


CPRS “‘”L,t:wm TMMMj LD MANPOMEK

\ww P%ﬂw Industnad Saimy
‘”tf) |

Vm{:

Referred to | Date Referred to Date Referred to Date Referred to Date

[Rse

= R TIES : e g vt M e S A S L = | g e T T e . ::— =T
|.. .jl - I LN L e — . » .I" - =I-l i, I“_. .—E: | 4 ‘r“- - = -:L-_.-_:- " m.‘"—i—:l T, ‘Q!' N t ‘_.'HJ f._-‘ - ’{L:fﬁ-i '1 ImiTr |-n!3| I:.r-n ".'l'h | = I-A_.-'_l -—““;]—‘ =N :E J_—.:i_-. = |1






TO BE RETAINED AS TOP ENCLOSURE

Cabinet / Cabinet Committee Documents
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E(EA)(80) 2™ Meeting, Item 2 16/01/80
C(80) 5 22/01/80
H(80) 31 06/05/30
H(80) 34 08/05/30
H(80) 10™ Meeting, Item 3 14/05/80
MISC 14(80) 13 17/06/30
MISC 14(80) 4" Meeting, Item 2 08/07/80
E(80) 110 09/10/80
E(80) 111 10/10/80
E(80) 116 13/10/80
E(80) 117 13/10/80
E(80) 36™ Meeting, Item 1 15/10/80
E(80) 36™ Meeting, Item 2 15/10/80

The documents listed above, which were enclosed on this file, have been
removed and destroyed. Such documents are the responsibility of the
Cabinet Office. When released they are available in the appropriate CAB
(CABINET OFFICE) CLASSES
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Published Papers

The following published paper(s) enclosed on this file have been
removed and destroyed. Copies may be found elsewhere in The
National Archives.

House of Commons Hansard 14/02/80
Columns 1755-1766 Employment Schemes
Outlook on Training Manpower Services Commission

Review of the Employment and Training Act, 1973 1980

Education, Training and Industrial Performance HMSO
Report by the Central Policy Review Staff 1980
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10 DOWNING STREET

15 October 1980

From the Privaie Secretary

lCwa(

SPECIAL EMPLOYMENT MEASURES

We had an inconclusive discussion on the above subject 1in
I detect an intellectual and presentational problem.

help?

s
E today.
Can you

i If it is right to spend some extra money on employment
measures, why not spend more? The argument against spending
extra money is that this adds to the PSBR, which increases
interest rates - which reduces jobs in tie private sector.

But if we are deciding to spend more, we presumably think that
the positive effect exceeds the negative (i.e. interest rate)
effeect., If this is' true for £x mililion, why isn't 1t true
for £2%x million?® |

3. Possible arswers:
(a) the effects may not be proportional - i.e. £2X
million may have more than twice the effect or interest
rates as £x million;
(b) "substitution" effects increase disproportionately:
i.e. more and more jobs 'created' are substitutes for
50bs that would have been there azyway,
(c) we don't want - for anti-inflation reasons - to
get unemployment down further.
Alternatively
(d) the effect of £€x million on unemplcyment nationally
may be negative, but it improves the regional distribution
of employment. ' | |
4, Whatever the correct answer, not easy to explain.

Pattigson and

I am sending copies of this letter to John
John Wiggins (HM Treasury) and to Andrew Duguid here at No. 10.

LT

T. Burns, Esq.,
HM Treasury.
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PRIORITIES

The inadequacies of our training 'system' lie close to the heart of
our poor economic performance since the War. We agree with the first
three of the CPRS recommendations in E(80)117 - particularly the

priorities for spending in paragraph 8.

FLEXIBILITY

CPRS are right to say (paragraph 12) that our changes will not help
much unless unions and employers become more flexible. Everything
hinges on removing union-imposed rigidities. But we do not believe
that a public campaign can make enough difference. CPRS say that
"confrontation may be counter-productive'. But do the alternatives,

raised 1in our section 2.5 below, really amount to "confrontation'"?

Jim Prior suggests (paragraph 3 of E(80)111) that "two of the
fundamental weaknesses of the present system - restrictions on
apprenticeship and the high wage costs of apprentices and other
trainees - are ultimately matters to be remedied in industry through
collective bargaining'". He geces on to admit that the Government must

"give a lead" in improving these matters. But successive Governments

have said this and achieved very little.

In the brief discussion of the proper role of trade unions (page 12

of the officials' report) the following quotation appears:

"The Government's apprcach will depend on its approach to
restrictive labour nractices generally, which is under considera-
tion elsewhere. Direct legislation, eg to outlaw age
restrictions on training opportunities, would bear on the
employer in the first instance, would involve considerable
complexities, eg to allow legitimate restrictions, and might
well be evaded in practice. . . . The Government's basic role
is, as in collective bargaining generally, to maintain an
economic climate which encourages employers to take the

initiative, and puts pressure on unions to respond

construetively. "
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2.4 It goes on to say that the TUC have a realistic stance on many

training issues, but have failed to make much impact on individual

unions and still less on local officials and members.

2.9 With so many years of failure in changing the outdated, union-imposed

rules on apprenticeships, we should either:

(a) Think seriously about outlawing restrictions. (This begins to

make more sense if unions' immunities are removed. Perhaps

where unions insist on trying to block - on grounds of sex or
age - the progress of individuals who want to acquire skills,

they could seek a legal remedy.) ~We would not tolerate

collusion by companies to exclude certain age groups or to fix

prices. Why should unions be able to do this? Or:

(b) At least consider striking a bargain with the unions in which
they relax these rules in return for continued spending on
training - or in return for the continuation of ITBs, or sone

other unicn-favoured objective.

3. PROMOTING SKILLED WORKERS

Sl It is not immediately clear what it is proposed to do about the
problem - i1dentified on page 5 of the official report - of the lack
of opportunities for skilled workers to train for promotion to
managerial positions. This is of much wider importance for good
industrial relations; there are many obstructive shop stewards who

should become managers. Of course there are powerful cultural

obstacles, but we should be working hard at overcomiing these. We
suggest this problem should ke given further concentrated thought -
preferably by CPRS who have done a good deal of work already in this

crucially important area.

I am copying this to Geoffrey Howe, Jim Prior, Robin Ibbs and

Sir Robert Armstrong.

JOHN HOSKYNS
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Ref, A03221

PRIME MINIST ER

Industrial Training

(E(80) 111 and E(80) 117)

BACKGROUND
In E(80) 11l the Secretary of State for Employment puts forward an

interim report and invites the Committee to endorse his broad approach. He

will then report further in November with firm proposals which will take account
of the Committee's discussion and of the outcome of the consultations, still in
progress, on the Manpower Services Commission's report in August on the
Employment and Training Act 1973 (the RETA Report).

2% In E(80) 117 the CPRS agree in general with the proposals in E(80) 111

but raise some further questions.

S The Secretary of State's proposals do not call for additional public
AP

expenditure. Present plans already assume that the Department of Employment

will save £40 million a year by withdrawing funding of the operating costs of the
bt )

Industrial Training Boards. Other training measures will be accommodated

h

within their present programme, apart from the increases in the Youth
&
Opportunities Programme and the Unified Vocational Preparation programme

which are discussed in the paper on special employment measures, E(80) 110.

4, The Secretary of State wishes to announce his proposals in the Debate
e
on the Address. Once they have been approved he can get ahead with his
' e

training Bill which will have to be enacted by next spring if the full savings on
ITB costs are to be realised in 1981-82., He will also issue a further
consultative document setting out the Government's views on the development
of industrial training.

S His broad approach is summarised in paragraph 3 of his paper. He

——

argues that it is primarily for the employers to finance and provide industrial
training and to remedy the present deficiencies in the apprentice system. He

sees however a continuing role for Government in helping to secure improvements,

-1-
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and in spending some money to that end. Much of the discussion centres on

the role of the ITBs - this is summarised in section (vi) on pages 7 and 8 of the
s

report by officials annexed to E(80) 111, and in paragraph 3 of E(80) 117.
6. The report by officials discusses four approaches:-

(i) to strengthen the MSC and the ITBs, as recommended in the RETA
ﬂ

report;

(i) to abolish the ITBs and confine public expenditure to vocational education
b o -
and training for the disadvantaged. The Secretary of State and the

CPRS (their paragraph 7) both reject this as excessively disruptive
in the short term.

(iii) To abolish the IT Bs but to maintain public expenditure at planned levels.

rd

Rejected as img pressure for additional public expenditure to make
up for the IT Bs.

(iv) To keep a few ITBs and to maintain other public expenditure on training.
This is the course which the Secretary of State recommends and which
the CPRS endorse subject to a reservation, in their paragraph 6, on
the method of imposing sanctions on ITBs which do not co-operate in
implementing training policies.

HANDLING

v
fes After the Secretary of State for Employment has introduced his paper

the Chancellor of the Exchequer and the Secretaries of State for Industry, Freader

Q Education, Scotland and Wales and Mr. Ibbs will each wish to comment.

=2

6A , 8. In discussion you will wish to establish whether the Committee accepts
the broad objectives proposed by the Secretary of State for Employment, and
whether they agree to the adoption of the fourth option in the report by officials.,

TN
9. In looking at the options you will wish to consider in particular the

question of sanctions on those ITBs which fail to contribute to national training

objectives. The Secretary of State for Employment proposes that the Government

should withhold approval of levy proposals by any such ITBs. The CPRS suggest,

in their paragraph 6, that it would be more effective for the MSC or the

Department to take over the levy raising power in the event of non-co-operation.

o
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10. You will then wish to turn to the three other proposals in the CPRS's
paper, namely:-

(i) that priority should be given to public expenditure on the training targets
— T

summarised in their paragraph 8.

(ii) That officials should examine ways of improving information on local
labour market opportunities and on the updating of skills = Their
paragraphs 10 and 11.

(iii) That there should be a public campaign on the need for more flexibility

O ——
in training and in particular on the apprenticeship arrangements.

CONCLUSIONS
Iitls In the light of the discussion you will wish to record conclusions:-

l. On the general approach recommended by the Secretary of State for
Employment in E(80) 111 and in particular whether the fourth option
should be adopted and how any system of sanctions on ITBs should
operate,

2. On the three further proposals by the CPRS summarised in
paragraph 13 (ii)-(iv) of E(80) 117.

3. Inviting the Secretary of State for Employment to report further in

November with firm proposals.

(Robert Armstrong)

13th October, 1980

N
CONFIDENTIAL
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Ref: A03213
CONFIDENTIAL

PRIME MINISTER

Special Employment Measures
(E(80) 110 and E(80) 116)

BACKGROUND
In E(80) 110 the Secretary of State for Employment proposes substantial

additional public expenditure on employment measures. His aim is to enable =

sixteen and seventeen year olds and long-term adult unemployed to acquire and
— —— ae

preserve skills during the recession which they can later use when employment

3

picks up.
2. The greater part of the additional expenditure is necessary if existing

measures are to be continued through to 1983-84 and if, with rising unemployment

they are to cater for more people than assumed hitherto. There are also a
By
number of proposals for improvements. In summary the additional public
expenditure proposed is:=
£ million 1980 prices
1981-82 1982«83 1983-84

Continuing 218 260 244

Improving 92 150 133

Total additional 310 410 377

A considerable number of additional staff, mainly in the Department of
Employment group, will be required to deal with these programmes (paragraphs
17 and 18).

3. The Secretary of State argues that the net PSBR costs might be half these

gross amounts if allowance is made for the consequences of taking people off the

unemployment register, Treasury Ministers are likely to point out however

— g

that this expenditure could well be at the expense of other job creating programmes;
and that, in any event, the proposals must be considered on the basis of their

gross costs as are all other public expenditure programmes.

4, You will wish to postpone a final decision on these proposals until they

e T ——
can be considered in the context of the Cabinet's discussion, beginning on

R B R. §
30th October, of the public expenditure programme as a whole. Itis clear
e
s
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however that unless other programmes are to be cut back substantially there are
formidable difficulties in accommodating additional bids of this order within the
| USRS e
ceiling agreed by Cabinet in July. The Chief Secretary in his letter of
e
7th October has therefore asked the Secretary of State for Employment to look
at the possibilities for reducing the costs of his proposals - mainly by foregoing
B
improvements - and for finding offsetting savings from elsewhere within his
programmes,
5, The CPRS in E(80) 116 take a similar line and suggest that proposals
should be ranked according to priority with, in their view, measures to help the
e pn I Ty
young unemployed at the top of the list.
RS e SRS
6. The costs of the seven measures under discussion are listed in Table 1
e g s
annexed to E(80) 110, The details of some of the smaller items are described
in the Annex to the paper. In summary the proposals are as follows:

The Young Unemployed

7. A good deal of the additional expenditure will be required to maintain

existing undertakings under the Youth Opportunities Programme (YOP) and to

—— N g,

provide for 400, 000 places rather than the 250, 000 previously assumed, The
TS

Secretary of State further proposes (his paragraph 6) that YOP should be

improved by:-

(i) Guaranteeing places to school leavers by Christmas, rather

than Easter as now, following the academic year in which

they leave, and to all other 16=17 year olds unemployed for

more than three months, rather than 12 months as now.

e o

e

(i1) Increasing the weekly allowance from £23.50 to £25 in order

e,

g to maintain a differential over supplementary benefit.

The Chief Secretary questions the need for both these improvements.
e

8. Grants to finance 200 further posts in the LEA Careers Service would be
g -

necessary to deal with the expanded YOP (paragraph 7 of the Annex).
ﬁ

9. It is proposed that 1,000 additional places should be made available under

the Community Industry Scheme, which is similar in objectives to YOP though

under a separate organisation (paragraph 8 of the Annex). The Chief Secretary

questions the case for this at a time when the scheme is under review.

o

A
—

-7~
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10.  The programme of Unified Vocational Preparation (UVP) for employed

young people in jobs without systematic training or further education should be

continued into the two years following 1981-82 and expanded (paragraph 8).
BUSSThere woulmc undertaking - though no specific provision at this

stage - to further improve the YOP (paragraph 7) and to extend the coverage of

ey

UVP (paragraph 8). The CPRS advise against giving such commitments until

-

further work has been done on the strategy for financial support for 16-18 y‘ear olds.

(An official group will be putt{;lg a report on this to H Committee in November. )

The Adult Unemployed

12. The Secretary of State proposes (paragraphs 10 and 11) to replace the

anm——

regionally based Special Temporary Employment Programme by a new nationwide
P S—— e

Community Enterprise Programme (CEP). The aim would be to increase the

present 10,000 places to 25,000 and to provide work for the long-term unemployed
e s PR, eI
on environmental projects. The Chief Secretary questions whether the scheme

should not remain limited to development areas.

W—“
13.  The Secretary of State proposes (paragraph 12) to continue the Job Release

Scheme (JRS) through the PES period. In 1981-82 only it would be available to
) TE———
men aged é_g‘and 63 as well as 64. The Chief Secretary points out that, if it

proved impossible to hold this reduction to one year only, there could be additional

costs of £40 million in 1982-83 and £100 million in 1983-84.

14, Finally the Secretary of State proposes to continue the Temporary Short-

time Working Compensation Scheme (TSTWCS) which helps firms avoid

redundancies by giving support for up to six months. The Chief Secretary

—

proposes savings on this scheme by reaucing support from 75 per cent of normal
pay to 50 per cent,
HANDLING

15, After the Secretary of State for Employment has introduced his paper, you

might ask the Chancellor of the Exchequer to set the proposals in the context of the

overall public expenditure position as he now sees it, You might yourself point
out that the Committee faces a dilemma. The proposals are politically and
socially attractive, and to a considerable extent the additional expenditure seems

necessary to meet present commitments. It seems highly unlikely, however, that

T

=g
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they can be accommodated in full unless other Ministers are prepared to see

Cam o

further cuts in their programmes - some of which might also have implications

= v

for emglozment. It will be for the Cabinet to take the final decisions on the

proposals in the context of the public expenditure discussions. In the meantime,

until the Chief Secretary is ready to come forward with his proposals, it is not

clear how much can be accommodated. In looking at the proposals the

[

e |

Committee should therefore consider how they might be ranked in terms of
priorities and what might be the scope for cutting down the costs of some of them.,

15, The Secretaries of State for Industry, the Environment, Scotland and

Wales all have a strong interest. The proposals do not apply to Northern Ireland

but the Secretary of State for Northern Ireland will want to consider comparablé

measures (by convention he would expect provision of 2. 75 per cent of anything

extra agreed for Great Britain), The Lord President may wish to comment on

the additional staff requirements and the implications of that for Civil Service

manpower cuts which the Cabinet will discuss on 23rd October. The Secretary

of State for Social Services has an interest in some of the details of the proposals.

Vs In discussion you will wish to cover the main measures proposed, and
summarised above, with a view to identifying priorities and options;
The main questions are =
(i) Given the cost of maintaining existing undertakings under the YOP,

————————— M
should these be improved and should the weekly allowance be

increased?

(ii) Should the places under the Community Industry Programme be
increased by 1,000°?

(iii)  Should the regional STEP be replaced by a new nationwide
Community Enterprise Programme ?

(iv)  Should the Job Release Scheme be continued and, if so, should the
age limit be reduced in 1981=82, with the risk it could not be
increased in later years?

(v)  Should the Temporary Short-time Working Compensation Scheme

be continued and, if so, cannot some of the costs be saved by

reducing payments ?

=
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(vi) If only some new improvements were possible how should they
be ranked? - the CPRS propose YOP; CEP and JRS; and
TSTWCS last.
(vii) Should the longer-term commitments on YOP and UVP be
deferred pending further work?
CONCLUSION
18, The Committee is not being invited to take final decisions on these
proposals but, in the light mmcussion, you will wish to give the Secretary
of State for Employment a broad provisional view on the acceptability of his
proposals and to invite him to re-examine them in the light of the discussion so
that he can advise the Chief Secretary on the possibilities and options for
reductions and his ranking of the priorities.
19. You will wish to invite the Chief Secretary to take account of the
Committee's discussion, and the Secretary of State's further consideration of the

proposals, in putting forward his public expenditure proposals for discussion by

Cabinet on 30th October,

(Robert Armstrong)

13th October 1980

~ 5=
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CONFIDENTIAL

Fromthe Secretary of State

Tim Lankester Esq

Private Secretary

10: Downing Street

Whitehall

SW1 | | gOctober 1980

Yaw T

E COMMITTEE - WEDNESDAY 15 OCTOBER

You are aware that my Secretary of State 1s currently on an
official visit overseas and will not be present at the meeting

of E Committee on Wednesday. Before departing he asked me to

pass on the following comments on the three papers for discussion.

SPECIAL EMPLOYMENT MEASURES AND INDUSTRIAL TRAINING

My Secretary of State endorses the approach in E(80)111 on
Industrial Training, especially as 1t cuts out some of the
bureaucracy of the existing Training Boards. He particularly is
in favour of more vocational training, but he feels this must mean
a widening of tralning 1n genuine skills - i.e. apprenticeships -
and not job release to study sociology for two days a week at the
local technical college.

On the paper E(80)110, Special Employment Measures, my Secretary

of State accepts that some measures may be politically and

socially necessary, but he 1s concerned that Mr Prior's proposals to
mop_up youth unemployment require finance on a scale out of all
proportion to those contained in the paper on Industrial Support.
The proposals will inhibit the creation of real Jobs by adding

large sums to public expenditure - money which will once more have
to "come out of the pockets of growing firms and which will

therefore create the unemployment of tomorrow.

INDUSTRIAL SUPPORT

My Secretary of State has noted that amongst the seed-corn measures
which the Chancellor has described would be an improvement 1n our
export arrangements and assistance towards development contracts
for new products or processes which might strengthen a firm's
capacity to galn overseas contracts.
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Already the objectives of this Department and the Department of
Industry coincide, as growth in exports will obviously bring
considerable benefits and much needed relief to British industry
during the recession. The industrialists of the British Overseas
Trade Board effectively decide on the Secretary of State's behalf
on the allocation of his overall export promotion budget.
Moreover, organlisational changes have been made to cement the

link between the two Departments through the new Projects and
Export Policy Division which reports to both Secretaries of State.
The new EX Committee which has been created is a further practical
step - with no direct financial cost - towards making sure that
the needs of exporting industry are given due prominence.

The machinery in EX, BOTB and PEP must ensure that export
considerations are fully reflected in decisions on using this new
industrial support money.

In addition to export promotion my Secretary of State wonders
whether sufficient help is being given towards import substitution;
he therefore welcomes the scope provided within t%g“ﬁfﬁgr seed-corn
measures for protecting the future competitiveness of new firms.

In our efforts to help our companies sell their goods overseas,

we should not ovverlook the need for them to sell their goods at
home against foreign competition.

I am copying this letter to the Private Secretaries to other
members of E Committee, to Godfrey Robson (Scottish Office),
Martin Rolph (Welsh Office), Michael Hopkins (Northern Ireland
Office), Don Brereton (Health and Social Security) and Peter Shaw
(Education and Science) and to David Wright (Cabinet Office).

S HAMPSON
Private Secretary
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Department of Employment
Caxton House Tothill Street London SW1H 9NA

Telephone Direct Line 01-2136620
Switchboard 01-213 3000

Parliamentary Under Secretary
of State

Tim Lankester Esq

Private Secretary

10 Downing Street

Whitehall

LONDON SW1 I3 October 1980
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You will recall that Mr Lester met a delegation .
from Sheffield City Council in Brighton last  bwehk
Friday. Mr Lester undertook to pass on to the
Prime Minister the points made during the meeting
.and I am attaching a note of the meeting for that
purpose

Ymms Srwl'o.L.‘

bt Ll

K C G WHITE
Private Secretary
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NOTE FOR THE RECORD OF A MEETING BETWEEN JIM LESTER MP AND A

DELEGATION FROM SHEFFIELD CITY COUNCIL HELD IN THE GRAND HOTEL
BRIGHTON ON 10 OCTOBER

Those Present:

Jim Lester MP

Councillor Michie (Sheffield City Council)
Council Bower (Sheffield City Council)

Ten Unemployed Sheffileld Youngsters

Mr Cottingham DE

Mr White DE

1 Mr Lester explained that the Prime Minister had asked him

to see the delegation and that he was glad to do so. He invited
Councillors Michie and Bower to put their case. Councillors

Michie and Bower said that they had been prompted to bring a

D

delegation to Brighton because of the seriousness of the unemployment

\

™

1"}

i _i‘)

position in Sheffield generally and particularly for school leav
They said that about half of the 16-138 year old age groups in

Sheffield (almost 5,500 people) was currently unemployed. On the
date that this count was made there were %7 vacancies at Careers

offices 1n the city.

7

2 Generally the meeling was not very productive. The Councillcer
had brought with them into the meeting ten unemployed youngsters
from Sheffield and repeatedly asked Mr Lester what he could do for
them. They were essentially; or so it seemed, seeking to make
political capital out of that faect that Mr Lester could not tell
them when they were going to get jobs. luch of the meeting was,
therefore, given over to general and inconclusive argument about the
Government's economic and financial policies and the effect this was

having on the United Kingdom's manufacturing base - generally and in

Sheffield in particular. The Councillors did, however, make two points
3 3 i

which may require following up:-




. 1 They repeatedly returned to a suggestion they had made in
writing to the Secretary of State in Juiy and to which they
had only received what they called "an acknowledgement'" from

r» Lord Gowrie. This suggestion was that the Government should

pay to the City Council the money which was currently being

paid as unemployment benefit to young people in Sheffield.

)(\ The Council would use this to provide real jobs for them

(such as environmemocial

services). They argued that this would be a much more

efficient use of that money and would be very much better for
the youngsters concerned than either being on the unemployment
register or taking partvin Youth Opportunities Programmes. They
could not see what stood in the way of this suggestion. We had
not had prior warning that they intended to raise this question.

Mr Lester explained that under its special programmes (which were

currently under review) the MSC was in effect providing such a
service. The Councillors argued however that the YOP programme
did not provide real jobs as their scheme would and that with
the lower placement rate it simply deferred the moment when the

youngster would be on the unemployment register. Mr Lester

said that he would look into the correspondence and see 1f there

was anything that could be done;

2 There was some discussion about the placement rate from the
work experience element of.YOP. The Councillors said that the
current rate was about 30% whereas they agreed that i1t had been

up to 70%. They said they would write to Mr Lester with details
of this.

3 In conclusion, Mr Lester thanked them for putting their case to

him and said that he would look into the scheme they had outlined
for use of unemployment benefits in the City and that he would, of
course, pass on the points they had made at the meeting to the Prime

Minister.

Mr Dykes

M Braser
Mr Waring K C G WHITE

Mr Wye : October 1980

Mr Derx Mr Bower

Mr Brand Mrs Andrews

Mr Hodgkins Mr Lankester No 10
Mr West
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Treasury Chambers, Parliament Street. SW1P 3AG /&Nzﬁtﬁ

Rt Hon James Prior MP TL
Secretary of State

Department of Employment

Caxton House

Tothill ‘Street

London SW1 7 October 1980

a *

“hs
Dear Jim,

SPECIAL EMPLOYMENT MEASURES

Following our meeting on 1 October I have been thinking further
about the package of special employment measures which you will
be putting forward for discussion at E Committee on 15 October.

<y,

At our meeting I referred to the great difficulties which

Cabinet will face in securing sufficient savings to hold to

the Command 7841 totals, revalued and adjusted for the EC contri-
bution, to which we agreed in July. The situation in the nation-
alised industries has deteriorated and there are additional
expenditure commitments arising from the changing economic prosp-
ects. I have no doubt that there will be support for a substantial
package on the lines you have in mind, but it will be useful to
consider in E Committee what scope there might be for modifying
vour employment package and reducing expenditure on other activities
within your programmes in the event that Cabinet finds itself unable
to find sufficiently large cuts elsewhere to accommodate the whole
off At

This is a matter for you, but the sort of thing that we should
question i1is the desirability of increasing the geographical spread
and duration of certain of the existing measures 5%_§_meE‘when
even malntaining our existing programme 1s becoming rapidly more
expensive in real terms because of the recession. By way of
illustration: -

(1) Youth Opportunity Programme (YOP): Need we make published
undertakings for this programme more onerous? This seems
of 1limited political value and potentially expensive.
Sticking to the existing guarantees would cut the cost of
expansion by £15 million in each year; holding the
allowances at their present level until November 1981
would save £10 million in each year; and would still
give a lead of more than £8 over supplementary benefit.
The size of increase in this programme which you are con-
sidering raises the question whether it is realistic. Do

we not risk a return to the situation which we attacked
when we took over the government of a very "fat!" MSC?

CONFIDENTIAL
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Officials are already looking at the whole question of
financial support for 16 - 18 year olds. One option
which we must consider is the replacement of supplementary
benefit and unemployment benefit by child benefit for

this age group. This would allow further savings on the
rate of allowances.

(ii) Community Industry: Is it wise to expand this scheme so

| much while it is under review and there are problems of
financial control? Surely we should implement the Rayner
recommendation to change from payment of wages to allowances.

(iii) Special Temporary Employment Programme (STEP): It is
debatable whether STEP should be expanded to cover the
whole country rather than being limited to development
areas as at present.

(iv) Job Release Scheme (JRS): This is an attractive way of
reducing the register of unemployed, but has a high cost.
If it proves impossible to hold the line at reducing JRS
from 64 years to 62 years for one year only, the cost would
increase substantially. The extra cost of keeping the limit
at 62 until 1984 would be perhaps £40 million in 1982-83
and £100 million in 1983-84.

In addition, what about the level of allowances for Temporary Short
Time Working Scheme (TSTWS)? A reduction in the rate of support
from 75 per cent of normal pay to 50 per cent, which would still
leave a man on a three-day week with 80 per cent of normal weekly
pay, would save, say, £25 million in 1981-82, £27 million in 1982-83
and £16 million in 1983-84.

In July, I asked for offsetting savings from your programme of

£45 million in 1981-82 and £55 million in later years. The massive
increase in the Special Employment Measures you now propose makes
it even more important to find savings from the rest of your progr-
ammes. At our meeting you mentioned the possibility of cutting

the level of TOPS allowances. (An increase of, for example, only
6.5 per cent this year would save perhaps £6 million a year). Other
possibilities might be to cut the MSC's Jobcentre programme, to
abandon the plan to install a sophisticated computer system
(CAPITAL) for matching job seekers and vacancies in London (saving
perhaps £4 million in 1981-82, £7 million in 1982-83 and £6 million
in 1983-84)s to reduce the support for training in the commercial
sector, and to make staff savings throughout the DE group.

At E we will also, I understand, be considering your paper on
training. We have already taken credit for the savings from trans-
ferring the operating costs of the Industrial Training Boards (ITB)
from the MSC to Industry. I assume that this report will also

cover the possibility of expanding unified vocational preparation
(UVP). I am prepared to see UVP go ahead in 1981-82, provided that
the PES cover can be found within the totals agreed in this Survey.
But it would be preferable to look at any expansion of the provision
in later years during the next Survey; so the announcement of the
1981-82 programme should not make commitments for later years.

I am sending copies of this letter to memberékgﬁ E Committee,
Patrick Jenkin, George Younger, Nicholas Edwards, Mark Carlisle,

87

Sir Robert Armstrong and Robin Ibbs.

1
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Treasury Chambers, Parliament Street. SWIP 3AG

The Rt Hon Jim Prior MP

Secretary of State

Department of Employment

Caxton liouse

Tothill Square

London SW1 22 September 1980

Z)w ]:m lin

'1'5’] a{
INDUSTRIAL TRAINING
In the Chancellor's absence abroad, I am writing to comment on
the suggestion arising out of the correspondence relating to
industrial training that we should agree to the proposal of the
MSC review body to put the Scottish and Welsh Committees of the
MSC onto a statutory basis and provide for appointments by the
respective Secretaries of State.

I, like Paul Channon, have reservations about this proposal. I
would question whether it is necessary or desirable for the
Committees to be statutory in order to perform their present
advisory role. As they advise the MSC it seems appropriate that
they should be appointed by the MSC, although no doubt the
Secretaries of State for Scotland and Wales should be consulted.

If no effective change of role for the Committees is envisaged
it seems unnecessary to introduce clauses which seem likely to
inspire amendments from those who would like to see separate
Scottish and Welsh MSCs. The blocking of such amendments would
be very controversial. The proposal would place the Committees
within the Pliatzky definition of non-departmental bodies, and
I see great objections to the creation of two new such bodies.

I would therefore support Paul's suggestion that officials should
re—-examine this proposal before the time comes to take final
decisions on the content of the Bill, and that in the meantime

we should avoid committing ourselves to this change.




I am sending copies of this letter to the Prime Minister, members
of E Committee, the Chancellor of the Duchy of Lancaster, the
Secretaries of State for Scotland, Wales and Education and Science,
and to Sir Robert Armstrong and Mr J R Ibbs.

M. Sk

JOHN BIFFEN
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J: nk you for your letter of M Augnust recalling the discussion in
Cabinet on 3 July of additbional LTai““l‘ and GNpLU\mLuu schemes for
the young unemployed, &and suggesting a new initiative to give traine
in the construction industry a basic knowledge of vocationally-rel

skills below full craftsmen level. In particular you felt that such

T

a scheme would help overcome the recurrent problem of skill %Hﬂrt3¢9
in the cor'%‘ruﬂujfnu industry, and give the industry a lead in taking
a more flexible view of 1ts tralning arrangements.

Although on tThe face of 1t your suggestion 1s attPaCZ1XN“ I am arraid
there are a number of difficulties that would restrict the extent o

L [
which the Manpower Services Commission could become involved.
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As you point out, generallyv speaking in :
not loom iarge in the construction industry but I understand from
the MSC that taere are fears of real trouble iF a scheme of this sor
were attempted without the fullest »nossible consultation with all si
£ industry. This pwoblen canie £o light wnen consideration was
1 1 = '

Q
LA
[ )
J‘
\,J
j-_*(
<
L-..J
-
L_t
i
!
s
5__‘
:_
()
c~:-

£
o u"‘
B
e,
l—_ﬂ.
<]

5= g
A He O

L.

(D

A much lesser probiem ariges from the fact that skill sk

S 1ortages
construction industry are not aiways attributable to failures in
training and sc it is argusble whebther this sort of scheme would
aign'ficantly elp. Skill shortages can arise when workers leave th
industry altegether or vse their skills in cther fields because ©
the fluctuating workload ¢f the industry or the often unfavourable
worlting: conditions. A multi-skilled man would be even bebiter placsd
to make use ol outlsets such as self-employment orthoonlighting®.

dustrial relations problems 4

Gl 3
al., soundings Lf 3onm?<11 the joint industry bodies and the employers
ederations suggest there would still be no chance of trade nﬂjuﬁ

agreement.
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As you know, I am presently considering with colleagues in this Depazrt
ment and the MSC what more
especially the young unemployed.

of ways especially through JNPIOJlnL the quality of courses and
I have drawn your sugges
'MSC for inclusion in their deliberations,
training capacity made bv either CITB twalnlnp Centres
light

training.

offers of spare

can be done te help

the

nenpioyed .,

A LA

and

A major factor in our thinking 1is
the success of the present YOP, but this can be developed in a number

tions

tm

'

the
T am assured

and

attention of

or private emyloynﬁf will be looked at sympathetically in the

of Ghese considerations.

I am copying this to Wyn Roberts

who also

proposals, to other membersof the Cabinet, and fo Sir

the
that any

wrote to me commending your

Robert Armstroagz.
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ELIZABETH BHOUSE,
YORK ROAD,
LONDON SEi 7PH
oI-928 9222

FROM THE SECRETARY OF STATE

The Rt Hon Michael Heseltine MP

Secretary of State for the Environment

2 Marsham Street

LONDON SW1P 3EB 11  September 1980

e ﬂ.‘chJ~

I have seen a copy of your letter of‘@k’Aqgust to Jim Prior
about the possibility of using spare capacity in private
training facilities in the construction industry to provide
training opportunities for unemployed young people. This

seems to me an admirable idea in principle both as a means of
helping some unemployed young people directly and more generally
as a small but significant opening up of opportunities for this
kind of training in an industry which appears to be dominated
still by a rigid apprenticeship system.

I am copying this to members of the Cabinet and Sir Robert
Armstrong.







Civil Service Department
Whitehall London SW1A 2AZ
Telephone 01-273 3000

Minister of State

The Rt Hon Jim Prior MP "
Secretary of State /(~ Plvuhf\@"
Department of Employment

Caxton House

Tothill Street
LONDON SW1H 9NA |®O September 1980
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INDUSTRIAL. TRAINING

I have seen a copy of your letter of 30 July to Geoffrey Howe in
which you sought approval to the drafting of legislation on a
contingency basis pending firm decisions on the review of the ITB
system. I have also seen Nicholas Edwards' letter of 12 August,
welcoming the proposal in item 10 of Annex B which would place the
Scottish and Welsh Committees of the MSC on a statutory basis and
provide for appointments by the Secretary of State rather than MSC.

Although I take Nicholas Edwards' point about the Select Committee,
I wonder whether this proposal is altogether desirable. It is,
after all, not clearly necessary for the Committees to be statutory
in order to perform their present advisory role. To place them on
a statutory footing would be to create two new 'quangos' and reduce
our room for manoeuvre in future. All this runs counter to our
general policy on 'quangos' and you will recall that, at Cabinet

on 7 August the Prime Minister referred to the whole question of
new non-departmental bodies. I understand that the provision was
originally drafted in 1977 in the context of devolution, and it
seems to me -that we need to look at it afresh in the light of
current policies. * I therefore hope that you, George Younger and
Nicholas Edwards will agree that our officials should re-examine
this proposal before the time comes to take final decisions on the
content of the Bill, and that in the meantime we should avoid
committing ourselves to this change.

I am copying this letter to the Prime Minister, other members of

E Committee, The Chancellor of the Duchy of Lancaster, the
Secretaries of State for Scotland, Wales and Education and Science,
and to Sir Robert Armstrong and Mr J R Ibbs.
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WHITEHALL LONDON SWIA 2ER
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WELSH OFFICE
GWYDYR HOUSE
WHITEHALL LONDON SWIA 2ER
Tel. 01-233 3000 (Switchboard)

01-233 7448 (Llinell Union) 01-233 74L& (Direct Line)
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CONSTRUCTION INDUSTRY TRAINING: THZ YOUNG UNEMPLOYED

In Picho]ﬂ“ Edwards' absence I have seen a copy of Michael Heseltine's letter of
August to you in which he advocates the dGsulOﬁmEﬂt of training courses, for

he unﬂrnT oyed, designed to give trainees a basic knowledge of general construction
skills. There is here an idea worth pursuing. Could it be followed up as part of
the efforts the MSC now have in hand to upgrade the provision they make under the
Youth Onportunities Programme?

I was particularly interested in the proposal to try out such a scheme at a
private training centre run by the Brick Development Association at Kirkby. It
might be sensible to think of having more than one pi]ot project. If so, there

is capacity at the Wimpey Training School at Cardiff. he MSC has well
established links with this centre having used it already for short courses under
the YOP.

*

1 am sending copies to those who received the 14 fugust letter.

N
/”V"‘Vﬁ? il S B N
(L.

WYN ROBERTS

Rt Hon James Prior MP

Secretary of State for Employment
Caxton House

Tothill Street

TONWDON

SW1H 9NA
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. PRIME MINISTER

A Leicestershire manufacturer wrote
to you earlier in the month about press
reportsof a possible Government scheme
to encourage the creation of job vacancies
for unemployed youngsters. The proposal
was that if an employer took on a school
leaver who had no other job prospect, the
employer mi53?'?333?33'??35'6333?3&ent the
equivalent of the employment benefit which
would otherwise have gone to the school
leaver. Your correspondent felt that a
c;;;} Government statement was required
to end uncertainty, as employers might
hold back from taking on further youngsters

pending clarification.
Here is Mr. Prior's response to your

enquiry about the time scale of considering

this and other ideas.

26 August 1980 /




Caxton House Tothill Street London SW1H INA

Telephone Direct Line 01-2136)40O
Switchboard 01-213 3000

M Pattison Esq

Private Secretary

10 Downing Street

LONDON SW1 2 ( August 198 =

s

On 11 Auvgust you sent me a copy of the Prime Minister's letter to Mr
John Brabbs about the possibility of paying employers who recruilt
unemployed young people an amount equivalent to the social security
benefits which would have to be paid if the young people remailned
unemployed.

In your letter you asked whether employers might exploit such a

scheme by recruiting gg}y young people who qualified for the subsidy.
The one piece of experience we have might suggest that the effective-
ness of the scheme would be reduced in a rather different way. The
effect of Mr Brabb's proposed payments would be similar to that of the
Youth Employment Sybsidy which The Ilast Government introduced but
discontinued in favour of the Youth Opportunities Programme, to which
Mr Brabbs was referred. Most of the employers covered by a survey of
the YES said they would have recruited unemployed young people even
without the subsidy, which therefore had been paid without influencing
th&lr choice of recruit.

You also asked about the timing of decisions on further help for
unemployed young people. The Secretary of State has asked officials
to explore a range of possibilities for increasing the help available
to the unemployed and plans to put proposals to his colleagues in the
early autumn - possibly at the beginning of October.

T Sl

ANDREW HARDMAN
Private Secretary
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CONSTRUCTION INDUSTRY TRAINING: THE YOUNG UNEMPLOYED

Tn Cabinet on 3 July we discussed the problem of growing
unemployment among young people and the need for additional training
and youth employment schemes. One area in which I believe such
measures could usefully be deployed is construction wherc, as you
know, there is a recurrent problem of skill shortages arising from
cyclical changes in the industry's workload., At present, these
changes take p]aoﬂ faster than the training programme can cope

with them: the CITB does its best to provide for counter-cyclical
training, but the need to plan three years shead (the length of
apprenticeships) makes this an uphill struggle.

An initiative in this area would thus not only help the young un-
employed but also give a lead to the industry in taking a more
flexible view of its training requirements. There have recently
been signs that the employers at least would now be willing to
follow a lead of this kind. The unions, for their part, might
find it difficult to oppose new measures specifically designed to
help the young unemployed which did not adversely affect the
interests of their members: and construction is less unionised
than many other industries. It is also a relatively labour-~
intensive, low technology industry in which new measures could be
introduced fairly quickly.

Anew initiative might have other advantages. At present, construc-
tion training is closely linked to the traditional craft structure.
But a new scheme need not follow this pattern; it could be designed
to give trainees a basic knowledge of general construction skills
without seeking to reach full craftsman level. This would help

to open the trainees' options for future employment and/or further
training; it would distinguish the new scheme from all existing
schemeg: and it should help to provide a new dimension for the
construction workforce, particularly in areas like repair and
maintenance where all-round proficiency can be as important as a
high degree of skill in a single specialist trade.




A new scheme could be tried out in the firqt instance at one of
the privai training centres run by bodies within the industry,
notably the Brick Development Association and the Cement and
Loncrﬁxeﬁsuoc1at10na The BDA, for instance, has some spare
capacity at its centre in Kirkby on Merseyside, which I am sure
it would be glad to make available., I would be happy to pursue
this with the bodies concerned. But facilities like the BDA's
are few, and for anything beyond a very small-scale scheme the
MSC would clearly have to act as sponcor This would mean
breaking away form its usual rule that training should only be
undertaken when permanent jobs are in prospect. But if that
rule is to be apijPQ in pregsent circumstances, there will be
little training in the construction LPdU&tLV and once again the
next upturn will produce shortages of trained men and overheating.

I hope that the concept of & new training scheme for general construc-
tion skills, making use of privqte training centres provided by

....3

the indus try, could be included in our measures to help the young
unemployed.

I have one further suggestion to make. I hope it will be possible,
in seeking ways of helping the young unemployed, to use some of

them, possibly through the Job Creation Scheme, to clear up waste
and the simpler forms of dereliction in our towns and cities.

I am copying this to members of the Cabinet and Sir Robert Armstrong.

éﬁf D ' ;%4Q3A1f 2
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MICHAEL HESELTINE
(agreed by the Secretary of
State and signed in his absence)

The Rt Hon James Prior MP
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INDUSTRIAL TRAINING

T have now seen a copy of your letter of 30 July to Geoffrey Howe.

I am writing to say that I share the view thalt we need to launch a

major initiative going well beyond changes in the ITB system and to
do so quickly.

My officials will be participating in the work of the Manpower Group
and in the meantime it seems sensible and prudent to put in hand the
drafting of legislation on a contingency basis. L particularly welcome
some of the items listed in Annex B to your letter including item 1O
which will be- helpful to me in responding to the recommendations and
observations made by the Select Committee on Welsh Affairs in its first
Report. My officials will be in touch with yours separately on this
aspect.

/ I am sending copies of this letter to The Prime Minister, other members
of E Committee, the Chancellor of the Duchy of Lancaster, the
Secretaries of State for Scotland and for Education and Science, and
to Sir Robert Armstrong and Mr J R Ibbs.
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The Rt Hon James Prior MP ok
Secretary of State for Employmendt
Department of Employment
Cexton House
Pethaills Street
LONDON
SW1H SNA
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10 DOWNING STREET Dt =3

From the Private Secretary 11 August 1980

Thank you for your letter of 7 August, with which you enclosed
a draft reply for the Prime Minister to send to Mr. John Brabbs,
about possible Government schemes to assist employers taking young
people from the unemployment register.

The Prime Minister has now written to Mr. Brabbs and I enclose
a copy of her letter.

She has commented that there seems to be a lot of sense in the
idea of making funds available to employers, matching the amount of
unemployment benefit which would otherwise have to be paid to school-
leavers who might be found jobs through such arrangements. She

/would like to know how long decisions on this possibility will take,

‘| and whether your Ministers fear that, if such a scheme is introduced,

{ few employers will take on youngsters of their own volition, but

imost will wait to take them from the unemployment register 1n order
to benefit from such a scheme.

M. A. PATTISON

Andrew Hardman, Esq.,
Department of Employment.




10 DOWNING STREET

THEIPRIMEMINISTER 11 August 1980

0 e

Thank you for your letter of 29 July asking for clarification
of reports that the Government is considering a scheme under which
employers could be paid a sum equal to unemployment benefit if they

take on young people who are registered unemployed.

May I say, first of all, that your willingness to participate
in a scheme to help young unemployed is much appreciated. Mr
Prior and his colleagues at the Department of Employment are indeed
considering what mbre can be done to help these young people, but I
am afraid that no announcement is likely before the autumn. I am
sure you will understand that there is a great deal of work to be
done. Options need to be considered not least in terms of what they
of fer young participants in basic vocational skills that will be useful

to them when they re-enter the world of permanent employment.

I appreciate that this reply leaves you with the problem you
describe in your letter. But if your firm is able to provide
unemployed young people with a variety of work experience that will
stand them in good stead later, then there is no need to wait for
the announcement of any new schemes. The current Youth Opportunities ;

~ Programme, which is run by the Manpower Services Commission, provides ?
unemployed young people with a variety of work experience and training
courses designed to give them basic vocational skills and the self
confidence necessary to help them into work. This year the Government
expanded the programme to provide over a quarter of a million
training opportunities. One of the elements in YOP is work i

experience on employers' premises, where the sponsor firm finds the

/trainee




trainee a variety of jobs to do and the MSC pays his/her allowance

of £23.50 a week.

From your letter, it may be that your firm could take on 4
or 5 such trainees right away. I enclose a booklet about the Youth
Opportunities Programme and suggest that if you feel you can help,
you get in touch with the MSC Special Programmes Area Manager, Mr
A J Brown, Coventry Area Office, Bankfield House, 163 New Union Street,

Coventry CV1 2QQ, who will be able to advise you further.

MSC relies heavily on the sponsorship of employers like yourself,
and I am sure you will be able to help them help the young unemployed.

Many thanks for your good wishes.

t

P ) S~

g i

g sl

John Brabbs, Esq




PRIME MINISTER

A Leicestershire furniture company wrote to you about
Jobs for youngsters. The company was preparing to take on
a few when the press reported that the Government was contem-

plating passing on the equivalent of unemployment benefit

to employers who took school leavers who would otherwise be
Jobless. They feel that they and others are inhibited from
offering jobs to school leavers until there is a clear state-

ment about this possibility.

I attach a draft reply suggested by Mr. Prior's office.
This acknowledges the possibility of such a scheme, but
encourages the company to go ahead on the basis of MSC schemes

offering some financial support.

\)
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Caxton House Tothill Street London SW1H 9NA

Telephone Direct Line 01-213 ... 6400
Switchboard 01-213 3000

Mike Pattison Esgq
Private Secretary
10 Downing Street

London SW1 7 August 1980

(92@—/ (\M\A’l

Thank you for your letter of 1 August, with
which you enclosed a letter to the Prime
Minister from John E Brabbs.

I enclose a draft reply for the Prime Minister

Y (tey
g

ANDREW HARDMAN
Private Secretary




.DRAFT REPLY FOR THE PRIME MINISTER TO SEND

PO 836L4/1980

John Brabbs Esg

John Brabbs of Leicester
27 Bede Street

Braunstone Gate
EEICESITEER

Thank you for your letter of 29 July asking for clarification ebets cﬁf’
,%?ta;czzﬁ?'CZQz(f cndin WAk v covd A
-mre-sler the Government is considering a scheme-whe*ebz(employers ma%/be
paid a sum equal to unemployment benefit if they take on young people
who are registered unemployed.
rZ &

May I say, first of all, that your willingness to participate in %®e
scheme to help the young unemployed i1s much appreciated. THOWSVveX..
—+thewa Mr Prior and his colleagues at the Department of Employment

are indeed considering what more can be done to help these young people,

e { asse Sapc

I am afraid that no announcement is llkely before the autumn. A& you
A cerdensland thad

will ap-p-r-eeﬁ-‘se/‘there is a great deal of work to be done &ﬁd@)tlons

need to be considered not least in terms of what they offer young

participants in basic vocational skills that will be useful to them

when they re-enter the world of permanent employment.

Vi wale Kal é(os‘ W/ﬁ/ j/ﬂu. wilh e Nastilen qom

oy=g=as va-t 1f your firm

is able to provide unemployed young people with a variety of work
experience that will stand them in good stead later, then there is no
need to wait for the announcemént of any new schemes. The current
Youth Opportunities Programme, which is run by the Manpower Services
Commission, provides unemployed young people with a variety of work

experience and training courses designed to give them basic vocational

skills and the self confidence necessary to help them into work. This




year the Government expanded the programme to provide over a quarter
of a million training opportunities. One of the elements in YOP is
work experience on employers' premises, where the sponsor firm finds

the trainee a variety of jobs to do and the MSC pays his/her allowance

of §23.50 a week. /

From your letter, it may be that your firm could takey on 4 or 5 such
trainees right away. I enclose a booklet about the Youth Opportunities
Programme and suggest that 1f you feel ygu'can help, you get in touch
with the MSC Specilial Programmes AreaJMégager, Mr A J Brown, Coventry
Area Office, Bankfield House, l6§«ﬁéw Union Street, Coventry CV1l 2QQ,
who will be able to advise yogffurther.

7
rd

/

/

MSC relies heavily on tqé'sponsorship of employers like yourself, and

T am sure you will be éble to help them help the young unemployed.

Many thanks for your good wishes
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The Rt Hon James Prior P | ?1%’
Secretary of State for Employment
Caxton House
Tothill Street
SW1H 9NA. ' = August 1980
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INDUSTRIAL TRAINING

| Thank.you for sending me a copy of your lettér to the Chancelloxr of
30/duly.

I must say that having received a copy of the report of the Review Body
set up by the Manpower Services Commission (MSC) to examine industrial
training arrangements I strongly endorse its analysis both of the
achievements and the defects of the present arrangements, stemming from
the Employment and Training Act 1973, but I am extremely disappointed
by their conclusions which fail, to my mind, to tackle the major
inadequacies of the present system. In particular, I am concerned aboucv
the lack of any firm proposals to tackle the identified problems of
cross-sector skill shortages or to meet the needs of local labour
‘markets more effectively. -

I believe that improved arrangements for industrial training, which

would give greater encouragement to.the acquisition of appropriate skills
and expertise by the workforce, is an essential element in securing

a better economic future for the country. I strongly support, there-
fore, your view that we need a major initiative on industrial training

in the autumn, going well beyond the changes proposed in the report

of the MSC Review Body. I hope therefore that the officials' group
‘which is looking into this matter will examine the subject comprehensivel;
and in reporting back will tackle a wider range of options for change

in the light of which we can take our decisions.

Having said that, if we are to keep open the option of early legislation
Parliamentary Counsel will certainly need to begin drafting on a contin-
gency Lasls ovu bue iiues sel oul 1n Annex B Lo your leilter; and Loe
Prime Minister has now agreed to this. 1 should like to say that 1




"

particularly welcome the proposal to take the opportunity of early
*legislation to put the Scottish (and Welsh) Committees of the IISC
onto a statutory basis and to provide for appointments by the
Secretary of State. I consider that this relatively short and non-
controversial provision is nevertheless highly desirable both in the
interest of consolidating the position and standing of the Committees
and in order to give the Secretary of State a formal and statutory
role in making appointments.

I am copying this letter to other members of E Committee, the
Chancellor of the Duchy, the Secretaries of State for Wales and for
Education and Science and to Sir Robert Armstrong and IMMr J R Ibbs.

Moy =,

QMNAﬂaﬂq/deJP~

5 - | | Approved by the Secretary of tate
and signed in his absence
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Chancellor of the Duchy of Lancaster

4 August 1980

A

INDUSTRTAT, TRATNING

/
Thank you for sending me a copy of your letter of 3@ July to
Geoffrey Howe about the future of industrial training policy.
I agree that we should continue to give this high priority and
I am happy to give drafting authority for the necessary
legislation on the points set out in Annex B of your letter.
I note that in some cases firm policy decisions have not yet
been taken, and I am sure that you will, as far as possible,
arrange your instructions to Counsel so as to minimise the

amount of drafting which he has to undertake on a provisional
basis.

I am copying this letter to the recipients of yours and (with
a copy of your Annex B) to First Parliamentary Counsel.

X

The Rt Hon James Prior MP
Secretary of State for Employment
Department of Employment

Caxton House
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10 DOWNING STREET

From the Private Secretary 1 August 1980

The Prime Minister was grateful for the Chancellor's
minute of 23 July on youth unemployment and industrial
training. She also saw Sir Keith Joseph's minute of
25 July. She agrees with both of them that we need a
major initiative in this area and urgently, and I have
today written to the Department of Employment saying that
she supports the Chancellor's view that we ought at least
to have some preliminary ideas for Ministers to consider
well before the MSC meeting on 30 October.

I am sending a copy of this letter to Ian Ellison
(Department of Industry).

A.J. Wiggins, Esq.,
H.M. Treasury.

CONFIDENTIAL
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10 DOWNING STREET

From the Private Secretary 1 August 1980

I enclose a letter to the Prime Minister from a small
businessman, who is concerned about press reports of g
Scheme to give financial Support to employers wao take on
young unemployed beople. Mr. Brabbs Argues that some firm
public announcement is required to end the inevitable
uncertainty for employers who have been contemplating
finding vacancies for young people.

Could you please let me have a draft reply for the
Prime Minister to consider, It would be most helpful if this

could reach me by 8 August.
—’-—

/\/oMW

SR Aidisy

Andrew Hardman, Esqg. ,
Department of Employment.
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From the Private Secretary 1 August 1980

‘Dmdh] }2£1~~71.

Industrial Training

The Prime Minister has seen the Chancellor of the Exchequer's
letter of 28 July and your Secretary of State's reply of 30 July.

The Prime Minister very much agrees with the Chancellor
that substantial proposals in the industrial training field need
to be prepared urgently. She appreciates that consultations on
MSC's report will not be completed until late September/early
October and that MSC will not be meeting to discuss the outcome
of these consultations until 30 October. However, while she
recognises that Ministers will have to wait until after the MSC
meeting before final decisions caa be taken, she nonetheless
believes that it would expedite matters if officialscould prepare
proposals on a preliminary basis by the end of September or the
first week in October so that Ministers can hwave a first discussion
then.

I am sending copies of th.s letter to the Private Secretaries
to members of E Committee, the Chancellor of the Duchy of Lancaster,
the Secretaries of State for Scotland, Wales and Education and
Science and to David Wright (Cabinet Office).

Richard Dykes, Esq.,
Department of Employment.




1 August 1980

I am writing on behalf of the Brime
Minister to thank you for your letter of
29 July about your plans to take on
several additional young emplogees.

This is receiving attention and a
reply will be sent to you as soon as
possibée.

J. E. Brabbs, Esq.
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Industrial Training 8 Lms(: Mf

The report of the body set up by the Manpower Services Commission to l[?’

review the operation of industrial training arrangements in Great Britain

—— — averaan

(3‘5"|3) was published by the Commission today. In a written reply today the

e e e I P TS

Secretary of State for Employment said that he welcomed the report as a

basis for public discussion of the whole future of industrial training

policy for the next decade.

————

Speculative training to help unemployed

;
The Manpower Services Commissiomns recent decision to rationalise their network
m

of skillcentres was aimed at producing a better utilised and more cost effective

ORI ] AT

—

training provision more in line with demands from industry. One result of

this will be a slight shifting of provision from areas of high unemployment.

Why cut MSC Expenditure?

The Commission could not be exempt from our reductions, especially in the
light of the rapid expansion of expenditure on its main programmes in recent
years, and its history of underspending. The previous administration
envisaged the MSC grant-in-aid as being £65L million in 1979-80 rising to

£673 million in 1980-81 (at 1978 survey prices). We have taken action to
reduce this expenditure. The original cash limit for 1979-80 of £693 million
(in the supply estimates of 16 March 1979) was reduced to £623 million (in

the revised supply estimates of 6 July 1979) and the latest forecast of actual
expenditure is £609 million. The grant-in-aid for the current year was

envisaged as being £580 million (at 1979 survey prices). Following revaluation

to out-turn prices has resulted in a cash limit of £722 million (supply

estimates of 26 March 1980) although this will be raised, probably by about




£20 million, to take account of pay awards. Taking account of the effect
of inflation, very real savings in planned expenditure have been made.
Moreover, the financial provisions for the DE Group as a whole is being

reduced in real terms from £1123 million in 1980-81 to £870 million in

1983-8l (at 1979 survey prices) and the MSC will be making a major contribution

to these savings.

Numeracy and literacy training

Preparatory courses make a valuable contribution towards improving the

prospects of unemployed adults who require language, literacy or numeracy

skills to assist their search for employment or vocational training. For this

Ty e T A TR,

reason, the MSC is broadly maintaining the national level of its provision
of preparatory courses under the Training Opportunities Programmes at a time
when reductions are being made in other parts of MSC training programmes

in order to meet the Government's economy requirements. However within the
overall level there will be some shifting of provision between the regions
which is accounted for by various factors, including regional proportions

of the working population and of ethnic minorities, and the effectiveness

of existing provision. This has meant that in three of the nine regions,
provision has been reduced. However the main responsibility for adult basic
education rests firmly with the education service. The role of TOPS is to
supplement the provision made by local authorities in areas where the unmet

demand is greatest.

Under the Youth Opportunities Programme, work introduction courses help less
e —

able young people who require work related instruction in numeracy and

D ———— W

communication before they can enter employment or take part in other schemes

under the Programme. Training in work skills foyhs the core of the course

and provides the motivation for instruction in both life and social skills

and remedial number and communication.
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Supplementaries

Tncrease industrial training for redundant workers on a speculative basis

T+ is not fair to the redundant worker, or to the taxpayer to provide additional

training facilities unless there is a reasonable expectation that a job will be

available after training. Skills which are not used rapidly decay and may
r_ AR e et gy
require expensive refresher training. The overall outcome is a waste of

resources - both of the trainers and the trained.

Why cut industrial training provision?

Industry is mainly responsible for filling its own training needs but we are

continuing to give support particularly where it is important to our economic

recovery. I am aware that the Manpower Services Commission today published a
report of their review of the operation of industrial training arrangements and
the Government will be considering the recommendation of the report in the light

of comment by interested parties and the considered views of the Commission.

Why cut MSC expenditure?

There will be 2 modest increase in real terms in the volume of expenditure by
MSC between the last financial year and this. The cuts we made were mainly
on planned expansion and it is not clear that programmes could have been
expanded on a scale requiring expenditure of this order. By cutting out the
fat we hope that a fitter organisation will result, better able to concentrate

on the key priorities.

Help with literacy and numeracy training

There is a need to help unemployed people who have literacy and numeracy problems.
This year we are broadly sustaining the level of our provision for such adults

under the Training Opportunities Programme and significantly increasing the

provision for young people under the Youth Opportunities Programme.




elepartment of Employment press NnoTiCE

Caxton House Tothill Street London SW1H 9NA
Telephone : Direct Line 01-213 7439 (24 hour answering service)
Exchange 01-213 3000 Telex 915564 DEPEMP

July 31, 1980

GOVERNMENT REACTION TO TRAINING REVIEW REPORT

A report from the Manpower Services Commission on industrial training

arrangements was welcomed today by Mr James Prior as a basis for public

discussion of industrial training policy for the next decade.

Mr Prior, Employment Secretary, announced this today in answer to a

Parliamentary question from Mr David Madel MP (South Bedfordshire).

The full text of the question and answer is as follows:

QUESTION:

ANSWER:

D&

To ask the Secretary of State for Employment whether he has received
the report on the Manpower Services Commission Review Body on
industrial training arrangements, what action he proposes to take

on it, and whether he will make a statement.

The report of the body set up by the Manpower Services Commission
to review the operation of industrial training arrangements in
Great Britain was published by the Commission today. I welcome.
the report as a basis for public discussion of the whole future

of industrial training policy for the next decade.

The Govermment will study the report's recommendations in the

light of comment by interested parties and the considered views
which the Manpower Services Commission have undertaken to submit

to me by the end of October. The Government will place its proposals

before Parliament as soon as possible thereafter.
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Thank you for your letter of @nguly. J,,/”/' S

The Manpower Services Commission (MSC) have now received, and are GO
publish on Thursday 31 July, the report cf the Review Body they set up
last year to examine industrial training arrangements, including both
the operation of the Industrial Training Boards (ITBs) and the MSC's own
Training for Skills programme (ISP AN) .

T enclose an advance copy of the report and, &b Annex A, tie holding
statement I propose to 1ssue 25 an arranged Written Answer on publication.

As you know I very much share your view that we need to launch a major
initiative on industrial training this autumn, going well beyond the
recommended changes in the ITB system. I agree we need & reassessment

by officials of a wider range of options. In fact the inter-departmental
Manpower Group already has this in hand in pursuance of the remit to me
from the Ministerial Steering Group on Government Strategy (MISC 14(80)4th
meeting, Item 2, conclusion 2).

The Review Body repcrt (together with the recent CPRS study of education,
training and industrisal performance) provides a starting point for this,
but account will also need to be taken of the reactions to it of indusIry
and others concerned which will not emerge urtil late September/early
Cctober, meaning a report to us in the latter half of October.

T do not think it would really expedite matfers to ggle ef filcials €O e
cariier than this so that we could express a view before the MSC meetiln
on 30 October. Rather I would suggest wWe I'eServe our positien until ea
November when we can take our decisions in the iight of views of the M5

-

and, aiongside that, the assessment by orfficials of wider eoptions.

However, I agree that if we are to keep open the option of early legilsla-
tion - which would be needed, for example, tvO secure abolition of ITBs

cther than on an MSC recommendation, as well as to transfer any remaining
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ITB operating costs back to the industries concerned - it is essential
that drafting be put in hand on a contingent basis.

I therefore hope that the Chancellor of the Duchy, to whom I am copying
this letter and yours, will agree to the employment of Parliamentary
Counsel on the drafting of legislation on the points set out in Annex B,
to the extent that may be necessary in advance of firm decisions to enabile
introduction before Christmas as provisionally planned. These points
include (item 7) the special provision for Enterprise Zones which we have
already agreed should be included in this Bill (I am writing separately

to those concerned about the details of this) and certain non-controversial
items which could conveniently be dealt with at the same time (items 8-10).
(In the interests of keeping the legislation short I would not propose
to include other items mentioned in the Annex to C(80)27).

I am copying this letter and enclosures to the Prime Minister, other
members of E Committee, the Chancellor of the Duchy, the Secretaries of
State for Scotland, for Wales and for Education and Science, and to

Sir Robert Armstrong and Mr J R Ibbs.




DRAFT WRITTEN QUESTION AND ANSWER

QUESTICN: To ask the Secretary of Stste for Employment whether he has.. °
received the report on the Munpower Servicee Commission keview
Body on industriel treining srrapgements, what action he

proposes to ‘take on it, anc whether he will make a statement.

ENSWEK: The report of the body set up by the Hanpower Services Commission
to review the operation of incustrial training arrangerents in

Great Britan was publisheé by ihe Commiesion tocay. 1 welcome

the report as & basie for public éiscuseion oi the whole future

s

of indusirial training policy for ihe nexi cecace.

(o

The Government will study the report's recommendations in the

-

1ight of comment by inierested parties anc the consicerec viewe

ve uncertakern ito submat

1

which the Manpower Services Commission h:

+c me by the ené of Ociober. Tne Government will place 1ts

proposzle before Farlizment as soon ac poesible thereafter.

-

0
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POSSIBLE REQUIREMENTS FOR LEGISLATION IN 1950/81 SESSION

1. Replace regquirement that the Secretary of State can Not a Review Body recommendaticn
establish, abolish, or change the scope of an but desirable to improve goveri-~
Industrial Training Board only if the Manpower ment's freedom of action so as
Services Commission so recommends by requirement to facilitate reduction in the
merely to consult Commission before so doing. number of Boards.

2. FEnable administrative expenses of Industrial Training Review Body recommendation.
Boards to be paid from levy on employers. Subject to Ministerial

consideration in November.
%. Repeal requirement that terms and conditions of CSD agree conseguential on Z.
employment of training board staff should be subject
to the consent of the Secretary of State, and of the
Minister for the Civil Service.

4. Repeal requirement that a levy of over 1% reouired Review Body recommendation.

affirmative resolution of each House. Subject to Ministerial
consideration in November.

5. Industrial Training Boards to be empowered to exempt Review Body recommendation, €O
from all or part of a levy an establishment in replace existing mandatery
respect of which criteria relating to the quality exemptions. Subject to
and quantity of its training are satisfied. Ministerial consideration in

November.

6. The Secretary of State tc have power to specify in Review Body recommendatione
a statutory instrument, after consulting MSC, the Subject to consideration in
information which ITBs should publish, particularly November.
in their annual report.

7. Provision to relieve establishments in Enferprise Details the subject of ssparatlc
Zones from liability to ITE levies. correspondence.

8. Abolition of the statutory reaguirement for separate Non-controversial. Desirabvle
Employment Service and Training Service Agencies administrative tidying upe.

(in practice now operated as administrative
Divisions of the MSC).

9. Provide statutory authority for the Manpower Services Non-controversial. Fresent
Commission, Advisory Conciliation and Arbitration practice fails to comply with
Service, and Health and Safety Commission and Civil List Act 1952. Chief
Executive to retain their receipts. Secretary's letter of 21 Aprili

1980 refers.
10. To put the Scottish and Welsh Committees of the Non-controversial and desirable.

MSC onto a statutory basis and provide for appoint-
ments by the Secretary of State rather than MSC.
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27 Bede Street Braunstone Gate Leicester

The Right Honourable Mrs, Thatcher M.P. fﬁj =0
Prime Minister, it ( /
Downing Street,

London. 29th. July 1980

Dear Madame Prime Minister,

I sincerely hope that the contents of this letter are
brought to your notice.

I am one of the thousands of small businessmen, who in
spite of the utterances of "professional gloomsters", manages to keep
my order booke ftill and my workforce of 22 in full-time employment.

I make beds of quality and special sizes which large
makers are reluctant to do and sell through my own show-rooms and to
local authorities.

I am now busy enough to take on and train a few more
young people.

Having seen last Sunday's headlines in two national
newspapers that the Government may be considering a scheme whereby
employers may be paid a sum equal to unemployment benefit if they
take people from the register of unemployed, I find myself in a
dilemma. If I engage people now and should the scheme be implemented,
I would probably not qualify for benefit, having taken workers on
beforé a starting date.

May I respectfully suggest that the Minister concerned
be urged to make an early announcement,

Should the scheme be brought into being, I would engage
four or five youngsters instead of two or three as originally planned.

Multiply my case by the hundreds of similar placed
businessmen, and the result could be dramatic,

Finally, may I wish your policies every success; it 1s
hard work running a manufacturing business in the present climate but
that same 6limate is making we in the private sector work and manage
harder than ever before and success will come.

Your loyal servant,

Loughborough Showrooms 15/16 High S@OMW I B
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| Treasury Chambers, Parliament Street, SWIP 3AG
| | '- 01-233 3000

"2% July 1980

| The Rt. Hon. James Prior MP ‘
| Secretary of State for Employment

o

INDUSTRIAL TRAINING

Following our recent meeting at MISC 14, I have been
considering further the issues raised by the MSC's review
of industrial training which I understand is to be
published on 31 July. I am convinced that this is a field
in which we should mount a major initiative as promptly

| /&\ as possible. The MCS's report with its analysis of the
failings of our current arrangements, provides a useful
starting point. In particular it highlights the
inadequacy of the current arrangements for dealing with
skill shortages in cross sector occupations which typically
‘arise in local labour markets as a result of developments
in several industries, the lack of opportunities for adults
to retrain or enhance their skills, the inefficiency and
rigidity of much traditional apprenticeship training,
and theneed for qualification to be based on the attainment
of standards not the serving of time.

It seems most unlikely that the modest institutional changes
that the report goes on to recommend are adequate to deal
with these problems and I am sure officials should be asked
to consider urgently whether a more radical reform is
needed. We cannot afford to increase public expenditure

but we are already spending a great deal on training and -
on programmes to help the young unemployed and we need to
consider whether this could not be better spent not only

o deal with the immediate problems of the recession but

to achieve lasting improvements in our training arrangements.
I understand the MSC intend to hold consultations on their
report over the summer and to reconisder the options at a
meeting at the end of October. While we clearly need to
know the views of industry before finalising our plans,

/this timetable

CONFIDENTIAL
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this timetable may make it very difficult for us to reach
decisions and to introduce legislation before the end of

the year. I would suggest, therefore, that we might ask
officials to report to us as soon as possible, and certainly
by the end of September. You will then be able to let

the MSC know our views before theilir meeting and at the

least make a further round of consultations unnecessary.

I know you agree with me about the need to press ahead

with this subject as energetically as possible.

On a narrower point, I understand from my officials that

if we are to keep open the option of early legislation

to transfer the operating costs of the ITBs from the

‘MSC to industry, Parliamentary Counsel needs to start work
immediately. You will remember that we referred to this at
a meeting of MISC 14. We will need to return to the subject
in the light of the officials' report in the autumn and
consider the implications for industry most carefully.
However I am sure we should keep the option open by putting
Counsel to work on a contingent basis.

I am sending copies of this to the Prime Minister and other
members of E Committee.

GEOFFREY HOWE

CONFIDENTIAL
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1 I have seen Geoffrey Howe's minute to,you of 25 July on 72

the Anglo-German Foundation booklet on youth employment.

You may remember that I gave you my copy of this booklet

last Tuegdaye. ‘ = ]

2 Iwery much agree with Geoffrey's emphasis on The relevance
of the analysis. ©Some of its implications could fit in to a
"ecrash" programme: some involve a longer time scale. But

S
I support Geoffrey's recommendation of seeking substantial

proposals urgently.
—_—

5 I am copying to Geoffrey and to John Hoskyns.

| 3 sen

KEITH JOSEPH
oS July 1980
(Drafted by the Secretary of

State and signed 1n his
absence )
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Treasury Chambers, FParliament Street, SWIP 3AG
0O1-233 3000

PRIME NISTER

We spoke yesterday about youth unemployment and the lessons

we might learn from Germany. I have now received the
attached brief commehts on the Report which I mentioned

(see also the attached summary).

2 This entirely confirms my view that this i1s a field
in which we need - and certainly not Jjust for political

reasons - to mount a major initiative, as promptly as

possible. The recent CPRS Report on Education, Training

and Industrial Performance (which was published with our

authority a few weeks ago) underlines the same case.

Bee It is particularly distressing to see that a year
has been taken up in the production by the MSC of a
report which apparently contemplates little more than
marginal changes, and altogether failé-EZ-ZEZ?FEE?'EEé
JFEZE?'EEZE_?S;-radical reform. Should we not consider
the issue with mug;_g;gggg;"hrgency, perhaps with a

view to putting one (well chosen) junior Minister in
charge of a "crag;: programme? It seems to me essential
that we should be ready with really substantial proposals
for action before the next session of Parliament gets

under way.

b, The subject has one other advantage; it enables
us, very directly and on good ground, to challenge some
traditional union attitudes, by 1nviting positive

co-operation from the TUC.

/5. I am




5. I am copying this to Keith Joseph and John Hoskyns,
since I know they have both been following the Anglo-German

Report, but at this stage to nobody else.

9,43;,1;
(» (g.H.)

23 July 1980
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cc: Chief Secretary

Financial Secretary
CHANCELLOR Mr. Dixon

Miss Forsyth

Mr. Patterson

Mr. Ridley

Mr. Cardona

YOUTH UNEMPLOYMENT AND THE BRIDGE FROM SCHOOL TO WORK
(Pamphlet published by Anglo-German Foundation)

Main Conclusions

The main conclusion of this study is that Britain should adopt

the German apprenticeship system as a means of dealing with

NS S AT i s

youth unemployment and improving the transition from school to

work. It argues that this would be more effective and little
more costly to the State than the current combination of the

Youth Opportunities Programmej grants for apprentices,/etc.

- Tiotes that this would involve a sea change in the current

arrangements and identifies two main steps - the extension of

apprenticeships to a much greater range of occupationsfand the
e

‘introduction of Eiflat-rate allowance (at the current vel of

the YOP allowance) for all 16-18 year olds in employment. /

Apprentices' allowance would be paid by their employers.

4

Comment

2 The arguments in the report are germane to the review of

the ITBs and the MSC on which Ministers are to take decisions

in th;-ghtumn. f;; difficulties (and costs) involved in trying
to transplant the German system into Britain afe greatly
understated and, for example, links between the German apprentice-
ship system and their education system are not brought out.
However, there is no denying that the German system is a much

more effective way of providing vocational training and employment
for young people than our own apprenticeship scheme supplemented
'by special employment measures. In Germany 94 per cent of those
leaving full-time education at 15 or 1é_go into apprenticeships

which provide formal programmes of study and examination on and

off the job in all sorts of occupations, not just craft trades.

/There are
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There are three times as many apprentices as in the UK and, in
addition, Germany has many more puplls in full time vocational

I T —-—-

courses at skilled wcrker or technician level The system 1S

S e o G P S T

closely controlled by Government who publlsh training regulations

for all young recruits in 450 listed occupations and which

has powers under a 1976 Act to impose a levy on companies in order
to create more training places whenever the supply of such places
fails to exceed demand by 12! per cent (the surplus is needed to
deal with mismatch). At the same time the surveillance and
approval of employers' training arrangements and the holding of
examinaﬁions is left to the Chambers of Employers, in which
membership is obligatory. The Chambers have in fact seen to it
tﬁat enough places have been offered so the 1976 powers have not

been used.

i This contrasts starkly with the British position under which

a quarter of all school leavers go into jobs with no vocational

=

T,

training or education and where apprenticeships are confined tvo
P

traditional trades (almost exclusively for boys) and are based on

time serving not the achievement of standards. Although the MSC
has given grants to maintain apprenticeship intake in the last
few years it 1is difficult to judge how successful this has been
(many grants may have gone to firms who would have done the
training anyway) and their main assault on youth unemployment has
been through the YOP offering work on projects, very short

training courses or work experience with employers.

b, The study points out also that young people in Germany are

paid less as a progortion of adult rates than they are in Britain

and there is no differential, as there is here, in favour of
W

unskilled work.
-——f

5. Any attempt to impose a flat-rate wage on all 16-18 year olds

woula meet with great resistance and the difficulties of extending
e ]

‘the occupational range of apprenticeships would be enormous.

However we should learn from the German example and you might 1like
to take up with Mr. Prior the following points:

/ - the lack
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- the lack of proper vocational training for young people

outside craft apprenticeships.

- the need for reforming apprenticeship to lead to

qualification by standards mot time serving.

- the possibility of giving a more rigorous 'training'

T

bias to the YOP, especially to the work experience on

employers! premises.

W

=y

- the possibility of combining a strong central role on
setting standards with control by employers collectively

of the provision of training.

All these are points that officials will need to look at before

they report to Ministers on the ITB review.

I

@- (J. GIEVE)
22nd July, 1980
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Anglo-German Foundation for the Study of Industrial Society

YOUTH UNEMPLOYMENT AND THE BRIDGE FROM SCHOOL TO WORK

—_—

fe

INTRODUCTION

The most effective way for Britain to ease the twin problems of high
youth unemployment and the difficult transition from school to work
would be for it dramatically to increase the scope and availability
of industrial and commercial apprenticeships for school-leavers.

Britain should also introduce a much broader system of youth trainina
allowances based on those already paid to participants in the Manpower
Service Commission's main youth programmes.

These are the two main proposals of a new studv for the Anglo-CGerman
Foundation by a working party under the auspices of the Acton Society.
Its other proposals for reform include changes in school attendance
requirements, either by allowing some pupils to leave at the age of 15,
or by permitting them a "year in the world of work" between 14 and 16,
before returning to the educational system.

Entitled "Youth Unemployment and the Bridge fram School to Work", the
study suggests that only three member countries of the Organisation for
Econamic Co-operation and Development - West Germany, Austria and
Switzerland - have introduced really effective measures to reduce the
high rates of youth unemployment that have develcoped in the last decade.
Their main response has been to enlarge their already extensive appren-—
ticeship arrangements.

By contrast, the other countries, including Britain, "have been reduced

to cobbling together programmes which are essentially short-term second-
(or third or fourth-) class", under such titles as 'work experience' and
'vocational training'.

These schemes, the study arques, are designed to fulfil exactly the same
two objectives as the apprenticeship schemes ¢of Germany, Austria and

Switzerland: bridging the school-to-work gap - often a real difficulty for
young people whatever the state of the labour market - and passing on skills.
But they are far less effective than the appronticeship approach, in terms

both of their cost and their practical results.

Among the reasons the study cites to explain whwv the German aporoach, for

exanple, helps more young people find jobs than their British counterparts,

two closely associated ones stand out as radically different from British
practice.

St. Sterhen's House, Victoria Embankment, Westminster, London SWIA 204 Tel 01930 8226, Cables: INDSTUDY, LONDON SW1
Telex: 21120 Reference: 1275 (both numbers »2ust be quoted)
5300 Bona 2, Jean-Paul-Str, 12. Felefon (00 25 20 36 30 21
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First, the German system of paying apprentices only "subsistence plus
pocket mones/" operates in a national context where young people -
whether they are apprentices or unskilled workers - are paid signifi-
cantly less, relative to adults, than their British counterparts.
(Germany's apprentices are not normally paid less than young people in
unskilled occupations, again in contrast with British practice).

A second key difference is that apprentice rates of pay are not the
result of 'free collective bargaining' in Germany, though trade unions
are involved in fixing the rates.

Combined with the apprentice contract system, which provides same security
against labour turnover among the young, German apprentice wage rates
represent a powerful attraction for employers to take on young people,

the study suggests.

One by-product of a radical extension of apprenticeships would be a
stimulus to the formation and growth of small and medium-sized businesses
in Britain, argue the authors. An appendix to the study pays particular
attention to the relative strengths of small and medium-sized enter-
prises in the UK and the Federal Republic and their relevance to youth
unemployment. A very high percentage of young West Germans start their
working lives in such enterprises, often employing 50 people, or even
fewer.

THE APPRENTICESHIP SYSTEM

By 1978 over half Germany's schoolleavers were going into apprenticeship,
the study reports, a proportion reached in Austria and Switzerland by
1976. In stark contrast, Britain, France, Denmark and Ireland for
example, all had ratios of well under 20 per cent.

Apart from the question of rates of pay, the three leading countries'
systems differ from Britain's in another key respect. For them,
apprenticeship is not confined to traditional craft and/or traditionally
male industries. In Germany, more than 400 activities are apprenticeable -
for example, occupations in the sales, clerical and other office fields,

as well as in such traditional areas as the building, engineering and
printing industries.

Assessing the two essential criteria by which the effectiveness of the
three countries' systems can be judged - cost to the community and benefit
to the young people concerned - the study points to two key cost charac-
teristics in addition to those already mentioned:

a. They combine training for skill and learning with actual work leading
to the production of invoiceable goods (or services) for the market.

b. They are largely run by "practical men (and often by people in small
businesses who must make ends meet if they are to survive in the market),
and not by bureaucrats or trade union officials whose perscnal financial
responsibility is nuch less direct".




From the point of view of young people themselves, the study cites three
main benefits of the three countries' progranmes:

a. They provide a protected bridge by which to make the transition from
school to work.

b. They lead to the acquisition of a recognised occupational skill on the
= part of the great majority of those who experience them (in Germany the
¥ pass rate at the completion of apprenticeships is over 80 per cent).

c. Though each individual apprentice will work towards the acgquisition
of a particular skill, the programmes include components of more general
and diversified skill and knowledge acquisition. The latter may be of
special value in a world of more rapidly changing technology, and of
increasing leisure time and do-it-yourself activities. -

Essentially then, the study argues that the apprenticeship system in Germany,
Austria and Switzerland is the main bridge by which each successive age

year moves from the world of school to the world of work. It is also

the leading institution through which the bulk of the new generation ac-
quires its technical and vocational knowledge and skill.

By fulfilling these functions it also, to same extent, protects young
people when there is increased competition for jobs in the labour market.
"It is thus not in the least surprising that when the German authorities
were faced in 1974 and 1975 with much tougher competitive conditions in
the labour market, their key response in relation to young people was to
engineer a rapid and significant expansion in apprenticeship recruitment”.

CONCLUSION

For- Britain to move from its present position among the low-apprenticeship
countries to a new place among the nigh ones will require a "sea change",
consisting of a series of steps, the study argues.

One necessary change would involve a substantial increase in the number of

occupations covered by apprenticeships. Another would be that the re-

muneration of those entering upon such schemes should no longer be mainly

the concern of trade unions.

% There is already a British precedent for this, argues the study, in the
shape of the "allowances" paid to those who participate in the main youth
progranmes of the Manpower Services Commission.

The authors say their chief policy recommendation would simply be the ex-
tension of this system of allowances accross-—the-board. They would prefer
an arrangement under which the allowance was payable to everyone in the

16 - 18 age group, including those still at school, but they "would

settle for allowances which those staying on in school would forgo".

The net cost of this proposal to the taxpayer would be quite modest, claim
the authors. For, as in Germany, the bulk of the new apprentices would be
taken in by the private sector and would thus essentially pay their own way.




"If and where it could be shown that their work was contributing ex-
cessively to private corporate profits then levies could always be im-
posed". :

Such a scheme might well result quite quickly in a net reduction, campared
with the current position, in the cost to the public of official progranmes
and support for this age group. The study estimates that in 1978/79 the
cost was of the order of £250m, with the MSC's programmes accounting for
roughly £170m and the balance in unemployment and social security benefits,

"We think it reasonable to suppose that the producers of invoiceable goods
and services would rapidly expand their employment of 16 - 18 year-olds if
they were required to pay no more than training allowances", the study
concludes. -




PRIME MINISTER

Mr. Carlisle proposes a review of
the various existing arrangements for

supporting 16 18 year olds who are still
in full-time educatlon. - C/'Qlj A)

lHe acknowledges the difficulty of

tlmlng given publlc expendlture constralnts

aﬁd therefore proposes to limit the exer—
- e ——
cises strlctly to internal Government

e

arrangements and to leave it unannounced.
e TN

—— s

Whilst current arrangements in this
field may well be messy, inconsistent,
and inadequate, the chances of such a review
staying out of the public eye seem slight.
_m*‘-"ﬂ--
Would you 1like a report of H Committee's

conclusions before any review is put in

hand?

7 May 1980 /7V 5/% KM I w Cﬁd‘&/’;{l
Ae ayyancumaé 1’617

Care MR ‘/':?
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February 14, 1980

SPECIAL EMPLOYMENT MEASURES IN 1980-81

Expansion of Youth Opportunities Programme

Measures announced today by Mr James Prior, Secretary of State for
Employment, will make an important contribution in 1980-81 towards reducing
unemployment and helping particularly hard-hit groups within a level of

expenditure the country can afford.

The main changes in the special employment measures programme, which

were announced in a House of Commons statement, include:

- Expansion of the Manpower Services Commission Youth Opportunities
Programme - which provides work experience and training opportunities
for unemployed young people - from 210,000 entrants in 1979-80 to
between 250,000 and 260,000 in 1980-81.

- The Special Temporary Employment Programme for long-term unemployed
adults is being maintained at 12,000 to 14,000 filled places concentrated
in Special Development Areas, Development Areas and designated inner

city areas.

- Community Industry for socially disadvantaged unemployed young people
is being maintained at 6,000 filled places.

- The Temporary Short-Time Working Compensation Scheme continues on the

present basis.

D&




- Job Release continues for women aged 59, but for men the age of
eligibility will revert from 62 to 64. Disabled men will be able to

leave their jobs from the age of 60 as at present. The allowances are

increased, details of which are given in the statement.

The Small Firms Employment Subsidy closes for applications on March 95
1980.

The changes to the Job Release Scheme take effect from April 6, 1980.

NOTES TO EDITORS

1 Youth Opportunities Programme

The Youth Opportunities Programme (YOP) provides a range of opportunities for

unemployed young people in training courses and work experience schemes. It
includes:

(a) courses to prepare young people for work, through employment induc-

tion courses, short industrial courses, and remedial and preparatory courses;
and

(b) work experience schemes of various kinds - on employers' premises,
training workshops, community service and other special projects.

The weekly tax-free allowance is £23%.50 for 16-18 year olds and £19.50 for 15
year olds.

2 Special Temporary Employment Programme

The Special Temporary Employment Programme (STEP) provides unemployed people
aged 19 and over with full time temporary emp loyment on projects which benefit
the community. Priority is given to people aged 19 to 24 who have been
unemployed for at least 6 months and to people aged 25 and over who have been
unemployed for at least 12 months.

3 Community Industry

Community Industry is a permanent scheme run by the National Association of

Youth Clubs to provide employment for disadvantaged young people. Under the
special measures additional funds have been made ‘available to provide extra
places.

L Job Release Scheme

The Job Release Scheme (JRS) enables people approaching statutory pensionable

age to give up their jobs and make way for unemployed people and receive a
weekly allowance.

The employer must undertake to recruit a replacement from the unemployed
register, though not necessarily in exactly the same job. An employer releasing
a disabled person will be required to recruit an unemployed disabled person as

a replacement wherever possible.




5  Temporary Short Time Working Compensation Scheme (TSTWCS)

This scheme is designed to encourage employers to adopt short time working
instead of making people redundant. Compensation is paid for a maximum of

6 months. Employers are reimbursed 75 per cent of normal wages paid to those
staff working short-time in order to avoid redundancy plus the total of
National Insurance contributions for the work-less days. The scheme is not
intended to finance lay-offs; there must be at least one normal day's work
after a period of seven consecutive days without work. The scheme is open to
most sectors of commerce and industry in Great Britain.

6. Small Firms Employment Subsidy

The Small Firms Employment Subsidy (SFES) offered certain firms in the private
sector with less than 200 employees a subsidy of £20 per week for up to 26
weeks for each extra full-time job over and above the number of jobs provided
on a given base date. From July 1, 1979 the subsidy was limited to small
manufacturing firms in the Special Development Areas and Development Areas
only.

P The text of a statement in the House of Commons is attached.




SPECIAL EMPLOYMENT MEASURES 1980-81:

| SMEI'ENT

We announced on 12 June last year some changes in the prbgramme of
special employment measures for 1378-80 which were designed to focus
them more sharply on areas and groupswith special employment needs |
and to reduce public expenditure. The current programme of measures
expires on 31 March and we have been reviewing the measures, again
taking account of their cost-effectiveness, the particular groups

most in need of assistance and what we can afford. !le have reached

the following decisions on the programme to operate in the:year from

1 April 1980.

ke have agreed to a proposal from the Manpower Services Commission

to increase the size of the Youth Osportunities Programme from 210,000
-entrants this year to 250-260,000 entrants in 1980-81, with the number -

| of filled places increasing to 100-105,000. This expansion will
provide further work experience and training opportunities for

unemployed young people designed to imnrove their prospects of finding

permanent jobs, and will enable the Commission to continue to operate

under the programme their present under-takings for unemployed school-

leavers and young people unemployed for 12 months or more.

We have also agreed to MSC pronosals to maintain the Community Industry
scheme for personally or socially disadvantaged unemnloyed young peonle

at the current level of 6,000 filled places, and to maintain the
1




Special Temporary Employment Programme for long-term uremployed adults
at 12-14.000 filled places, concentrated on Special Development Ar‘as, ,

Development Areas and designated inner city areas.

We have decided that the Small Firms Employment Subsidy, which is
the least cost-effective of the special employment measures, sheuld

close for applications on 31 March 1980. The Temporary Short-Time
Working Compensation Scheme, which re-imburses employers for up to
six months for payments made to employees on short-time as an alter-
native to redundancy, will continue to operate throughout the country

on the present basis.

We are extending for a further year the Job Release Scheme, which
opens up vacancies for unemployed workers by enabling older workers
to leave their jobs early. The scheme will continue to be open to
vomen aged 59, but for men who are not disabled, the age of eligi-
bility under the scheme will revert from 62 to b4. With this

change it will not now be necessary to tax the allowance from April
1980 as the previous Government had planned; this also applies to
all those who enter the scheme by 31 March this year. The allovance
will, however, be increased to £45.50 for a married nerson with a
dependent spouse with income of £10 or less a week and to £36 for

all other applicants.

There will also be a special Job Release Scheme to enable disabled
nen to leave their jobs from the age of 60 as at present and to be
replaced, wherever possible, by an unemployed disabled person. As
the allowances for disabled men will be payable for more than one

year they will be taxed, but will be further increased to maintain
on average their value net of tax. The allowances will be €03 for
a married man with a dependent spouse with income of £10 or less a

week and £43 for other applicants.

p |
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. All these changes to the Job Release Scheme will take effect from
6 April 1980 - the beginning of the next financial year.

We consider that this programme of measures will make an important
contribution towards reducing unemployment and helping particularly
hard-hit groups within a level of expenditure which we can afford,

The impact of the measures on unemployment has increased during the
present financial year and the new programme should maintain that
increased impact over the year from 1 April.
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STATEMENT BY RT HON JAMES PRIOR THE SECRETARY OF STATE FOR EHPLOYIENT
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-~ He announced on 12 June last year some channes in the programme of

| sp901al employment measures for 1979-80 which were d931gned to focus
them more sharply on areas and groups with special employment needs
and to reduce public expenditure. The current programme of measures
expires on 31 March and ve have been reviewing the measures, again

- taking account of their cost—effectiveness, the particular grouns -

most in need of assistance and what we can afford. e have reached

the following decisions on the programme to operate in the year from

1 April 1980.

»

We have agreed to a proposal from the Hanpower Services Comm ssion
to increase the size of the Youth Onpontunltles Programme from 210,000
enfrants this year to 250-260,000 entrants in 1980-81, with the number
ol a111ed nlaces increasing to 100-109, 000. This expansion will
provide further work experience and tralnlng onpon{unltles for
unemnloyed young people designed to improve their nrospects of findins
permanent jobs, and will enable the Commission to continue to operate
under the programme their present under—takings for unemployed school-

leavers and young people unemployed for 12 months or more.

We have also agreed to MSC proposals to maintain the Community lIndustr

scheme for personally er socially disadvantaged unemployed young peca

ot the current level of 6,000 filled places, and to maintain tne
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® a"t 12-14,000 filled places, concentrated on Special Development Areas.
Development Areas and designated inner city areas.

- We have decideti that the Small Firms Employment Subsidy, which is
. the least cost-effective of the special employment measures, sheilo

close for applications on 31 iarch 1980. The Temporary Short-lime
Working Compensation Scheme, which re-imburses employers for up to
six months for payments made to employees on short-time as an alter-
native to redundancy, will continue to operate'throughout the country

on the present basis.

.u Ci

We are extending for a further year the Job Release Scheme, which
opens up vacancies for unemployed workers by enabling older workers
1o leave their jobs early. The scheme will continue to be open to
vomen aged 59, but for men who are not disabled, the age of eligi-
bility under the scheme will revert from 62 to 64. With tnis
change it will not now be necessary to tax the allowance from April
1980 as the previous Government had planned; this also applies to
all those vho enter the scheme by 31 March this year. The allowance
will," hovever, be increased to £45.50 for a married Derson with a
dependent spouse with income of £10 or less a week and to 236 for

all other applicants.

There will also be a special Job Release Scheme to enable disabled
men to leave their jobs from the age of 60 as at present and to be
replaced, vherever possible, by an unemployed disabled person. As
the allowances for disabled men will be payable for more than one

year they will be taxed, but will be further increased to maintain
on average their value net of tax. The allowances will be £53 for
a married man with a dependent spouse with income of =10 or less a

week and £43 for other applicants.
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CORFIDENTIAL

. ALl these changes to the Job Release Scheme will take effect from

"6 April 1960 - the beginning of the next financial year,

" We consider that this programme of measures will make an 1mportant

contribution towards reducing unemployment and helping particularly

hard-hit groups within a level of expenditure which we can attford,

The impact of the measures on unemployment has increased during the

present financial year and the new programme should maintain that
increased impact over the year from 1 April.

Pt | & A .
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Caxton House Tothill Street London SW1H 9NA

Telephone Direct Line 01-213 6409
Switchboard 01-213 3000

Nick Sanders Esq

Private Secretary

Prime Minister's Office

10 Downing Street

LONDON SWw1 /4 February 1980
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SPECTIAL EMPLOYMENT MEASURES 1980-81: ANNOUNCEMENT
The Secretary of State has decided on a new

first paragraph to the statement, and I enclose

a copy of the final version. The statement will be
made today.

I am sending copies of this letter and

enclosure to John Wiggins (Treasury), John
Stevens (Chancellor of the Duchy of Lancaster's
Office) Richard Prescott (Paymaster General's
Office) Murdo Maclean (Chief Whip's Office)
Godfrey Robson (Scottish Office), George Craig
(Welsh Office) and Bernard Ingham (No 10).

Kudoyoou

Yoo
J ANDERSON
Private Secretary
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[ MEASURES 1980-61:

We announced on 12 June last year some changes in the programme of
special employment measures for 1379-80 which were designed to focus
them more sharply on areas and groupswith special employment needs '
and to reduce public expenditure. The current programme of measures
expires on 31 March and we have been reviewing the measures, again
taking account of their cost-effectiveness, the particular groups
most in need of assistance and what we can afford. We have reached

the following decisions on the programme to operate in the year from

1 April 1980.

We have agreed to a proposal from the Manpower Services Commission

to increase the size of the Youth Opportunities Programme from 210,007
entrants this year to 250-260,000 entrants in 1980-81, with the number
of filled places increasing to 100-105,000. This expansion will
provide further work experience and training opportunities for
unemployed young peonle designed to improve their prospects of finding
permanent jobs, and will enable the Commission to continue to operate

under the programme their present under-takings for unemployed school-

leavers and young people unemployed for 12 months or more.

He have also agreed to MSC pronosals to maintain the Community Industry
scheme for personally er socially disadvantaged unemployed young neonle

at the current level of 6,000 filled places, and to maintain the




- Special Temporary Employment Programme for long-term unemployed adults

] @2t 12-14,000 filled places, concentrated on Special Development Areas,

Development Areas and designated inner city areas.

We have decided that the Small Firms Employment Subsidy, which is
~ the least cost-effective of the special employment measures, should

close for applications on 31 March 1980. The Temporary Short-Time
Working Compensation Scheme, which re-imburses employers for up to
six months for payments made to employees on short-time as an alter-
native to redundancy, will continue to operate throughout the country

on the present basis.

We are extending for a further year the Job Release Scheme, which
opens up vacancies for unemployed workers by enabling older workers
to leave their jobs early. The scheme will continue to be open to
women aged 53, but for men who are not disabled, the age of eligi-
bility under the scheme will revert from 62 to 64. With this
change it will not now be necessary to tax the allowance from April
1980 as the previous Government had planned; this also applies to
all those who enter the scheme by 31 March this year. The allowance
will, however, be increased to £45.50 for a married person with a
dependent spouse with income of £10 or less a week and to &36 for
all other applicants.

There will also be a special Job Release Scheme to enable disabled
men to leave their jobs from the age of 60 as at present and to be
replaced, wherever possible, by an unemployed disabled person. As
the allowances for disabled men will be payable for more than one
year they will be taxed, but will be further increased to maintain
on average their value net of tax. The allowances will be £33 for
a married man with a dependent spouse with income of £10 or less a
week and £43 for other applicants.




CONFIDENTIAL

~ A1l these changes to the Job Release Scheme will take effect from
6 April 1980 - the beginning of the next financial year.

We consider that this programme of measures will make an important
contribution towards reducing unemployment and helping particularly
hard-hit groups within a level of expenditure which we can afford,
The impact of the measures on unemployment has increased during the
present financial year and the new programme should maintain that
increased impact over the year from 1 April.
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SPECIAL EMPLOYMENT MEASURE§,1980—81: ANNOUNCEMENT

In your letter of 6 Febgyé;y, in reply to mine of 4 February to
Tim Lankester, you asked to see the final draft of the Secretary
of State's statement, which it has now been agreed should be made
...orally. This is enclosed. It is the same as that I circulated on
4 February. There were no comments then, and unless I hear to the
contrary by noon tomorrow I will assume all is well on this score.

My Secretary of State is anxious to make the statement this week
but we have not as yet managed to finalize a date with the
Chancellor of the Duchy of Lancaster's office. We shall confirm
the date as soon as we are able.

I am sending copies of this letter and enclosure to John Wiggins
(Chancellor of the Exchequer's office), John Stevens (Chancellor
of the Duchy's office), Richard Prescott (Paymaster General's
Office), Murdo MacLean (Chief Whip's Office), Godfrey Robson
ESCOtt§Sh Office), George Craig (Welsh Office) and Bernard Ingham
No 10).
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I A W FAIR
Principal Private Secretary
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SPECIAL EMPLOYMENT MEASURES 1980-81:
STATENMENT

We have completed the annual review of the special employient measures
operated by my Department and the Manpower Services Commission and
have reached the following decisions on the programme to operate in
the year from 1 April 1980.

We have agreed to a proposal from the Manpower Services Gommission

to increase the size of the Youth Opportunities Programme from

210,000 entrants this year to 250-260,000 entrants in 1980-81, with
the number of filled places increasing to 100-105,000. This expansion
will provide further work experience and training opportunities for
unemployed young people designed to improve their prospects of finding
permanent jobs, and will enable the Commission to continue to operate
under the programme their present under~takings for unemployed school-
leavers and young people unemployed for 12 months or more.

We have also agreed to MSC proposals to maintain the Community

Industry scheme for personally or socially disadvantaged unemployed
young people at the current level of 6,000 filled places, and to
maintain the Special Temporary Employment Programme for long-term
unemployed adults at 12-14,000 filled places, concentrated on Special
Development Areas, Development Areas and designated inner city areas.

¥

We have decided that the Small Firms Employment Subsidy, which is
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the least cost-effective of the special employment measures, sheould
close for applications on 31 March 1980. The Temporary Short-Time
Working Compensation Scheme, which re-imburses employers for up to
six months for paymente made to employees on short-time as an alter-
native to redundancy, will continue to operate throughout the country
on the present basis. |

We are extending for a further year the Job Release Scheme, which
opens up vacancies for unemployed workers by enabling older workers
to leave their jobs early. The scheme will continue to be open to
women aged 93, but for men who are not disabled, the age of eligi-
bility under the scheme will revert from 62 to 64. With this
change it will not now be necessary to tax the allowance from April
1380 as the previous Government had planned; this also applies to
all those who enter the scheme by 31 March this year. The allowance
will,” however, be increased to £45.50 for a married person with a
dependent spouse with income of £10 or less a week and to £36 for
all other applicants.

There will also be a special Job Release Scheme to enable disabled
men to leave their jobs from the age of 60 as at present and to be
replaced, wherever possible, by an unemployed disabled person. As
the allowances for disabled men will be payable for more than one

year they will be taxed, but will be further increased to maintain
on average their value net of tax. The allowances will be £53 for
a married man with a dependent spouse with income of £10 or less a
weex and £43 for other applicants.
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A1l these changes to the Job Release Scheme will take effect from
6 April 1980 - the beginning of the next financial year.

We consider that this programme of measures will make an important
contribution towards reducing unemployment and helping particularly
hard-hit groups within a level of expenditure which we can afford,
The impact of the measures on unemployment has increased during the.
present financial year and the new programme should maintain that
increased impact over the year from 1 April.

Ly
J




10 DOWNING STREET

From the Private Sgérétary g l} 6 February 1980
- | Q\K\\ oty

Special Employment Measures 1280-81:
Announcement

The Prime Minister has seen your letter
to Tim Lankester dated 4 February. She would
be entirely content for your Secretary of State
to make an oral statement on this subject.
In due course we shall be glad to see the
final draft of that statement, and to have
confirmation of its date. i

I\ I am copying this letter to John Wiggins

(HM Treasury), John Stevens (Chancellor of the
Duchy of Lancaster's Office), Richard Prescott
(Paymaster General's Office), Godfrey Robson

(Scottish Office) and George Craig (Welsh Office).

N. J. SANDERS

Ian Eair, EsSq.
Departmept of Fm men

ETHENTIAL
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SPECIAL EMPLOYMENT MEASURES 1980-81: ANNOUNCEMENT

Following Cabinet's discussion last Thursday on public expenditure

(CC (80) 4th meeting) the Secretary of State proposes to make an
announcement on special employment measures for 1980-81 by means of a
written answer to a Parliamentary Question on Wednesday 6 February. I
attach a draft of the question and answer.

The Secretary of State would be grateful for the agreement
of the Prime Minister, the Chancellor of the Exchequer and the Chancellor
of the Duchy of Lancaster to the proposed course of action.

I am copying this letter to John Wiggins (Treasury), John Stevens (Chancellor
of the Duchy of Lancaster's Office) and to Richard Prescott (Paymaster
General's Office), Bernard Ingham (No 10), Godfrey Robson (Scottish Office)
and George Craig (Welsh Office).

\/O/Lu@ g\ MCQ;—C

o fols

I A W FAIR
Principal Private Secretary
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SPECIAL EMPLOYMENT MEASURES 1980-81

PROPOSED ARRANGED PQ

Q. To ask the Secretary of State for Employment whether he has completed
the review of special employment measures for 1980 and whether he will

make a statement.

A. We have completed the annual review of the special employment measures
operated by my Department and the Manpower Services Commission and
have reached the following decisions on the programme to operate in

the year from 1 April 1980.

We have agreed to a proposal from the Manpower Services Commission to
increase the size of the Youth Opportunities Programme from 210,000
entrants this year to '250—260,0001§ntrants in 1980-81, with the number
of filled places increasing to 100- y000. This expansion will provide
further work experience and training opportunities for unemployed young
people designed to improve their prospects of finding permanent jobs,
and will enable the Commission to continue to operate under the
programme their present under-takings for unemployed school-leavers

and young people unemployed for 12 months or more.

We have also agreed to MSC proposals to maintain the Community Industry
scheme for personally or socially disadvantaged unemployed young people
at the current level of 6,000 filled places, and to maintain the Special
Temporary Employment Programme for long-term unemployed adults at
12-14,000 filled places, concentrated on Special Development Areas,

Development Areas and designated inner city areas.

We have decided that the Small Firms Employment Subsidy, which is the
least cost-effective of the special employment meausres, should close

for applications on 31 March 1980. The Temporary Short-Time Working
Compensation Scheme, which re-imburses employers for up to six months

for payments made to employees on short-time as an alternative to
redundancy, will continue to operate throughout the country on the present

basis.

We are extending for a further year the Job Release Scheme, which opens

up vacancies for unemployed workers by enabling older workers to leave
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their jobs early. The scheme will continue to be open to women aged
59, but for men who are not disabled the age of eligibiltiy under the
scheme will revert from 62 to 64. With this change it will not mnow

be necessary to tax the allowance from April 1980 as the previous
Government had planned; this also applies to all those who enter the
scheme by 31 March this year. The allowance will, however, be increased
to £45,50 for a married person with a dependent spouse with income of

£10 or less a week and to £36 for all other applicants.

There will also be a special Job Release Scheme to enable disabled

men to leave their jobs from the age of 60 as at present and to be
replaced, wherever possible, by an unemployed disabled person. As the
allowances for disabled men will be payable for more than one year they
will be taxed, but will be further increased to maintain on average

their value net of tax. The allowances will be £53 for a married man

with a dependent spouse with income of £10 or less a week and £43 for other

applicants.

All these changes to the Job Release Scheme will take effect from
6 April 1980 - the beginning of the next financial year.

We consider that this programme of measures will make an important
contribution towards reducing uremployment and helping particularly hard-
hit groups within a level of expenditure which we can afford. The impact
of the measures on unemployment has increased during the present financial

year and the new programme should maintain that increased impact over

the year from 1 April.
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