
Departnlent of

Caxton House. Tothin StrL;e: London SW1H NF

Tc:cphonc Dizet Lir::: 01-213

Switz1-lboarj 01-2.13 :TOC.0

larkinson 1v2
t2a1 Office

0ecemte2 1982

— fi
c- -

toe rec:rd 8: oacour Governments on unemo_cyment. hope
you find the following details interesting.

There have been 5 periods of Labour Government. The following
table sets out their details:

Unemployed Tncreas[=,

LAE= 1

December 1923
October 1924

1 ,2 2 9 , 3 00
1 , 8 0 , 7 00 -)r)LV,

LA3OUR ..leawa •,...•  •=ft

Nay 1929
October 1931

LABOUR 3 


July 1945
October 1951

LABOUR 4 


October 1964
June 1970

1,165,000
2,792,000

131,000
261,500

369,800

1,627,000

130,000

411•1====mmuffisik

231,000

LABOUR 5 


February 1974 577,700
Nay 1979 1,306,100 + 728,400

...••  • •Of course, various provisos must be borne in mind. The
figures referred to are UK seasonally adjusted, but you
will be aware that there is no consistent set of figures



:3 _ebartment's best oodished estimates e ene
dnemo'cyment fiE•res for :he aocropriate dates. Cleorl

there is ne brctlem with :he consisoency of :ne -o1:12e
the war,,tdt_orecise tefore the war are slihtly
more oir-s7cut. en a.ertecdd,er, cetwen i_)ecember
October 1._;24 :here were three different chanEes of
definition of who shodld be included in the dhemcloyed =otad

as ys- can see, norman is scarcely brea,cin5 new Erodnd
his new computerised figures!). What I have aone, tnerefore,
i s ts taLe -s- the l,ebour 1 p,--isd the numbers of insured
etroons -heso_loyed taen from the'ht,-strat sf lacoir's

-' the -nited Kingdcro IL 70
f ii=2C3,.-" in

besLse r-Eiste-lnE as _hemodoyod tna: per=en:_
of dnemployment was calciatea a: :he time, an.a

provides a reasonable and oonsisten: me-entdftrmeas-r-LnE._
the trend of „i.nemployment,although alfferent fi,1-ares
be oot=line- for that period ieoending upon which of the
various definitions of unemployment were tal,cen. by :,lay
the 2nomPies of definition had sorted themselves olt.

he recfl,--d l'or itself. Eve-oy T.abour Government has
promised to sove unemployment, yet every Labour Government
in britisn history has left office with unemployment higher
than when it started. Who could ever trust Labour's promises
on unemployment again? I believe this will be one of the
crucial facts to ram home between now and the election in
order to uhdermihe Labour's credibility and at:acl,: on the
Jovernment. Labour still isn't worl,:ing!

As various people have exbressed considerable interest in
these figures, I am copying this letter to Norman, Ian Gow,
Peter Cropper, Dominic Hobson, Chris Lawson, and David boddy.

.z.A.7- C.A.

:4IICHAEL DOEBS
Special Adviser to the
Secretary of State


