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Introduction: the paradox 

This story is written in the past tense; it ends in 1983 (l). In 

that year the Youth Opportunities Progranme was replaced by the new 

Youth Training Scheme. Afterwards the Manpower Services Comnission 

(MSC) no longer had a policy specifically for dealing with youth 

unemployment<2l. Both the government and the MSC have made it clear 

that the new Youth Training Scheme (YTS) is not a youth unemployment 

measure. It is "first and last a training scheme"; it is "not about 

youth unanployment"(3). Youth unanployment has disappeared from the 

explicit policy agenda, and the problem is now defined in terms of 

training or the broader concept of vocational preparation. This 

article describes and explains this change. 

Public concern. That this soould have happened is paradoxical. Public 

concern with youth unemployment ranained strong over the period. 1981 

was the year when the policy debate took its crucial turn. In April 

of that year, 86 per cent of an opinion poll sample tOOught that youth 

unanployment was a "very serious" problem. Only three per cent did 

not think it was at least "fairly serious"<4>. Later that year, after 

riots in several English cities in July, 72 per cent of another sanple 

agreed that "it would be proper for central government to spend large 

suns of money to deal with• youth unanployment. Only 19 per cent 

disagreed (S). Only 32. per cent agreed with the statement: "TTOugh I 

am sorry for school leavers witOOut jobs, unions cannot afford to let 

than take jobs away from their manbers"; 51 per cent disagreed. This 

indicated public approval for measures to reduce youth unemployment 

even at the expense of an increase in adult unemployment. 
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There are many reasons for this public concern about the problan 

of youth unemployment. Unemployment rates were considerably higher 

among young people than among adults. Youth unemployment inspired 

feelings of compassion and justice. Young people were not responsible 

for the political and economic decisions that had caused Britain's 

economic plight, so why should they be made to suffer the consequences 

to such a disproportionate extent? There was concern for the effects 

on young people's social and psychological developnent, and on their 

wi 11 ingness and ability to hold down steady jobs in later years. There 

were fears for the social consequences of youth unanplo;ment, whether 

manifested in riots, crime, delinquency or political extremism. 

Finally, the distribution of unemployment helped to explain the degree 

of importance attached to youth unemployment. Longer-term adult 

unemployment was concentrated a~~K>ng the politically weakest manbers of 

the workforce, and this helped to account for the political 

acceptability of high levels of adult unemploymentC6l. Unemployment, 

and more importantly the fear of unemployment, was much more widely 

distributed a~~K>ng young people; and even those who did not themselves 

becane unemployed suffered the indirect consequences of unemployment, 

often having to accept jobs below their initial aspirations. Many 

adult voters in relatively secure and desirable jobs were worried 

about the prospects of their teenage children soon to leave school. 

~ deterioration. There is no reason to believe that this public 

concern diminished over the period under discussion, between the late 

1970s and the early 1980s. Indeed on any objective criterion the 

problem of youth unemployment grew considerably worse. In October 

1978, in the first year of the Youth Opportunities Programme (YOP), 

there were 19,726 unemployed under-l8s in Scotland. In October 1982 

the total stood at 30,608. The increase would have been much greater 

but for YOP, which accounted for some 5,400 young people (mst of them 

under 18) in October 1978, and for sane 30,100 young people in October 

1982(7). Early in 1977, 19 per cent of the previous year's school 

leavers fran Fife, Lothian, Tayside and Strattx;lyde were still seeking 

permanent jobs. At a similar date in 1979, 18 per cent of 1978 school 

leavers fran these regions were unemployed or oo YOP. Two years later, 

however, the corresponding figure was 39 per cent (for the whole of 

Scotland it was 35 per cent) and the trend was sti 11 upwards (8). The 

average duration of youth unemployment also increased sharp! y. Those 

who had jobs were also affected: it became increasingly difficult to 
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change jobs, the traditional recourse for young people stuck in 

monotonous or dead-end jobs. 

School leavers without qualifications remained at a substantial 

relative disadvantage, even though the position of all qualification 

groups had deteriorated in absolute terms C9>. Males and females were 

affected to a similar degree. Regional disparities were as great as 

ever; in 1981, when 35 per cent of the previous year's school leavers 

were without jobs, the percentage varied a~~K>ng the mainland Regions 

from 15 per cent (in Borders and Grampian) to 44 per cent (in 

Strathclyde) (10). Local variations in youth unemployment reflected, 

on a larger scale, local variations in adult unemployment. Among 1980 

school leavers each percentage point variation in the local 

unemployment rate was associated with a two or three percentage point 

variation in the school-leaver unmemployment rate(lll. The relative 

position of Scotland as a whole eased somewhat: in October 1978 

Scotland accounted for 13.9 per cent of unemployed under-ISs in 

Britain, in October 1982 for 11.6 per cent. However the difference 

between the Scottish and British averages was small compared with the 

wide variations within Scotland. 

The paradox. The paradox is that over a period when the actual problan 

of youth unemployment was getting worse, and when public concern about 

the problem was at the very least not declining, youth unemployment 

came to be replaced by the problem of training as the central item on 

the MSC's policy agenda. This article seeks to explain this paradox by 

providing an account of the formulation of policy, the effects of 

policy and the debates about policy since 1977, when the Holland 

Report provided the initial blueprint for YOP. The account makes 

special reference to Scotland, but most of the developments it 

describes were British in scope. In particular, this chapter examines 

the key role of an interest grouping which I call the education and 

training lobby, and which embraced the MSC itself. The paradox is 

explained, in part, in terms of a further paradox: that the pol icy 

shifts which diverted the explicit focus from youth unemployment were 

made possible !!Y the deteriorating problem of youth unemployment and 

!!Y the widespread political support for measures that were perceived 

to tackle the probl~ 
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The scope for a youth UOBDployment policy 

A policy to deal with youth unemployment could try to do one of 

two thio;Js, cure the problem or alleviate its worst consequences. In 

this section I consider the scope which existed for either type of 

policy to be effective. My argument is presented briefly. A more 

detailed analysis of the youth labour market and the policy options is 

presented elsewhere<l2). 

Curing youth unenployment. The main explanations for the rise in youth 

unanployrnent lay on the danand side of the labour market, and the most 

important by far was the recession. Youth unemployment rates closely 

followed the trend in adult unemployment rates- except that the 

relationship was disproportionate, and young people were affected more 

than adults by both the ups and the oowns of the unanployment cycle. 

Other suggested explanations for youth unemployment included changes 

in the industrial and occupational structure, the increased 

competition from adult women, and changes in relative wage rates. 

Hm.;ever the available evidence suggests that none of these factors had 

any very significant effect on the level of youth unemployment. More 

importantly, perhaps, they had almost no effect on the largest rise in 

youth unemployment which took place after 1979. 

Factors on the supply side of the labour market- the quantity 

and "quality" of young people seeking employment- were relatively 

unimportant. Contrary to popular belief deloographic factors (such as 

the 1960s baby bulge) have not had a major influence on recent trends 

in youth unemployment. By far the largest increase in youth 

unemployment took place after the annual flow of scbool leavers onto 

the labour market had started to fall (13). 

Nevertheless young people did compete with adults, directly or 

indirect! y, for jobs (l4). Could a supply-side pol icy - education or 

training to make youngsters more employable relative to adults - make 

a contribution? Possible, but the scale of such a contribution was 

likely to be small. 

In the first place there was no evidence that the declining 

employability of young people had contributed to rising youth 

unemployment. Indeed there was no evidence that young people had 

become less employable. The Holland Report ( discussed in the next 
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section) was strongly influenced by a survey of employers, some of 

whcm perceived a decline in the calibre of young people caning to them 

for jobs(l5). In fact only 31 per cent of employers thought there 

had been a decline, and since the survey was conducted while the 

"Great Debate" was at its height, it is if anything remarkable that 

this proportion was not higher. In any case, those who perceived a 

decline tended to be employers of apprentices, whose insistence on 

recruiting 16-year-olds meant that they had had to recruit young 

people with lower relative levels of educational attainment, as more 

and mot:e able youngsters stayed on at school. Employers have 

canplained for decades about "falling" educational standards. They 

cannot have been right all of the time unless British education really 

has been on a continuous slide throughout the century(l6). 

Second, young people had to compete with adults on the basis of 

attitudes, motivation, reliability and stability ~:ather than kmwledge 

and technical skills(l7l. The concept of skill has been debased in 

recent educational parlance and is often used to cover attitudinal and 

behavioural dispositions; but the transmission of such dispositions 

is a much more difficult task for education than the transmission of 

knowledge or conventional skills(l8). 

Third, and most important, the main reason for high youth 

unanployment had nothing to do with the canpetitive strength of young 

people and adults but lay in the labour market processes which made 

young people disproportionately vulnerable in a recession. No amount 

of extra education or training would change those processes. 

The implication of all this is that a pol icy which focussed on 

the supply side of the youth labour market, and in particular an 

education or training-based policy which attempted to increase the 

quality of youth labour, could not be expected to cure youth 

unanployment. This was true in the 1970s. It was even more true in 

the early 1980s when the vastly increased scale of youth unemployment 

dwarfed the very marginal contribution that a supply-side policy could 

hope to achieve. 

~palliative. The alternative policy to a cure for youth unemployment 

was a palliative, something that would minimise its consequences. 

Here,however, policy was beset by ignorance, about what the 
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consequences of :youth unemployment actually were, and about the ways 

in which they might be averted or alleviated(l9l. Many policy-makers 

worried about the possible effects of youth unemployment on an 

individual's employability in the longer term. If entry into 

employment was a necessary stage in an individual's occupational 

development, the failure to make such an entry might deprive the 

individual of many valuable learning experiences. A possible 

strategy to offset these effects was to provide a substitute for 

employment. Another strategy was simply to help the most vulnerable 

:young people to find jobs. If it was not possible to find jobs for all 

unemployed :youngsters, then help should be concentrated on those who 

were at greatest risk of the ill-effects of unemployment. Palliative 

policies often had a redistributive elemen~ 

The MSC and :youth unanployment in 1977 

The MSC. The Manpower Services Co~~~nission (MSC) was established in 

January 1974, following the Employment and Training Act of the 

previous year. The MOC was added as sanething of an afterthought to 

the Bill, whose original purpose had been to scale do~«~ the impact of 

the 1964 Industrial Training Act which had set up Industrial Training 

Board's (ITBs) with powers to raise training levies from 

employers <20>. The MSC partly owed its existence to joint pressure 

from the TUC and CBI, both of which were represented among its 

members. Initially the MSC had two main operative aons, the Employment 

Services Agency and the Training Services Agency. The latter took over 

the government's own training progranmes, notably the new Training 

Opportunities Scheme, and was responsible for co-ordinating the work 

of the ITBs. (Both Agencies were 1 ater renaned Divisions.) 1-bwever the 

MSC's activities in relation to youth unemployment were largely 

conducted through the Special Programnes Division, which was set up in 

1978 and became perhaps the most controversial wing of the MSC until 

it was merged with the Training Services Division in 1982. 

The Scottish dimension. The MSC has always been a British body. 

(Northern Ireland has its own manpower ministry.) It was initially 

responsible solely to the Employment Secretary, but since July 1977 

the MSC has reported "to the Secretary of State for Scotland in 

respect of its activities in Scotland to the extent that it is 

possible to distinguish a specific territorial dimension to ~ Any 
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functions of the MSC relating to matters which cannot be identifiably 

split between the countries continue to be matters for the Secretary 

of State for Employment, acting in conjlinction with the Secretary of 

State for Scotland" (21). The MSC's activities in Scotland have been 

directed by a Manpower Services Board and a Manpower Services 

Director, advised by a Manpo~oer Services Ccmnittee for Scotland. 

In the words of an official of the Scottish Economic Planning 

Department, the "overall framework is a GB framework... (b) ut when it 

comes to the implementation of the programme (YOP) within Scotland, 

then the MSC will take account of the local position in each area of 

Scotland" (22). To the extent that MSC policy differed in Scotland 

from the rest of Britain this largely reflected the application of a 

uniform set of principles to the specific circunstances of Scotland 

and especially to the higher average levels of unemployment in 

Scotland. But compared with other British "regions", Scotland had a 

particularly wide range of local unemployment rates(23). Consequently 

many of the distinctive "Scottish" features of MOC policy reflected 

local initiatives rather than policy decisions at an all-Scotland 

level. For instance the Scottish claim to have "pioneered" training 

workshops within YOP largely reflected the initiatives of particular 

local authorities, notably Fife(24). 

However, in one respect a specifically Scottish dimension to MSC 

policy was inevitable: the policy had to mesh in with a different 

structure of local government and a different educational system. 

Paradoxically the very marginality of Scotland - the fact that 

decisions taken in London tended to take for granted a uniform 

(English) educational system- encouraged the Scottish Education 

Department to be more assertive with respect to educational aspects of 

MSC policy than the DES was south of the border. The greater 

centralisation of the Scottish education system also contributed to 

this. 'Mlis assertiveness was reflected in greater contact between MSC 

and the SID than between the MSC and DES; in the work of the SED

funded Etlucational Resources Unit for YOP between 1979 and 1982, and 

subsequently of the Scottish Vocational Preparation Unit; in the 

initial refusal of Scotland to be included in the MSC's Technical and 

Vocational Education Initiative for 14-18s in 1982; and in the SID's 

own Action Plan for 16-lSs, which proposed a modular structure for 

post-16 provision that would emrace MSC schemes as well as schools 
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and colleges<25 l. The Action Plan was hailed by the EIS, the main 

teachers' rnion, as a "vigorous reassertion of the integrity and ~rth 

of the Scottish educational system and a detennination to resist the 

encroachment of outside bodies, particularly the Manpo~~.er Services 

Cannission"< 26l. 

However these distinctive Scottish features concerned the tactics 

more than the broad strategy of policy. To see the general drift of 

MSC policy with respect to youth unemployment, we must look 

principally at decisions taken in London and Sheffield rather than in 

EJj inburgh. 

Youth unemployment measures in 1977. At the beginning of 1977 there 

were five main measures with which the MSC was addressing the problem 

of youth unemployment (27). Incentive training grants to employers or 

ITBs aimed to offset the reductions in craft apprenticeships and 

technician traineeships caused by the recession. The MSC itself 

provided short training courses, mainly at semi-skilled level, for 

unemployed young people, ard rehabilitation courses for the disabled. 

Third, there was the Job Creation Programme (JCP). This was not 

restricted to young people, although in its first two years some 40 

per cent of its Scottish participants had been in the 16-18 age 

group<28l. (Scotland accounted for about 30 per cent of the British 

total.) Fourth, the work Experience Programme (WEP) had started in 

1976, rather sluggishly in Scotland. It was limited to unemployed 16-

18 year olds and aimed to provide them with experience of a range of 

jobs in normal places of employment. Finally Conmmity Industry, set 

up in 1972, provided work experience projects for those unemployed 

young people judged to be 100st disadvantaged. 

The Holland Report 

The Report. In October 1976 the MSC appointed a working party "to 

stu:ly the feasibility of putting into effect an objective of ensuring 

that all those in the age bracket 16-18 who have left school and are 

not engaged in full-time education and are unable to get a job should 

have the opportunity of training or of participating in programmes 

such as the Job Creation and work Experience Programmes"(29). The 

working party was chaired by Geoffrey Holland. It comnissioned surveys 

of young people, of unemployed young people and of employers, and 
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reported in May 1977. The Holland Report, Young People and work, 

reviewed the problem of youth unemployment as at 1977, evaluated the 

various measures that had attempted to deal with the problem and 

proposed a new structure of provision which, with few IOOdifications, 

was to become the Youth Opportunities Programme (YOP) in April 1978. 

Review of existing measures. The report listed a ni.K!ber of criticisms 

of the existing measures. Although both the quality and the quantity 

of provision were often ~ressive, the different measures were unco

ordinated. Their coverage was uneven: some young people found 

themselves competed for by different schemes, whereas others, 

especially girls and the unqualified, had difficulty finding any 

scheme place. Wages or allowances varied betw:en schemes. There was 

little provision for progression between schemes; their temporary 

nature inhibited planning and developnent. The Holland proposals aimed 

to bring the existing types of provision within a co-ordinated 

programme, with 1110re opportunities for progression, a uniform 

allowance, more even provision across different groups of young 

people, and a longer (five-year) time horizon for planning. 

The criticisms of the existing measures were mainly 

administrative. The report offered neither a critique of the strategy 

underlying those measures, nor even any analysis of what that strategy 

was. In practice the new progrcmne (YOP) inherited the main outlines 

of the earlier provision, and especially of WEP and JCP. Two thirds of 

YOP places were to be provided on work experience on employers' 

premises (WEEP) schemes, similar to WEP. More than half the remainder 

were to be provided in training workshops or in project-based or 

cannunity service schemes, all of which had their counterparts in JCP. 

'ltle other schemes were to be work preparation courses, 100stly IOOdelled 

on the existing training provision for unemployed young people. 

The strategy of YOP. Yet the Holland Report contained little 

discussion of the underlying strategy either of the new programme or 

of the schemes it was to replace. Indeed, it is extremely difficult to 

find in the report any clear account of what this strategy might be. 

The report "start(ed) from two principles", the first of which was 

"that the new programme must be designed to meet the personal needs of 

individual unemployed young people as they seek to secure permanent 

enployment"(39); but this begged several questions. What were these 
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"personal needs"? Were they causes or consequences of youth 

memplo~t? Apparently neither, since the "kioos of needs unemployed 

young people have are essentially no different from the needs of 

others making the transition from full-tim= education to work, though 

those needs may sometimes be best met by different kinds of 

provision"(3l). So why a programne specifically for unanployed young 

people? Perhaps in order to provide an employment surrogate - an 

alternative source of the experiences aoo formative influences which 

employment normally provided. In this respect the programme aUned to 

tackle the consequences rather than the causes of youth unanployment: 

"Unemployment can easily lead to permanent disadvantage: if those 

without skill knowledge or motivation have no or.portunity to acquire 

them, they may well find thanselves over the years suitable for only a 

diminishing range of unskilled jobs•02l. Yet it is surprising that 

the first chapter of the Holland Report, which provided a useful 

review of the causes of youth unemployment, contained no such 

discussion of its consequences. 

Although the objectives of the Holland Report remain enigmatic, 

we can draw at least three conclusions about the strategy of YOP. 

First, although those in governnent may have welcomed the short

term cosmetic effect of the new progranme in ranoving people from the 

register, it was also intended to improve the employment chances of 

young people after they left the progranme. This was true whether the 

underlying intention was to cure youth unemployment or to alleviate 

its consequences, for one of the most feared consequences was to 

create a new generation of unemployable young people and YOP could 

only avert this by helping those most at risk to get a foothold in 

employment. 

Second, there was an explicit redistributive element in YOP. Not 

only was it to help young people to compete with adults but it was to 

favour the least advantaged, and especially the "unqualified and least 

able", among young people(33). These young people were felt to be at 

greatest risk of suffering the longer-term effects of early 

unemployment and of becoming the future hardcore of unemployables. 

Third, YOP was to achieve these things through its interventions 

on the supply side of the labour market. It was to give young people a 
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"competitive edge" over adults<34l. It was to improve their 

employability, give them skills, ranove their haooicaps and give them 

experience to make them more attractive to potential employers(35). 

'!be problem was that the Holland Report itself appeared to discount 

such supply-side factors as explanations of unemployment among yo1n9 

people. "Unemployed young people are not different from other young 

people except in the narrowest sense and in the shortest term •.•• 

Success or failure in getting a job is often a matter of luck and 

frequently determined by factors well beyond the control or 

achievement of the individual such as the state of the national 

econaoy, the local iooustrial structure or the kind of preparation for 

work available at school. Unanployed young people are not failures: 

they are those whom others have so far fai led"(J6). The Holland 

Report appeared to espouse an asymmetrical explanation of youth 

unemployment: supply-side factors were not responsible for the 

present unemployment of young people, but, suitably enhanced, they 

might influence their chances of employment in the future. 

The asSUIIPtions about future unenployment levels. Three other features 

of the Holland Report are relevant to the future history of pol icy 

outlined in this chapter. First, although the time horizons of the 

progranrne were lengthened (it was planned on a five-yearly rather than 

an annual basis), it was still conceived as a temporary measure to 

deal with a problem that would eventually pass. The report recognised 

the difficulty of predicting future trends, and it made three 

alternative projections, all of which anticipated a general decline in 

youth unernplo~t over the following years <37 >. The new progranme, 

in other words, was not designed to deal with the kind of increase in 

youth unernplo~t which was actually to occur. 

Kioos of "skills". Second, in the attempt by YOP to make young people 

more employable there was a substantial emphasis on their motivation, 

attitudes and social skills. These personal qualities were considered 

to be important criteria on which employers selected their recruits, 

and young people's relative lack of these qualities was believed to 

contribute to the level of youth unemployment<38 >. Many of the 

educational aspects of the Holland proposals could potentially be 

incorporated into the emerging concept of "vocational preparation", 

which tended to emphasise social and personal skills rather than 

specific technical competencesC39). This sti 11 left considerable 
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scope for conflict between the student-centred and the economy-centred 

views of education; but the possibilities within YOP seemed open 

enough for protagonists of both sides to want to fight over it. 

.!:!£ integration with normal employment. Third, YOP was to remain 

separate from regular emplo}ffiellt and training provision. The second of 

the two principles fran which the Holland Report started was (in part) 

"that the ••• programme •• .must not be more financially attractive than 

being in full-time work"<411 >. Since the purpose of YOP was to give 

young people a leg-up into emplo}ffiellt, it should not deter them fran 

finding or accepting real jobs. YOP trainees should have tried to find 

work before entering the programme: they should have been unemployed 

for at least six weeks, and to begin with there was a closed season 

(until Septanber) for summer term schoOl leavers. Once on YOP, young 

people should continue to look for, and accept, any suitable job 

opportunity that might arise. Thus YOP was, from the start, geared 

strictly towards unemployed young people, and there was no attempt to 

blur the distinction between YOP and ordinary employment or training. 

YOP remained separate fran the counter-cyclical measures to maintain 

apprenticeship numbers. 

The impact of YOP on the labour market. 

Growth. The new programme started in April 1978, and in its first year 

received 23,600 entrants in ScotlanJ4l). However, since the first 

large influx of trainees only occurred in September 1978 the early 

scale of the programme is more accurately given by the second-year 

intake of 36,300 entrants (17 per cent of the British total) <42>. Fran 

the start YOP was substantially larger than the schemes it replaced; 

and it was reasonably successful in its aim to provide comprehensive 

coverage of the young unemployed. A st:OOy of Scottish school leavers 

during the first year of YOP suggested that, among the unemployed, 

males, those with Q-grades and those who had not played truant while 

at school were relatively 1 ikely to be found on YOP schemes (4J). 

!bwever sane of these inequalities were smaller than had existed in 

relation to the ear 1 ier schemes; and by the third year of YOP the 

disparities had diminished further< 44l. In any case disparities in 

chances of entry to YOP were reflected less in the probabilities of 

different unemployed young people getting a place on YOP than in the 

length of time they might have to wait for it. Through the Easter 
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undertaking the goverment pranised that every school leaver who had 

not found a job or FE place should receive "the offer of a sui table 

place" rn YOP by the following Easter <45>. In 1981 this was replaced 

by an even more ambitious Christmas undertaking • 

The Easter undertaking encouraged a more or less comprehensive 

coverage of unemployed school leavers, although this may have been at 

the expense of older unemployed people in the 16-18 age group. (The 

long-term unemployed were also covered by the undertaking after 1980.) 

Seventy per cent of YOP entrants in the first year of YOP were school 

leavers who had not been employed since leaving school <46 >. This 

proportion tended to rise slightly in subsequent years. Another effect 

of the undertaking was to make the scale of the programme respond to 

the demand, and to canpel the government and MSC to expand the 

programme in line with the substantial increase in unemployment that 

took place after 1979. By 1981/82, the fourth year of the programme, 

the number of entrants had risen to 711,000 in Scotland(47J. This 

figure double-counts those entering more than one scheme; but it can 

be put in perspective by pointing out that in the previous year 87,500 

young people had left schoo1<48 l of whom around 67,000 directly 

entered the labour market (49). By the end of 1982, sane 30,000 young 

people were likely to be on YOP at any one time. In purely 

quantitative terms, the MSC' s achievanent was considerable. 

~ .2!:!. enployment ~ l.!!'lE!IIPloyment. The most inrnediate effect of 

YOP on the labour market was therefore to remove a large number of 

unemployed youngsters from the register. However the total effect on 

registered youth unemployment was smaller than the number currently on 

YOP, for two reasons. In the first place, in the short run young 

people entering YOP reduced the intensity of their search for 

emplo:yment <50>. Sane YOP trainees therefore missed out on jobs they 

might have entered, and not all of those jobs would have gone instead 

to other unemployed young people. The second reason is substitution. 

An MSC survey in 19811/81 estimated that about 29 per cent of WEEP 

trainees were taken on instead of ordinary employees, most of whom 

would have been young people<51 >. The Director of MSC Scotland 

claimed in 1981 that the level of substitution in Scotland was 

probably lower than in the rest of Britain, but there was no direct 

evidence to support or refute this claim <52>. 
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YOP also aimed to increase the employability of young people 

after their schemes. Of cohorts entering YOP at different times in 

1979, from 55 per cent to 59 per cent were employed when surveyed by 

the MSC one year later. (In Scotland the follow-up surveys, based on 

smaller samples, showed employment rates of 55 per cent to 65 per 

cent.) From the beginning of 1981, however, a deterioration was 

apparent. The employment rate among different cohorts of the previous 

year's entrants varied from 33 per cent to 55 per cent (from 29 per 

cent to 46 per cent in Scotland). The 1982 figures showed a partial 

recovery, with emplo:yment rates of 40 to 54 per cent in Britain and 46 

to 51 per cent in Scotland<53l. The deterioration in 1981 occurred at 

a time of rising unemplo:yment. There is no reason to believe that the 

programme became inherently less effective. Nor do these figures tell 

us how many young people would have found jobs in the absence of YOP. 

The 1979 Scottish School Leavers Survey compared less qualified 

youngsters who were on YOP in October 1978 with others who were 

unemployed and not on YOP at that time, to see which group was more 

likely to be employed some six months later<54l. In the comparison the 

effects of other observed influences on employment, such as school 

examinations and social background, were controlled. Being on YOP in 

October 1978 was estimated to increase a girl's chances of employment 

in April 1979 by 14 percentage points; among boys the effect was 

smaller. Analyses of the 1981 survey showed very similar results, 

despite the substantially lower absolute levels of emplo:yment(55). 

This suggests that the (relative) effect of YOP was stable, and the 

declining (absolute) employment rates of YOP trainees were due to the 

changing economic situation rather than to any decline in the 

effectiveness of YOP itself. 

An MSC survey of WEEP sponsors looked at the number of young 

people taken on into permanent employment by their scheme sponsors. 

"For every 100 trainees who had been through the schemes, five were 

afterwards taken on by their sponsors into jobs which were specially 

created for them or would otherwise have remained unfilled. Seven were 

recruited into jobs which the sponsors would otherwise have filled 

with adults and 11 into jobs for which the sponsor would have taken on 

other under 19s. Therefore, for every 100 trainees who went through 

WEEP, 12 new jobs were provided for young people aged under 19, though 

sane of the jobs which were specially created for them might have been 

a way of sponsors' holding on to good trainees until a suitable 
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permanent vacancy arose. These findings are an indication that WEEP is 

achieving one of its prime objectives by improving the relative 

canpetitiveness of unemployed young people"<56l. These conclusions 

should be treated with some caution, partly because they were based 

solely on employers' own estimates as reported to the MSC, partly 

because effects on other employers' recruitment were not considered, 

and partly because many of the extra recruits might (as the authors 

acknowledge) have been taken on pending a suitable vacancy and might 

not have been permanent net additions to the workforce. The more 

important point is that these estimates, even if valid, do not 

necessarily support the authors' conclusions that WEEP improved young 

people's competitiveness - at least, not if competitiveness is 

understood to be a characteristic of the young people themselves 

rather than of the situation in which they found themselves. A 

possible - indeed the probable - explanation is that many employers 

used WEEP as an extended screening and indu::tion period, at the end of 

which they could select new recruits in the light of considerably more 

information than they would have had about other jo~applicants. This 

process naturally gave the young people on WEEP an advantage, canpared 

both with adults and with other young people. But this explanation 

makes no claims at all about the effect of WEEP on the skills or other 

characteristics of young people that might make them competitive. The 

effect of YOP arose, less through its impact on the supply side of the 

labour market (young people's employability) than through its impact 

on the demand side (employers' recruitment practices). 

However there is some evidence that YOP had at least a marginally 

redistributive effect on youth unemployment. In the 1979 Scottish 

School Leavers Survey the 'effect' of YOP was larger for the least 

qualified young people, and the 1981 survey stx>wed that young people's 

chances of being kept on by their sponsors did not depend on their 

qualifications- in stark contrast to their chances of finding 

employment elsewhere<57>. This does not necessarily mean that YOP had 

more effect on the employability of less qualified school leavers than 

on the qualified. Instead, it simply means that employers, with the 

much greater information on potential employees derived from the WEEP 

"screening" period, were able to dispense with the use of edu::ational 

qualifications as a (less satisfactory) criterion for selection (58). 

<Xlce again, the main change occurred on the demand side of the labour 

market, on employers' recruitment practices. 
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From this review of the impact of YOP on the labour market four 

main conclusions emerge. First, the effect on the level of youth 

employment was IOOdest, aoo probably negative, since more jobs may have 

been lost through substitution than were gained as a result of YOP. 

The programme was the victim of changing economic circumstances. 

Whether or not it could have increased employment in the coooitions 

that had been anticipated in 1977, this goal proved impossible after 

the collapse of the labour market after 1979. Secooo, YOP redoced the 

level of registered unemployment, because it withdrew young people 

fran the register, although the redoction in unemployment was smaller 

than the number of young people on YOP at any one time. This 

achievement is not to be scorned; most young people much preferred 

YOP to unernployrnent<59l. Third, YOP probably had sane redistributive 

effect on youth unemployment, in the inteOOed direction, although 

this effect was only marginal in the extreme conditions of the 1989s. 

Fourth, where YOP did help young people find employment it usually did 

so through its effects on anployers' recruitment practices more than 

through its effects on the employability of the young people 

themselves. There is little evidence that YOP substantialy increased 

employment among young people through its investment in their training 

or education. Indeed the YOP schemes with the best subsequent 

employment rates tended to be the (WEEP) schemes with the 1o10rst record 

of education or training <69l. Apart from its immediate effect on the 

register, most of the effects of YOP on the labour market carne about 

through its impact on the demand side of the market. They were 

achieved in spite of, rather than because of, the original strategy of 

YOP which tried to intervene on the supply side. 

The rise of the education and training lobby 

Criticisms of YOP. By 1981 the critics of YOP seemed to have become 

more vocal than its supporters. Criticism focussed on four main 

points. First, in 1981 the employment rate among YOP graduates fell 

sharply, aoo youth unemployment levels generally were rising steeply. 

Secooo, the weekly allowance paid to YOP trainees was held at £23.59 

for a second year, with no adjustment for inflation. By September 1981 

the real value of the allowance bad fallen by 22 per cent since April 

1978 when YOP began. The allowance was still more than most young 

people would receive on supplementary benefit (just over £15) but the 
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difference was often eroded by extra meal and travel costs. (Only 

travel costs in excess of £4 were paid for by the MSC.) The YOP 

trainees who most resented the low allowance did not accept that it 

was an allowance for training rather than a reward for productive 

labour<61l. Many young people on WEEP schemes argued that they were 

doing the same 1o10rk as ordinary employees eaming two or three times 

as much and should be paid coomensurately. Sane young people felt they 

were being exploited as "cheap labour" by WEEP sponsors. This is 

therefore linked to the third criticism of YOP, that trainees were 

being used to substitute for ordinary employees, a point that has been 

discussed above. 

Above all, the critics of YOP deplored the allegedly low average 

quality of education and training on the prograllllle. The strongest 

criticisms were made of WEEP schemes, which were claimed to be 

inadequately monitored by the MSC as it strove to achieve quantity of 

provision at the expense of quality. Many trainees, it was alleged, 

did not receive the variety of occupational experiences that the 

programme was intended to offer. The provision of education and 

training was condEmned as inadequate and often norrexistent; in 1981 

only 28 per cent of work experience trainees were offered edocation or 

training off the joo<62l. It was recognised that sane of the provision 

was of a high. quality. YOP had provided an opportunity to try out a 

variety of new approaches; the problern was to raise the standard of 

the whole progranme to the level of the best. 

The critics of YOP included sane of the young people thansel ves; 

in 1981 there were increasing signs of dissatisfaction among YOP 

trainees, with a daoonstration in Eldinburgh and attempts elsewhere to 

unionise trainees. They were mainly dissatisfied with the level of the 

allowance and the poor prospects of employment after YOP. There was 

little evidence of dissatisfaction among young people with the 

education or training provided on the scheme. In this respect young 

people differed fran the other critics of YOP who tended to place roost 

anpbasis on the quality of education and training. These included the 

youth lobby, represented by the British Youth Council aoo by Youthaid, 

a youth unernployrnent pressure group formed in 1977. In January 1981 

Youthaid published a report on 'tOP entitled~ or Collapse, which 

argued that YOP was unequal to its original task of fighting youth 

unemployment and should be used instead to invest in the continuing 

204 



ooucation and training of young people. Other groups with interests in 

Y<>P included the voluntary organisations, local authorities, colleges, 

the careers servioo, anployers and trades unions. The attitudes of the 

unions were mixed. YOP was first introduced partly in response to 

pressure from the TUC, and the majority of unions ranained supportive 

of the progranme, but unions expressed fears about substitution and 

some unions either never co-operated or ranained very critical of the 

progranme. 

The education and training lobby. Most of these groups belonged to an 

informal coalition which I will call the education and training lobby 

and which became the dominant influence on the policy debatei6J). 

Many of the members of this lobby were a part of the policy process 

that they sought to influence, and this added to their strength. 

Employers, trades unions and other groups tended to be represented on 

MSC committees and working parties by their education or training 

specialists. Education departments were largely responsible for 

planning and adninistering the local authorities' involvement in Y<>P. 

The further education colleges were the largest providers of off-the

job training on Y<>P, and many colleges saw YOP as a source of funds to 

rescue other areas of FE from the effects of spending cuts. The MSC 

itself was a leading member of the lobby. A radical initiative on 

training would give it "a new role ••• to justify its separate and 

continued existence"{G4), but its IOOtivation ran deeper than corporate 

self-interest. For its original purpose had been to plan, to co

ordinate, and sometimes to provide training. The rise of special 

progranmes eclipsed this purpose for a while, but the failure of these 

progranmes to re100ve the problan of youth unemplo}'lllellt gave the MSC an 

opportunity to reassert its original training objectives. 

The strengths of the lobby lay also in its unity. The education 

and training components of the lobby pursued different objectives, 

and both were internally divided, but for a brief period this very 

disparate set of interests found ccmnon cause. The education part of 

the lobby included many who had been critical of the objectives both 

of specific training and of social and life skills courses an YOP(GS). 

It also included those who wanted universal edoc:ational provision for 

under-18s, and advocates of the emerging concept of "vocational 

preparation"(66). The training lobby, by contrast, had hitherto been 

largely preoccupied with the quantity and quality of craft and 
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technician training<67>. Only recently had it shown much practical 

interest in vocational preparation. It was moreover internally 

divided, often on industrial relations lines<68>. Different members 

of the training lobby sought to remove the restrictions associated 

with apprenticeship, to reduce youth wages, to increase government 

regulation of privately supplied training, and to increase government 

funding or direct provision of training. Nevertheless the different 

factions of the edoc:ation and training lobby managed to agree, first 

on the need for more and better provision for young people, and second 

that YOP or a successor progranme should form the starting point for 

the desired reforms. All factions of the edoc:ation and training lol:by 

realised that they had much to gain from a promised expansion of 

education and training and a new degree of government intervention. 

For the time being they suspended the debate over the form that this 

expansion should take. 

Perhaps the strongest reason for the unity and strength of the 

education and training lobby lay in the logic of the situation. 

Politically and practically this situation was dominated by two 

central facts. First, the governnent needed to act, or at least to be 

seen to act, on youth unemployment. Not only was there political 

pressure for action but the government itself feared the consequences 

of prolonged youth unanployment. Second, YOP was clearly unequal to 

the task of tackling youth unanployment at its current scale. The 

proposed solution to the situation presented by these two facts was to 

provide better education and training (or vocational preparation) for 

young people. This could be justified in either of two ways. Either 

better education or training could be seen as a way to reduce youth 

unemployment; or the old programmes could be re-aligned and re

designed to serve new purposes. In practice there was little reason to 

believe that a purely supply-side policy based on youth training could 

have a very substantial effect on youth unanploj'lllent, apart from the 

inmediate effect of withdrawing young people from the register; and 

since this effect was vulnerable to accusations of statistical 

manipulation it was a doubtful selling point in political terms. So 

those who made their reasoning explicit tended to aJ:gue instead that 

YOP should "find a new justification and set of objectives"(69). 

Thus, the case for more and better education and training on YOP 

was argued in different ways. Sane arg!Ed that it would redoc:e youth 
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unanployment. Others argued that it was desirable on other: grounds, 

either: for reasons of national economic interest or: because of the 

per:cei ved needs of young people thansel ves. lbwever:, conscious perhaps 

that training was a less powerful political argument than youth 

unanployment, this latter group tended to be vague about its 

objectives and was content for people to believe that its proposals 

would also increase youth anployment. (Government ministers sti 11 

field questions about youth unemployment by referring to the Youth 

Training Scheme.) 

The Select Committee on Scottish Affairs. Thus the education and 

training lobby tended to be publicly vague about its ultimate goals, 

not to base proposals on any rigorous analysis of the labour: market, 

and often to base its explicit criticisms of YOP on pr:oblans of 

implementation and quality rather than on the underlying strategy. 

These are characteristics of much of the evidence submitted to the 

Select Committee on Scottish Affairs early in 1981, and in particular 

of its report, Youth Unemployment and Training, published in 

Decei!Der:(71J). The report condemned substitution, while admitting that 

some degree of it "may be inevitable"C7ll, It proposed higher: 

allowances (while arguing that the main problem was the dispar: i ty 

between allowances for young people in YOP and in different kinds of 

continuing education or traineeships), and it was disturbed by the 

lack of "progress towards the basic objective of giving participants a 

'competitive edge'" in the labour market. ''Given the massive sums 

expended on YOP programnes we are perplexed by the lack of convincing 

evidence that they are successful in raising the 'competitive edge' 

and anployability of youngsters. W? ~bound to~ this~ evidence 

of the need for: .!!!! enhanced training content in YOP"(72). Much of the 

Committee's report therefore focussed on the quantity and quality of 

training and education on YOP, and on related issued such as the 

training and conditions of staff, the role of the FE colleges, the 

matching of young people to opportunities and the planning of 

progression between schemes. They proposed a "Training Year" in 

which "a post-educational training period would be offered to all 

school leavers of 16 and 17 who do not choose to or cannot continue in 

full-time education" ,other than apprentices <73>. The training year: 

should be based on the best of YOP, like WEEP but with a "transformed" 

content. 
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<Xlly in one sentence, buried relatively late in the report, did 

the Camlittee make explicit its belief that its proposals would help 

deal with youth unanployment<74>. Elsewhere the connection was merely 

implicit, and at one point the Committee appeared to approve of one 

witness's proposal to "turn the whole programne (YOP) on its head" and 

subordinate its employment objective to education and training 

objectivesC75l, For the DDst part the assumed connections (implicit 

in the title of the r:epor:t,Youth Unenployment and Training) were taken 

for granted. YOP was failing to tackle the problem of youth 

unemployment, therefore more and better training was needed. The 

belief that training was an effective solution (and the only solution) 

to youth unemployment was simply asserted, and then only once and at a 

much later stage in the report. loilat is r:anarkable about the report is 

not only that there was no evidence to substantiate this belief but 

that the co1110ittee did not think it necessary to find any. Thus does 

the conventional wisdom acquire legitimacy. 

The problan re-defined. Thus, in the early 1981Js the problan of youth 

unemployment came to be re-defined as the problem of training. 

Paradoxically, this happened partly because supply-side policies such 

as training were failing to cure youth unemployment. Training policy 

has always been marginal to the British political scene, and has 

usually derived its impetus from concerns with other social or: 

economic issuesC76l. This was clearly the case with youth training 

policy in 1981, when the goverrnlE!Ilt's thinking was conditioned by the 

politics of youth unanployment rather than by the intrinsic benefits 

of improved training(77). The education and training lobby managed to 

use the political opportunity provided by youth unemployment to 

forward its objectives. Yet it could only do this by ranaining vague 

about its fundamental objectives, or at least by claiming to see some 

future in a supply-side policy to deal with youth unemployment, 

The New Training Initiative 

The Consultative Docl.llent. The MSC acknowledged the validity of many 

of the criticisms of YOP outlined in the previous section. Same, such 

as the level of the allowance, it was powerless to redress (although 

it asked the goverrrnent to increase the allowance). It attributed the 

declining rate of employment after YOP to the general rise in the 

unanployment rate. And successive annual reviews of special progranmes 
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acknowledged that the monitoring of schemes and the quality of 

education and training could be improved, and promised to do better 

next time. Above all, the MSC was itself a leading member of the 

education and training lobby, and Jim Prior (Secretary of State for 

flnployment until Septatber 1981) was also keen to see an improvanent 

and extension of vocational preparation for young people. 

Paradoxically, the "failure" of YOP gave them their opportunity. 

In May 1981 the MSC, with the endorsement of the government , 

published! New Training Initiative: ! Consultative Document. The 

docliOellt stated general objectives and principles rather than detailed 

proposals. Nevertheless, it set the terms for the debate that 

followed. Its opening words set out its premise: "Training is not 

given sufficient priority in Britain"(78l. Three objectives were 

outlined: skill training (including apprenticeship) should be 

developed, time-serving replaced by required standards of performance 

and age restrictions removed; adults should have wider opportunities 

to acquire, increase and update their skills; and "we must move 

towards a position where all young people under the age of 18 have 

the opportunity either of continuing in full time education or of 

entering training or a period of planned work experience combining 

work-related training and education"<79>. With respect to this last 

objective the document's key assumptions were: that policy changes 

should be dictated by the perceived needs of the econcmy (although the 

docunent at least implied that these needs would not conflict with the 

educational needs of the individual); that the need for an adaptable 

and versatile workforce called for "a foundation of skills, knowledge 

and experience ••• and familiarity with ••• a range of tasks, activity 

or processes"<80l; and that Unified Vocational Preparation and YOP 

provided a foundation on which to build. Thus the docl.lnent envisaged a 

process of evolutionary change; the existing structures should be 

adapted to provide higher (or at least more consistent) quality, to 

cater for all school leavers entering the labour market, and to serve 

new objectives. For although the new provision might "reduce the 

vulnerability of individuals to unemplo:yment"(Bll, the consultative 

document left no doubt that the proposed reforms were designed to 

improve training and only indirectly to reduce unemployment. 

An Agenda for Action. The MSC received nearly 1000 written sul::mission 

on its consultative document, and most of these discussed the 
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objective of providing a vocational preparation for all young people. 

In December 1981 a further document, ! New Training Initiative: ~ 

Agenda for Action, sumnarised the main points of these subnissions and 

indicated the key areas for action. "In our view, one of the most 

important outcomes of the consultations on ! New Training Initiative 

is that for the first time there is agreement amongst employers, 

unions, the education and training services and other interests that 

ill young people entering employment need good quality basic training 

as a foundation for work aoo for further training or retraining, and 

acknowledgement too that, for the majority of young people, those 

needs are not currently being met"< 82l. An Ageooa for Action thus 

helped to identify and sustain the emerging consensus. It made few 

specific propposals although it strongly argued the important 

principle that public intervention, and public funding, were required. 

It proposed to establish a ''high level task group" to report by April 

1982 on ''guidelines for the structure, scope and content of a general 

scheme of vocational preparation for young people"<83l. This was to 

becoma known as the Youth Task Group. 

The White Paper. However the context for the task group's 

deliberations was transformed by a government white paper,! New 

Training Initiative: ! Programne for Action <84>. This was published 

at the same time as An ~ for Action but in many respects it went 

against the spirit, and sometimes the letter, of the MSC' s document. 

It proposed to replace YOP with a higher quality Youth Training Scheme 

(YTS). This would last up to one year, would provide young people with 

work experience and with generally applicable skills and knowledge, 

would offer a minimum of three months off-the-job training or 

education, and would provide for ioooction, assessment, guidance and 

counselling. However these "Tetbit proposals" would restrict YTS to 

unemployed school leavers and would only be guaranteed to 16-year

olds. Moreover the allowance for YTS trainees would be reduced to 

about £14.42 a week (£750 a year) and 16-year-olds who did not 

participate would lose their entitlement to supplementary benefit. 

The Tebbit proposals were widely criticised. Restricting the 

coverage of YTS to the unemployed was in direct contradiction of the 

New Training Initiative proposals and the submissions received in 

response. The reduced allowance, and the element of compulsion 

implicit in the supplementary benefit proposals, threatened to 
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alienate the trades unions and many would-be trainees, and 

discouraged participation from employers who had no wish to take over 

responsibility for large numbers of unwilling conscripts. 

The Youth Task Group Report. It was up to the Youth Task Group (YTG) 

to produce a better plan. Its proposals had to respect a constraint 

which turned out to be critical: to have a chance of acceptance by 

the government they must not exceed the £1 billion cost of the Tebbit 

proposals. Government reluctance to incur substantial public spending 

has been a constant feature of British training policy<85l. In April 

1982 the YTG presented its unanimous report186). It proposed a year

long YTS, the content of which was much as outlined in the white 

paper. However it also proposed restoring the supplementary benefit 

entitlement for 16-year-olds, restoring the YTS allowance to the YOP 

level (currently £25), and extending provision to cover all 16-year

olds in the labour market (including employees), and all unemployed 

17-year-olds, who wanted to enter. 

At first glance the YTG performed a financial miracle. YTS was to 

be expanded from 399,999 to 469,999 trainees a year, and the allowance 

raised from £759 to £1399 a year - all for the original price of a 

bill ion pounds. The key to the financial strategan of the Youth Task 

Group was the principle of additionality. Most YTS schemes (so-called 

''mode A") were to be run by "managing agents", the majority of whom 

~uld be ordinary employers. Each managing agent was expected to take 

on three additional trainees for every two young people normally 

recruited. All five would (typically) become YTS trainees. Thus 

employers would not have to pay the wages of their first year 

trainees, they would get a contribution towards their training costs, 

and they would have the productive services of the additional YTS 

trainees. This made the scheme financially attractive to many 

employers, especially those who either had spare training capacity or 

could easily benefit from the labour of extra young people. To balance 

this, the amount of money offered for training was small - £559 to 

cover all the induction, training, supervision and other costs for 

each trainee, plus £199 administrative costs for each approved place. 

Thus the YTG's financial strategem worked, partly because it proposed 

to utilise spare training capacity, but also through a system of 

financial swings and roundabouts the net losers in which were the 

young people who ~uld ordinarily have entered employment (who would 
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have their wage replaced by a much lower allowance), further education 

(which would have to accept lower rates of payment if it was to 

provide the education or training element) and probably those managing 

agents (including many education authorities) lobo would not benefit 

directly from their trainees' work experience. These financial 

conditions of YTS entailed a shift of emphasis away from further 

education and towards industry. The financial squeeze on further 

education was supposed to be offset by the consequent reduction in 

apprentice courses (for which FE did not charge), but in many areas 

(including SCOtland) apprenticeships had already fallen to such a low 

level that education authorities were still likely to lose out. 

However, when the YTG Report was published, attention was drawn 

to what the report promised rather than how the promises were to be 

delivered. The extended coverage, the restored allowance, the removal 

of "canpulsion" - all of these guaranteed widespread support, 

especially from the education and training lobby. The fact that the 

proposals were made unanimously by a group which included 'lUC and CBI 

representatives - and the likelihood that neither unions nor anployers 

would co-operate with the original Tebbit proposals- doubtless had an 

influence. so did the support of the MSC's new Chairman David Young, a 

former director of the right-wing Centre for Pol icy Studies, whose 

appoinbnent in April had raised fears of a takeover by the government. 

After a period of uncertainty (and reported reluctance to restore the 

supplementary benefit entitlement to 16-year-olds) in June 1982 the 

government accepted the broad outlines of the YTG proposals. 

Public reactions, and second thoughts. Even before the YTG reported, 

the issues were described as a choice between "the Tebbi t plan" and 

"the everybody-else plan•<87 l. And public reactions to the YTG plan 

were formed in the awareness that this was the only alternative to the 

Tebbit plan that stood a chance of realisation. The effect of this was 

to create very substantial support for the YTG proposals and to divert 

attention, at least in the short run, from some of the problems 

inherent in their financial strategem. For fran the very start the YTG 

proposals were based on substitution and low youth earnings. YTS was 

to cover the employed and the unemployed; it was to be incorporated 

into employers' ordinary recruitment and training practices; the 

productive labour of YT.S trainees would inevitably substitute, in 

part, for ordinary anployment and this was part of the bait to attract 
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enployers. So was the allowance paid to the trainees they would in any 

case have recruited. It is true that these measures were compatible 

with the goverrment's desire to increase "flexibility'' in the labour 

market by encouraging wages - and especially youth wages - to 

fall 188>. But it was disingenuous to claim, as Youthaid did in 

December 1982, that the government was "using special programmes quite 

deliberately to cut wage levels". Youthaid wrote then that "(i)t is 

now clear that YTS will be used by employers to convert existing 

employees into trainees on lower wages and with less securi ty"(89). 

But this had always been clear to anyone who read and understood the 

Y'IG report, ever since April 1982 when it was published. Such second 

thoughts about YTS were encouraged by what some perceived as a new 

political direction being taken by the MSC, especially after it failed 

to invite former mari:>ers of the Special Programmes Board who had been 

critical of the MSC's operations to serve on the new Youth Training 

Board that would oversee YTs<90 >. Nor were anxieties eased by the 

failure of the MSC to appoint youth service or trainees' 

representatives to the new area manpower boards,(91) by a leaked MSC 

memo proposing to circumvent hostile education authorities and trades 

unions192l or by the disruption caused by the MSC's move to Sheffield 

at a time when guidelines for YTS were urgently being sought. 

Educationists also became worried, especially at signs that 

industry rather than education was to play the leading role in the new 

schemes and that "cowboy" trainers might try to undercut the 

colleges(9Jl. Some educationists had always resented the MSC's 

encroaclwent into the educational danain. How=ver in the build-up to 

YTS sane of the MSC's former friends expressed their =ncern. George 

Bain, the depute director of education for Strathclyde and the only 

s=ttish member of the Y'IG, said in February 1983 that he "shuddered" 

at sane of the current developnents. Many enployers wanted to use YTS 

to develop only specific skills rather than the general foundatioo, to 

provide YTS without help from further education or to use 

inexperienced trainers. Mr Bain said he was "not sure that the 

programme produced by the task group is what we are now about to 

implement. Subtle influences are afoot changing its direction and 

objectives"<94 >. But how far were these really new influences, as 

opposed to the logical consequences of the Y'IG's financial strategen? 

It was the YTG plan which greatly reduced the per capita allowance for 

education and training under YTS, and which made the scheme attractive 
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to employers using the lure of free trainees' labour. And the YTG's 

stratagem in turn rested upon an even longer-standing feature of 

policy: the government's refusal to contemplate a substantially 

higher level of public spending on training. 

These issues only surfaced later in 1982. Initially the YTG plan 

was felt to be so much better than the Tebbi t plan that it attracted 

largely uncritical support. For the same reason the underlying 

strategy of the YTG plan, and especially the consequences for youth 

unenplo:yment of a mere supply-side policy, received critical attention 

only belatedly. In December 1982 Youthaid wrote that in the current 

climate YTS would "not be the much heralded 'bridge' between school 

and work but a 'gangplank' between school and unemployment for more 

than half its graduates"<95l. Yet precisely the same objection could 

be made against Youthaid's own proposals published in Quality or 

Collapse? in the previous year. 

On the surface there was no reason to expect YTS to cure youth 

unenployment. The passage of the YTG report to which Youthaid alluded 

read thus: "This report is about providing a permanent bridge between 

school and work. It is not about youth unemployment"< 96 l. The Tebbit 

lotlite paper had been equally clear: ''The~ scheme is first and last 

~ training scheme"<97l. But it was not understood that way by the 

public. Even The Times headlined the parliamentary report "£4000m 

package for young unemployed" and its leader sagely remarked: "Mr 

Tebbit's announcement responds more to the pressure of unemployed 

youngsters than it does to the opportunity of a root-and-branch 

revision of training for the young"(98 l. By 1982 the policy was 

unnistakably a training p:>licy; but the political impetus still came 

from youth unemployment. 

The future of the Youth Training Scheme 

The achievanent of the education and training lobby. The YTG obtained 

what was probably the best compromise available in the circumstances; 

and the fact that it was a compromise should not obscure its 

significance. The education and training lobby did not obtain all that 

it wanted, but it secured acceptance of its essential objectives. Its 

political achievement was =nsiderable. It forced a rare "U-turn" in a 

government not noted for flexibilityl99l. It won a substantial reform 
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of training, based on governnent intervention and public fun'ling, fran 

a government whose policy towards the ITBs had signalled a wish to 

reduce such intervention and funding. It established the principle of 

vocational preparation for all school leavers, embodied this principle 

in a pe011anent scheRe, and secured its future with a strong comnibnent 

from all political parties. Above all, it won a permanent base on 

which to build, and improve, in the future. 

The coalition breaks .!:!E• Nevertheless, the future developnent of YTS 

will depend upon its political base. YTS was the product of a loose 

coalition of political groupings. This coalition is already starting 

to break up, and it is likely to fragment further as a result of 

forces inherent in both the structure and the enviromtent of YTS. 

First, the coalition betwee~ the different factions of the 

edocation and training lobby, and especially betTOeen the edocational 

and industrial interests, has served its purpose and is breaking up. 

There is growing conflict both over the content of education and 

training on YTS and over who should provide it. The YTG's stratagem 

for YTS tended to favour the industrial rather than the edocational 

interests; as described above, educationists in 1983 became 

increasingly worried that their role in YTS might be reduced, 

especially in Scotland where the auployers and the local authorities 

failed to agree on a rate for college provision of YTS courses. A 

further roun'l of the "education/training debate" is in prospect, with 

YTS as its focus. 

Second, the trades unions' support for YTS is likely to be 

tested. The YTS allowance replaces the wage which many YTS trainees 

would have received had they been able to enter employment directly. 

TUC policy is to press anployers to top tp the allowance; but the 

amount of topping-up is likely to be small. The impact of YTS is 

likely to reduce youth earnings, not only among trainees but also 

among young people in regular employment. The problem of substitution 

will ranain with YTS; the additionality principle builds substitution 

in to the very structure of YTS (mode A) schemes so this cannot be 

avoided merely by an anphasis on tight monitoring. Indeed the 

additionality principle is potentially ambiguous, and consequently 

hard to police, and it will become increasingly so over time as the 

definition of firms' normal intakes becomes rrore and rrore arbitrary. 
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Moreover, YTS threatens further to erode the apprenticeship system, 

although there has been considerable variation in the terms of the 

agreanents which different craft unions have negotiated. 

Underlying these problans is the break-up of a third coalition, 

that between the governnent and the education and training lol:by. The 

government's main concerns throughout were to cowter criticisms of 

high youth unanployment and to avoid large comnitments on the public 

purse. This in turn meant that the YTG had to work within a billion

poun'l limit, and the resulting financial stratagem, as I have argued 

above, is a main source of current anxieties about YTS. It seems 

probable that the scale of public funding will be a major area of 

conflict over YTS. 

The fourth and perhaps the most important coalition was betTOeen 

the education and training lol:by on the one hand and those who wanted 

to reduce youth unemployment (or at least to be seen to be doing 

sanething about the problan) on the other. The education and training 

lobby achieved its objective by successfully re-defining the political 

problan of youth unanployment as a problan of youth training, while 

retaining the political impetus and support associated with the 

former. But this re-definition cannot last. I have argued that a 

purely supply-side policy (such as training) cannot substantially 

increase the level of youth employment. After two or three years 

unanployment among 18- and 19-year-olds wi 11 still be high, and it may 

be aggravated by knock-on effects if YTS places substitute for jobs 

for older teenagers. Not only may this reduce the motivation of 

trainees - and consequently the effectiveness of the training itself -

but it may erode the political support for the programme. YTS may be 

vulnerable to future political pressures precisely because it is 

expected to, but will not, cure youth unanployment. 
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