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I have seen your minute of lay to the $Tme Minister and her y)
Private Secretary's reply¥ I have also just received a letter .
on the same subject from the Chairman of the Manpower Services '
Commission, David Young, and because of its relevance I attach
a copy of the full text.

I share his view that the Government as employer should partici-

pate in the new youth training scheme. Major employers in the

private sector expect the Civil Service to provide the same

sort of help for unemployed young people as we are expecting from

them, and they make the point that they too are trying to reduce ;
staff numbers. The MSC's Youth Task CGroup also pointed to the

need for the Government itself to set a good example by developing
provision in our establishments. NAAAAAAAA

The aim of the new training scheme is to give unemployed young pecple
basic skills which will make them more useful to employers with
vacancies to fill and to improve the quality of our workforce. Many
parts of the Civil Service could provide general training and
experience in skills (not least gecrgtarial and computing skills)
which would be used in the pPlV&tg sector. AN\ N\AAAAA

The additional work involved for the Civil Service in training
and supervising the young people is exactly the same as that
which we are asking private employers to take on. The Treasury
has agreed that the MSC may reimburse Departmepts for the cost cf
training as they would any other employer.
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I like David Young, believe it would be very damaging if the
Government as an employer was seen to play no part in the new

“training scheme.

I am copying this letter to the Prime Minister.
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I understand that there is currently some ‘discussion amongst Ministers about the

extent to which Government as employer should participate in any new youth
training scheme that may be introduced in 1983.

I am anxious that you and your colleagues should be in no doubt that I regard
such participation-as essential to the success of any scheme. Indeed I would g0
further and say that, without such participation, there is little or no chance
of achieving the targets that are likely to be set.

The Government is a major employer of both industrial and non industrial staff.
It has establishments, large and small, in all parts of the country. In some
places, including some areas of high unemployment, it is a major employer, in
some cases the largest single employer. We cannot ask private sector employers
to act swiftly and on the scale we require 1f Government itself is unwilling to

do the same.

Under the Youth Opportunities Programme there has been sustained and Jjustified
criticism by the private sector and many others of the paucity of opportunities .
provided by Government, whose record, it must be said, (with the exception of {
the Inland Revenue), has been dismal. But under YOP at least it was possible for
Ministers to lay the blame at the door of the unions (particularly the CPS& and
SCPS) who refused to co-operatec despite major efforts by themselves and managemen

If it became known (as surely it would and very swiftly) that this time Ministers

themselves had decided Government should not provide opportunities, the Govern
ment's credibility would disappear. It would rapidly become a scandal. There is
no defence Government could mount. If the Government is strictly controlling
numbers of employees, so too are almost all the large firms on whom we crucially
depend. If Government has imposed cash limits on Departments, so too have pku—*w
sector firms on.their divisions. If Government is not prepared to allow for ade-
quate supervision of young people, why should any competltiva private sector

employer be expected to do so?

I therefore urge that Government should commit itself unreservedly to playing its
_ full part as an employer in any new youth training scheme. I venture to suggest
that such a commitment should be made as part of any Government announcement tLhat
may Shortly be made. There could be no better start to what we all know will be

a. huge task.
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