference.  

We’re going to do it. We are going to do it. 



A landmark policy as significant as the creation of the NHS itself. 

And utterly essential to securing its future. 

NHS savings from fewer ambulance call-outs, A&E admissions and vulnerable people 
being stuck unnecessarily in hospital. 

We will start laying the ground now for the National Care Service and introduce it in the 
next Parliament.  

Louise Casey’s review will advise us on exactly how and Yvette and I will seek to build 
the maximum national consensus around her recommendations.    

It will be fully funded, and not through borrowing. 

Conference, I won’t pretend some of this won’t be diƯicult. 

I accept I may pay a political price. 

But someone has to go through the pain barrier and rip the plaster oƯ. 

It’s the leadership I promised you when I asked to be your leader and I will do it. 

But I’ll be honest as well. 

We promised in our manifesto to keep the Triple Lock unchanged throughout this 
Parliament.  

I will honour that promise. 

I will honour that promise, and I will do more. 

That promise will take the state pension to a record high. 

From there, in April 2030, we will adjust it. 

The state pension will continue to rise every year at least by prices or 2.5%. 

And it will hold its value relative to earnings over time so that pensioners will always 
share in the rising prosperity of the nation. 

But this change will generate significant savings which we will use to build up our 
National Care Service. 

Some may not realise it but older people with nothing more than the state pension, or 
only a little more, can find themselves paying care charges today from that small 
income. 

Under my plan, this will no longer happen. 

I can also confirm today our commitment to ensure that the low-income pensioners 
won’t be dragged into paying income tax in this Parliament. 



So this is the deal. 

A state pension that rises every year. 

No care charges. 

And a high-quality National Care Service to give peace of mind in later life.  

Conference, I am going to go out and argue for that. 

A good deal for our pensioners and for older people in the 21st century. 

And I will do it in memory of my dad and out of complete respect for everyone who 
cared for him. 

Conference, we will need to show the same boldness for our young people too. 

Just when growing up got harder in the social media age, their support was stripped 
away. 

Youth services practically abolished in the 2010s. 

Children’s mental health services cut. 

Families left to battle for support for kids with special educational needs and 
disabilities. 

So many young people cast adrift by a school system built for some, not all, overly 
focused on the university route and not enough on technical education. 

Should we be really surprised that the numbers of late teens and early 20s on benefits 
has grown? 

Conference, it’s not their fault. It’s ours. 

Politicians fail to give people, young people, the support they need as they grow up in a 
tougher world and then threaten them in their 20s that they will strip away what they’re 
left with. 

How is that fair? How does that build a strong society? 

We have a choice, Conference. 

Either we invest in our young people. 

Or we pay for failure through the benefits system. 

Truthfully, we can’t aƯord to do both. 

My choice is to invest in them. 



We can’t retake control of the country’s future if we leave so many of our young people 
drifting towards it. 

We await the final report from Alan Milburn’s review. 

But I can say now we will change the education system and the welfare system.  

We will rebuild a system of comprehensive education in this country with parity 
between academic and technical, with Lucy Powell leading the way. 

Good quality pathways for all from 14. 

And the right support for our young people when they need it. 

A 45-day work placement between 16 and 18. 

An apprenticeship at 18. 

And no long waits anymore for mental health support growing up. 

We will need a fundamental rethink of the welfare system to find the money for these 
opportunities upfront. 

And we will require young people to take up the help presented to them – guaranteeing 
in-work support and not leaving those out of work losing confidence and connection.   

This is a diƯerent approach to welfare.  

It is based on a philosophy of social security. 

A country which invests in people’s success, rather than abandoning them and paying 
for failure, will be much more resilient to the shocks we will undoubtedly face in the rest 
of this century. 

And more able to meet its NATO obligations on defence. 

This leadership we are showing at home will be matched on the international stage.  

I will be steadfast in my support for Ukraine and stand up to threats wherever they come 
from. Whether Russia, Iran or anywhere. 

And Conference, we will be principled in our leadership in securing a two-state solution 
between Israel and Palestine, as Ed Miliband has shown. 

This is the Labour way. A plan for Britain that will enhance our social security and our 
national security. 

You don’t make Britain safer by leaving a younger generation without hope stuck at 
home looking at screens.  

You do it by giving young people hope again.  



And you do it by getting our economy growing strongly again. 

I know Britain is full of brilliant businesses who want our young people to succeed and 
want to employ them. 

And we will help them do that and grow together. 

I have a theory of growth. 

It starts by retaking control of the essentials that make a place work or not. 

You’ve got to have that control over the fundamental things that everybody needs. 

And from there you devolve more power to places to put them in charge and decide 
their own destiny. 

And then in doing those things we optimise the conditions for businesses to grow. 

 
And make sure we support our people so they are there for our business to employ. 

Conference, I developed this approach over a decade leading the country’s fastest-
growing city region. 

And I could not have been more proud to hand over to Bev Craig as the new Mayor of 
Greater Manchester. 

It’s like the other way round from when Alex Ferguson handed over to David Moyes, I 
think this is David Moyes handing over to Alex Ferguson. 

We have a theory of growth, and we built it with Steve too when we left Westminster 
together, and with the other mayors who are with us today. 

And you can see the change, you can feel it in this city, can’t you.  

Amazing isn’t it, to be here, to see it every year, because we come back every year.  

We see the change every year, and how good is that to see. 

And we want it everywhere, don’t we, every place represented in this conference hall 
here today.  

And that’s what I intend to do. 

I intend to take what I did in Manchester, our plan for good growth, and drive it from the 
very centre of Government into every postcode in Britain. 

Number 10 North, in lockstep with John and the Treasury, overseeing the rewiring of the 
British state, the rebuilding of resilience in our communities and the re-industrialisation 
of our regions.  



Changing government procurement so that it backs British business, as our trade 
unions have rightly pushed us to do. 

And that will require culture change in Whitehall. 

The Mayor of the Liverpool City Region should not have had to fight Whitehall as hard as 
he did to get a new ferry built on the banks of the River Mersey. 

And what a job he is doing. 

Liverpool growing faster than the UK economy. 

How often have we been able to say that in our lifetimes? What a brilliant thing to be 
able to say. 

Places written oƯ by the powers-that-be in the past now proving them wrong. 

Bringing big names in AI like Kyndryl into the city.  

I see huge potential for more of this in every part of Britain. 

I see start-ups and scale-ups pouring out of our world-class universities. 

I see businesses up and down the country playing their part and ready to do more. 

As Gordon Brown has said, we can be the world’s innovation nation, and he’s right, we 
can. 

A nation trusted by others to be a global leader in AI, an honest broker  

When Britain takes the Presidency of the G20 next year, I will show our new-found 
confidence as a country, and I will show it to the world by putting AI centre stage and 
Britain will then work to develop a new global code to capture its benefits whilst being 
clear-eyed about its risks. 

Just as Gordon did in the financial crisis in 2008, so Britain will do it again, step forward, 
and bring people together around what’s right for the future. 

Securing our prosperity, but also our safety, and particularly the safety of our young 
people. 

We led the world first’s industrial revolution from the Midlands and the North of 
England. 

So why can’t we lead the next? 

We can, Conference. 

And we will. 

We are a country full of working-class aspiration. 



And we will be the Government that unlocks it. 

Conference, there is one final thing we need to change if our plan for Britain is to 
succeed. 

Our politics. 

Westminster prizes point-scoring over problem-solving. 

And that is why so many things go unfixed for so long. 

If we want to change Britain, we need to change ourselves. 

I will work as hard as I can to get as much cross-party support for our plan for Britain. 

If we can secure that, it will project a message of confidence and stability to markets 
and the world about Britain’s future direction. 

It is why I decided to make this a very diƯerent conference speech. 

We can’t succeed in the eyes of the world if we continue with the levels of political 
turbulence we have seen in recent times. 

It is always in my mind that I’m the seventh Prime Minister in ten years.  

It is why I want to underpin our plan for Britain with a new politics.   

We will all have failed in our public duties if we carry on as we are and open the door of 
Number 10 to a divisive government on less than 30% of the vote. 

Conference, in past years you have voted twice to support electoral reform.  

I hear you, I agree with you and today I am announcing a new national commission on 
electoral reform. 

I invite all the political parties to be part of its work. 

We will contest the next election with a manifesto commitment to change the electoral 
system so that everyone’s vote counts and everyone’s voice is heard. 

As you can see, what I am outlining is a more serious and thought-through prospectus 
for the future of Britain than people have been oƯered in a generation. 

I appreciate some of it is diƯicult.  

I accept people, including in this hall, will not agree with every part of it. 

But I believe this is what we need, small things will not get us through what are diƯicult 
times. 

We need to be bigger and to have the courage of our convictions. 



I believe we can turn Britain around, but it requires us to think bigger about what we 
need to do. 

I will try my best to find common ground. 

But let me be clear. 

Where I can’t agree with others, I will fight hard for what I believe to be right and what I 
believe to be in the best interests of this country. 

On the day my dad died, the Scottish First Minister said I would be the last Prime 
Minister of the United Kingdom. 

I quote that not to seek sympathy. 

Nor to criticise John Swinney, I don’t think he knew the news at the time. 

And anyway, my dad Roy would have been the first to defend his right to say it. 

I relay it because I want you to know how it made me feel. 

Utterly determined to prove him wrong. 

Whatever its flaws, this country gave my dad a good life. 

And it has given his sons opportunities he didn’t get for himself. 

He recognised that and was grateful for it. 

And so proud of what Nick, John and I did with them. 

If only, if only he had been able to appreciate that moment of the family in Downing 
Street. 

The son of a man who failed his 11-plus becoming Prime Minister. 

The fact it could even happen in this country would not have been lost on him. 

He could have gone to university himself, but times were diƯerent then so it wasn’t an 
option. 

But he voted every time, religiously for the Labour governments which changed 
education so his sons could do that. 

The United Kingdom my dad represented is the one I believe in. 

A union of nations that gave trade unions and the cooperative movement to the world. 

The National Health Service. 

A country that stood up to fascism. 

A country of solidarity not separation. 



That’s the Britain my dad represented. 

Britain is not perfect. It can be better and we will make it so. 

But it still stands for something worth saving, worth fighting for. 

And we will always be stronger facing a changing world together, rather than separating. 

So I am going to use this job to build the kind of Britain my dad wanted to see – and fight 
with everything I’ve got to keep it together. 

Not the last Prime Minister of the United Kingdom. 

Rather the first to rewire it to make it work for all people and places. 

Driving power out of Whitehall and into every postcode of Wales, Scotland, Northern 
Ireland and England and closing divides between people and places. 

The first Prime Minister to make a break with politics-as-usual.  

I believe the plan I have outlined today will not just hold us together, it will allow us to 
rise again. 

Britain to rise again. 

And we will be a Britain again confident of our place in the world. 

It has changed dramatically since 2016. 

And, in the spirit of this speech, we have to be honest. 

Brexit hasn’t given us control. 

We’ve lost some of the control we had over our economy, as a decade of low growth has 
put us in a weaker position. 

And we’ve lost some of our control over immigration. 

At its most fundamental level, this is a debate about fairness. 

So I understand the anger about what is happening in the Channel. 

Shabana has done a great job in beginning to restore our grip over the system. 

People arriving on small boats down 40% on the last year, 50% from the early 2020s. 

Net migration down more than 80% since the peak of the Boris Johnson era. 

Conference, we make these changes but we will always grateful – always, and we thank 
them – to those whose who have come here and are contributing to our country. 

Than you, to them. 



But control over immigration was weakened when we lost collaboration with our 
European partners. 

And we are still having to work hard to bring it back. 

Later this year, there will be a UK-EU summit where one of the issues on the agenda will 
be how we best work together on immigration. 

And beyond that we will work to secure gains for our industries most harmed by Brexit. 

Conference, these are important concrete steps. 

But they are not enough. 

I say this to you and the country. 

We will not give Britain the clear path we need into the rest of the century until we 
decide on a long-term relationship with what is still our largest market. 

I cannot say to you truthfully that where we are is good enough. 

Brexit has done more harm than good. 

We need to restore a higher level of growth and prosperity for Britain.   

So, I will take the opportunity around the summit to lay out to you, to lay out to the 
country, what I believe the diƯerent options are for Britain’s long-term relationship with 
our European partners. 

And there are diƯerent options. 

 
And I will see if we can find consensus around one which will give us clarity about our 
position, and the future of the continent we live in. 

Well, Conference, I did warn you this speech would be diƯerent, didn’t I? 

But I think this moment in our country’s history requires it. 

1945. 

1964. 

1997. 

Now. 

All moments of Labour governments. 

All moments which saw Britain rediscover a sense of hope. 



When I walked up Downing Street on my first day in the job, I promised to give Britain a 
circuit breaker. 

To get us out of the rut we’ve been in. 

To get us believing again. 

I say to this to everyone watching at home. 

You may disagree with some or all of what I have said today. 

But I have given you what you often say is missing from politics.   

Honesty, ideas and a clear direction for the country we all love. 

I now want to make a direct appeal to you. 

If you agree with enough of what I have said, get behind this plan.  

And get behind each other. 

It’s time to draw a line. 

To move beyond a decade of drift and division. 

To bring a spirit of unity and positivity back to our country. 

To unlock the working-class aspiration that is still there in every postcode in this great 
land. 

All Together Now. 

We can do it. 

We will believe again. 

We will hope again. 

Thank you, Conference. 
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STRONG MESSAGE HERE 

A practical guide to political language  

Redesigned for document comparison using Signal -> Mechanism -> Evidence -> Context 

 

PURPOSE  Use this guide as an analytical lens when a speech, press release, article or political statement is uploaded 
alongside it. The aim is to surface language worth a critical reader’s attention, not to diagnose dishonesty or infer motives. 

How to use this guide 
• SIGNAL: the observable wording or structural feature that should make the scanner look more closely.  
• MECHANISM: what the language is doing at text level. This describes the rhetorical operation, not the author’s hidden 

intention. 
• EVIDENCE: the minimum evidence needed before the pattern should be reported. Related words or topics alone are not 

enough. 
• CONTEXT: the false-positive and counter-evidence check. Surrounding detail can weaken, qualify or overturn an 

apparent match. 

Scanner rule: A signal is a reason to inspect, not a finding. Report a technique only when the evidence requirement is met 
after reading the surrounding context. 

Reader rule: Prefer a small number of useful, well-supported observations to a complete checklist of absent techniques. 

Intent rule: Do not convert a possible rhetorical effect into a claim about what the speaker intended. Describe observable 
language first. 

Recommended finding labels 
Label Meaning 
Supported pattern The signal and mechanism are supported by the passage in 

context. 
Possible pattern The signal is meaningful and some mechanism is present, 

but an important element remains ambiguous. 
Surface signal only A phrase or feature resembles the guide, but the 

mechanism is not supported after context is read. 
Checked, not found The pattern was relevant enough to search for, but the 

required evidence was not found. 
Not assessable The uploaded material does not contain enough context to 

decide. 
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Primary-source corpus 
This edition is built from the attached Strong Message Here transcript documents. They are treated as the primary source 
corpus for the guide. The short source anchors under each technique identify where the relevant discussion appears; they 
are not external verification of political claims mentioned within the programmes.  

• Strong Message Here 1.docx 
• Strong Message Here 2.docx 
• Strong Message Here 3.docx 
• Strong Message Here 4.docx 
• Strong Message Here 5.docx 
• Strong Message Here 6.docx 
• Strong Message Here 7.docx 
• Strong Message Here 9.docx 
• Strong Message Here 10.docx 
• Strong Message Here 11.docx 
• Strong Message Here 12.docx 
• Strong Message Here 13.docx 

The analytical field guide 
The techniques are grouped by reader question rather than by a rigid compliance taxonomy. This makes the guide easier to 
pair with a document-scanning template while preserving the source material’s focus on everyday political language.  

1. Political nicknames and identity labels 

FRAMING & LABELLING 

SIGNAL  A person, faction or policy is repeatedly given a memorable nickname, compressed label or character tag.  

MECHANISM  The label reduces a larger argument to a short identity cue that can travel independently of the detailed 
case. 

EVIDENCE  Flag only when the target actually uses or repeats a label as a meaningful frame. Record the label, who or 
what it describes, and whether substantive reasoning accompanies it.  

CONTEXT  Do not flag ordinary names, formal titles, one-off jokes or neutral abbreviations. Check whether the label is 
quoted critically rather than adopted by the speaker. 

Possible rhetorical effect: Can make a complex judgement easier to remember and can define an opponent before their 
argument is considered. 

Primary-source basis: Strong Message Here 1, around 00:00-00:12, discussion of political nicknames and the power of naming; Strong 

Message Here 7, around 00:42, later nickname discussion. 

2. Slogan compression and repetitive formulas 

SLOGANS & COMPRESSION 

SIGNAL  A short phrase is repeated as a summary of a much larger political programme, problem or desired direction.  

MECHANISM  The phrase compresses complexity into a memorable formula. Repetition can make the frame familiar 
even where operational detail is limited. 

EVIDENCE  Record the slogan and the concrete proposition attached to it. Strong evidence requires repetition or clear use 
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as a programme-level shorthand, not merely a polished sentence. 

CONTEXT  A concise phrase is not automatically doublespeak. Check whether the surrounding material supplies clear 
policy, dates, responsibility, costs or measurable outcomes. 

Possible rhetorical effect: Can improve clarity and recall, but may also allow a broad emotional proposition to stand in for a 
complicated case. 

Primary-source basis: Strong Message Here 2, opening discussion of Make America Great Again and slogan effectiveness; Strong 

Message Here 4, around 00:10, discussion of campaign promise presentation. 

3. The commitment ladder: pledge, promise, mission, target and aspiration 

COMMITMENTS & EXPECTATIONS  

SIGNAL  Commitment words are used with different levels of precision or enforceability: pledge, promise, mission, target, 
ambition, intention, guarantee. 

MECHANISM  Different labels can make an undertaking sound firm while leaving the action, deadline, metric or 
responsibility more or less open. 

EVIDENCE  Identify the exact commitment word, action promised, responsible actor, deadline, metric, conditions and 
stated route to delivery. Compare strength of wording with strength of detail.  

CONTEXT  Do not assume one word is always stronger than another. The test is the full sentence and supporting detail. A 
mission with measurable milestones may be more concrete than a loosely worded promise.  

Possible rhetorical effect: Can manage expectations by changing how an undertaking is framed without necessarily 
changing its political importance. 

Primary-source basis: Strong Message Here 13, around 00:56, contrast between vague missions and specific pledges; Strong Message 

Here 4, around 00:09-00:10, discussion of promises/manifesto presentation. 

4. Inflationary intensifiers and accelerator language 

SLOGANS & COMPRESSION 

SIGNAL  Ordinary action is described with high-energy language such as turbo-charging, transforming, supercharging, 
driving forward or other conspicuous intensifiers. 

MECHANISM  The modifier increases the felt pace, scale or decisiveness of the action without itself adding measurable 
content. 

EVIDENCE  Record the intensified phrase and then identify what changes in practical terms: money, scope, timetable, 
legal power, output or measurable result. 

CONTEXT  Do not flag vivid language merely for being vivid. If clearly stated action and scale sit underneath it, report both 
the rhetoric and the substance. 

Possible rhetorical effect: Can create a sense of momentum or potency disproportionate to the additional information 
conveyed by the phrase. 

Primary-source basis: Strong Message Here 1, 00:00:18, satirical use of turbo-charge alongside other political stock phrases; Strong 

Message Here 13, around 00:15, return of turbo-charge as a noted favourite. 

5. Voter archetypes and constituency shorthand 

FRAMING & AUDIENCE 
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SIGNAL  Broad groups are invoked through labels such as hardworking families, working people or comparable audience 
categories. 

MECHANISM  The label constructs a politically useful imagined constituency and can imply who deserves priority, 
protection or identification. 

EVIDENCE  Record the group label, the benefit/burden attached to it, and whether the group is defined. Note who falls 
outside the label if the text makes that distinction express. 

CONTEXT  Do not infer exclusion or prejudice just because a broad audience label is used. Check whether it is ordinary 
audience description or doing substantive argumentative work. 

Possible rhetorical effect: Can simplify distributional choices by presenting them through a favourable social archetype.  

Primary-source basis: Strong Message Here 1, 00:00:18 and around 00:21; Strong Message Here 4, around 00:07; Strong Message Here 

5, around 00:04, discussions using working-people/family language. 

6. Household-budget analogy 

FRAMING & ANALOGY 

SIGNAL  Public finances are explained through domestic-finance language: household budgets, belts, credit cards, living 
within means or similar personal-finance analogies. 

MECHANISM  A macroeconomic choice is mapped onto familiar household behaviour, making one model of fiscal 
prudence feel intuitive. 

EVIDENCE  A genuine match requires an identifiable household or personal-finance analogy. Record the analogy and the 
fiscal conclusion drawn from it. 

CONTEXT  Do not flag discussion of borrowing, debt, affordability or savings by itself. Without the domestic analogy, this 
mechanism is not present. 

Possible rhetorical effect: Can make public-finance arguments accessible, while potentially narrowing attention to the 
parts of government finance that resemble personal budgeting. 

Primary-source basis: Strong Message Here 1, around 00:22, explicit discussion of tightening belts and the household-budget 
metaphor. 

7. The tough-decisions shield 

FRAMING & NECESSITY 

SIGNAL  A policy choice, cut, tax rise or other unpopular measure is pre-framed as tough, difficult, painful or necessary. 

MECHANISM  The description shifts attention from whether the choice is justified to the supposed seriousness or 
courage involved in making it. 

EVIDENCE  Record the decision, who bears the cost, alternatives acknowledged, and evidence offered for necessity. 
Strong evidence requires an actual contested or burdensome choice, not simply the word difficult.  

CONTEXT  Do not flag every reference to difficulty. Distinguish practical difficulty from moral/political framing of a choice 
as proof of responsibility. 

Possible rhetorical effect: Can confer seriousness on the decision-maker and make opposition easier to portray as 
avoiding reality. 

Primary-source basis: Strong Message Here 1, around 00:19-00:22, episode discussion of tough decisions; Strong Message Here 3, 
around 00:32, later use/discussion of the phrase. 
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8. Choreographed authenticity 

AUTHENTICITY & PERFORMANCE 

SIGNAL  The communication highlights spontaneity, plain-speaking, informality, personal disclosure or an apparently 
unscripted moment while still operating in a managed political setting. 

MECHANISM  Authenticity itself becomes part of the presentation: the audience is encouraged to notice the speaker as 
natural, unfiltered or unlike conventional politicians. 

EVIDENCE  Record observable signals of spontaneity or authenticity and any evidence in the target showing staging or 
scripting. Do not infer staging simply because the communication is professional.  

CONTEXT  A personal anecdote or informal tone is not enough. Flag the mechanism only where authenticity is 
foregrounded or the text contrasts itself with managed political speech. 

Possible rhetorical effect: Can make a speaker feel direct or trustworthy, while the performance of authenticity may itself 
be carefully managed. 

Primary-source basis: Strong Message Here 1, around 00:00:37, autocue mishap used to discuss authenticity and choreography; 
recurring authenticity discussion across Strong Message Here 10-13. 

9. The weave: disjointed topic-shifting 

STRUCTURE & ATTENTION 

SIGNAL  The speaker moves rapidly between substantially disconnected subjects, anecdotes or tangents in a way that 
makes a single line of argument hard to follow. 

MECHANISM  Attention is continually reset, so individual claims may receive less sustained scrutiny and the overall 
message is carried by performance or recurring themes rather than linear argument.  

EVIDENCE  A genuine match requires demonstrably disjointed transitions or tangents. Identify at least two transitions and 
explain why the connection is weak or absent. 

CONTEXT  Do not flag a long speech merely because it covers many policy areas. A conference speech with distinct, 
coherent sections is breadth, not necessarily a weave. 

Possible rhetorical effect: Can overwhelm linear fact-checking or create an energetic, improvisational style, but intention 
should not be inferred from structure alone. 

Primary-source basis: Strong Message Here 1, around 00:16-00:18, discussion of the weave and extended tangents; later references in 

Strong Message Here 10 and 12. 

10. Political-speak blandness and answer avoidance 

EVASION & SUBSTANCE 

SIGNAL  The response is highly cautious, generic or formulaic, or it speaks around a question without supplying the 
requested substantive proposition. 

MECHANISM  Risk avoidance produces language that is difficult to challenge but may also be difficult to learn anything 
from. 

EVIDENCE  Identify the issue or question, the answer actually given, and what substantive information remains 
unanswered. Prefer observable absence over judging tone alone.  

CONTEXT  Do not treat careful wording as evasion when the response directly answers the issue. A disliked or incomplete 
answer is not automatically a non-answer. 
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Possible rhetorical effect: Can reduce exposure to error or controversy at the cost of directness and informational value.  

Primary-source basis: Strong Message Here 9, around 00:16, discussion of bland/anodyne political speech; Strong Message Here 11, 

around 00:45, discussion of politicians answering or not answering questions. 

11. Vague ambition versus testable specificity 

EVASION & SUBSTANCE 

SIGNAL  A broad desired outcome is stated without enough information to know what action, metric, deadline or 
threshold would count as delivery. 

MECHANISM  The communication gains the appeal of a positive goal while preserving flexibility over how or when 
success is judged. 

EVIDENCE  Record the aspiration and search the surrounding document for action, owner, timetable, baseline and 
success measure. Report which of those are present or absent.  

CONTEXT  Do not mark a statement vague merely because it is high-level if the document later operationalises it. 
Conversely, a number alone does not make a claim testable without context.  

Possible rhetorical effect: Can broaden agreement around a goal while postponing disagreement about delivery and 
measurement. 

Primary-source basis: Strong Message Here 13, around 00:56, explicit contrast between a vague NHS mission and a specific waiting-
time pledge; vague-language discussions also appear in Strong Message Here 3-5, 10 and 11. 

12. Process language versus outcome 

PROCESS & RESPONSIBILITY 

SIGNAL  Reviews, commissions, consultations, plans, summits, procedures, rules or reports are presented as the 
response to a substantive problem. 

MECHANISM  Activity and procedure can occupy the rhetorical space where a decision, responsibility or outcome might 
otherwise be expected. 

EVIDENCE  Record the process and the substantive decision/action stated alongside it. Strong evidence of shielding 
requires the process to substitute for the outcome, not merely support implementation.  

CONTEXT  Do not flag a review or commission automatically. If the communication also states what will happen, who 
owns it and by when, report the process as part of delivery rather than as evasion.  

Possible rhetorical effect: Can create an impression of action while leaving the decisive choice open, but can also be a 
legitimate part of policymaking. 

Primary-source basis: Primary corpus contains recurring discussion of reviews and commissions, including Strong Message Here 4 

around 00:33/00:49, Strong Message Here 7 around 00:50, Strong Message Here 9 around 01:23 and Strong Message Here 10 around 00:27. 

13. Crisis inflation 

FRAMING & ESCALATION 

SIGNAL  A problem is labelled a crisis, emergency, catastrophe or equivalent high-severity term. 

MECHANISM  The severity label can compress argument about scale and urgency into one emotionally powerful word.  

EVIDENCE  Record the crisis label and the evidence in the target about scale, trend, immediacy and consequences. The 
guide is checking framing, not independently verifying whether the crisis is real.  
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CONTEXT  Do not conclude that crisis language is exaggerated without evidence in the uploaded material. Some 
situations are genuinely described as crises; the useful question is what evidence accompanies the label.  

Possible rhetorical effect: Can accelerate attention, justify urgency and raise the perceived cost of inaction.  

Primary-source basis: Strong Message Here 4, around 01:30, listener discussion of overuse of crisis language; crisis terminology also 

appears across Strong Message Here 5, 9, 10, 12 and 13. 

14. Manifesto and policy-brand packaging 

BRANDING & DOCUMENTS 

SIGNAL  A package of commitments is presented through a manifesto, plan, named programme, card, mission set or 
branded policy identity. 

MECHANISM  Packaging turns multiple proposals into a recognisable object that audiences and media can refer to 
quickly. 

EVIDENCE  Record the brand/name and identify the actual commitments underneath it. Check whether the package adds 
structure or substitutes for detail. 

CONTEXT  Do not flag the mere existence of a manifesto or plan as doublespeak. The analytical question is whether the 
branding clarifies or obscures the underlying propositions. 

Possible rhetorical effect: Can make policy easier to communicate and remember, while encouraging the brand to become 
a proxy for the content. 

Primary-source basis: Strong Message Here 4, around 00:09-00:10, manifesto/promise presentation; manifesto discussion also 

appears in Strong Message Here 5, 7 and 10. 

15. Rhetoric backed by substance 

READER SAFEGUARD 

SIGNAL  A conspicuously rhetorical, emotional or promotional passage is immediately or subsequently accompanied by 
concrete action, ownership, dates, figures, mechanisms or acknowledged trade-offs. 

MECHANISM  The surrounding substance materially limits the risk that the rhetoric is standing in for an answer.  

EVIDENCE  Record both sides: the rhetorical signal and the concrete supporting detail. Treat this as a counter-signal that 
may downgrade an apparent doublespeak match. 

CONTEXT  Do not assume rhetoric is suspect merely because it is vivid. The guide should reward specificity where it exists 
rather than search only for negatives. 

Possible rhetorical effect: Helps distinguish political style from actual evasion and keeps the analysis balanced and useful 
to readers. 

Primary-source basis: This is a synthesis rule derived from the corpus emphasis on language plus underlying proposition, including 

Strong Message Here 13 around 00:56 and Strong Message Here 2 opening discussion of simple messages and what sits behind them . 

Cross-cutting substance check 
Whenever the scanner finds a rhetorical signal, it should also ask what sits underneath it. The following items are counter-
evidence, not automatic proof of good communication: 

• a named decision-maker or responsible body 
• a concrete action rather than a desired direction 
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• a date or defined timeframe 
• a quantified claim with enough context to understand the number 
• a measurable target or success condition 
• a delivery mechanism or legal/administrative route 
• a stated cost, burden, beneficiary or trade-off 
• an acknowledgement of uncertainty or limits 

Key distinction: The presence of detail does not make a political claim true; it makes the claim more specific and therefore 
more open to scrutiny. 

Suggested output for a document scan 
• What language most deserves attention? Report the strongest supported patterns only.  
• What does the wording actually commit to? Separate firm action, target, forecast and aspiration.  
• What substance sits underneath the rhetoric? Record dates, figures, owners, mechanisms and trade -offs where 

present. 
• Which apparent signals disappear when context is read? Include the most instructive false positives.  
• What was checked but not found? Give a short assurance line, not a long negative catalogue.  
• What should a critical reader notice overall? End with a concise, balanced synthesis rather than a doublespeak score.  

Guide boundaries 
• This is a rhetorical document-screening guide, not a truth checker. 
• It should not label a speaker dishonest or deceptive from language alone.  
• It should not infer motive, emotion or intention unless expressly established in the uploaded material.  
• It should distinguish quotation, paraphrase, claim, opinion and established information within the target where 

possible. 
• It should not force every passage into a named technique. “No material pattern identified” is a valid outcome.  
• Examples in the source corpus illustrate analytical concepts; they are not mandatory keywords for matching.  
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