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During the last decade, Great Britain, a
highly-developed, industrialized nation
with the requisite skilled labor force,
has experienced a surprising “training
revolution.”’! With an acute shortage
of skilled manpower in a full-employ-
ment economy — a shortage which per-
sisted at a time when that nation,
which must export in order to survive,
began facing increasing competition in
the world markets for its manufactured
products — Britain was forced to re-
evaluate its national manpower training
program. The result was the Industrial
Training Act of 1964 — certainly one
of the most important recent develop-
ments of government mobilization to
meet the national requirements of
skilled manpower under conditions of
rapid technological change.

The origin of Britain’s training revolu-
tion stems from the far-reaching adjust-
ments required by the events which
followed World War II. By the 1950’s
the growing deficit in the balance of
payments, arising from the return to
convertibility of the pound Sterling
and trade liberalization, became the
chief preoccupation of Government
economic policymakers. Their repeated
efforts to stabilize the economy re-
sulted in alternating periods of severe
restraints on economic growth fol-
lowed by short periods of liberaliza-
tion. This alternating cycle, which
came to be known by its critics as the
“stop-go” economic policy, produced
relative financial stability and eco-
nomic stagnation.z

THE "MANPOWER GAP"”

The inevitable comparisons which were
made between the lagging performance
of the British economy and those of
her more dynamic continental neigh-
bors triggered an unparalleled state of
unease and dissatisfaction in Britain.
The outpouring of criticism reached a
crescendo in the literary efforts of a
heterogeneous group called, not in-
appropriately, the “State of England”
writers.® The most important contribu-
tion of this group was to provide a
foundation for the more methodical

attempts to study causes and suggest
remedies which occurred in the 1960’s.
Under their influence, British society
began moving toward the necessary
adjustment ‘““to the, as yet ill-digested,
phase of affluence brought into being
by full-employment and the spectacu-
lar expansion of the consumer goods
industries.”® For the implementation
of full-employment as an essential part
of Government economic policy
coupled with the pent-up demand for
consumer goods at home and the ex-
panding export industries had resulted
in growing shortages of skilled man-
power during the “go” phase of the
“stop-go” economic cycle, especially in
the manufacturing and construction
industries. The existence of a serious
“manpower gap” presented the na-
tion’s economic policymakers with the
problem of maximizing the effective-
ness of the labor force. This in turn
came to be looked upon, in a sense,
ultimately as one of training.

Discussion of industrial training in
Britain had focused mainly on the
apprenticeship system: first because
this was the most significant form of
vocational training; second because the
apprenticeship had failed to provide
the number of skilled craftsmen and
technicians the country needed; and
third because of its deficiencies as a
method of training. As concern about
the supply of skilled manpower in-
creased, so also did criticism of the
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system under which most craftsmen
and technicians were trained. For some
of its critics, apprenticeship was clearly
a medieval institution dressed up in
twentieth-century clothing — concerned
primarily with restricting entry into
the trades. For others, it was a means
of providing cheap juvenile labor. Most
critics believed apprenticeship to be an
inefficient and wasteful means of train-
ing fettered with a variety of restric-
tions which made it far too inflexible
to meet the needs of a modern econ-
omy. Notwithstanding the criticism,
the most commonly heard plea in the
years before the passage of the 1964
Industrial Training Act was not for the
abolition of apprenticeship, but for
more apprenticeship opportunities.

1958 CARR REPORT

In 1956, a subcommittee of the Minis-
try of Labor’s National Joint Advisory
Council under the chairmanship of Mr.
Robert Carr (then Parliamentary
Undersecretary of the Ministry) was
established to look into the question
of apprentice training and, in particu-
lar, the adequacy of existing institu-
tions to cope with the challenge pre-
sented by the so-called “bulge” of
school-leavers expected to enter the
labor market beginning in 1962. The
1958 report of the Carr Committee®
reaffirmed the position that: (1) voca-
tional training was the sole responsi-
bility of industry; (2) the apprentice-
ship system of training should be re-
tained; and (3) Government should
concentrate its efforts on the expan-
sion of the Nation’s system of further
education.

The Carr Report also recommended
the creation of a voluntary national
apprenticeship council to encourage
employers to provide training and to
increase the number of apprenticeship
openings for school-leavers. The Indus-
trial Training Council was duly set up
in 1958 to accomplish these purposes.
With little executive or policymaking
power, the Council centered its efforts
on educating employers; and little pro-
gress was made in modernizing the

nation’s training arrangements.ﬁ

The Industrial Training Council did,
however, establish a small team of
training consultants, the Training Ad-
visory Service (now known as the
Industrial Training Service), which
soon came to play an invaluable role
not only as advisors to firms on train-
ing problems, but also as expert con-
sultants to the Council itself.” (The
most important contribution of the
Industrial Training Service, in this writ-
er’s judgment, is that it has served as
an exemplary prototype of the kind of
vocational or technical training advis-
ory services which we need in the
United States—if we are to success-
fully cope with our current manpower
training problems. Such a service is an
urgent necessity if we want to have
successful MDTA on-the-job training
programs carried out by private indus-
try. Without such services much of this
effort will be ineffective, if not com-
pletely wasted.)

FIRST ATTEMPTS TO UP-DATE
TRAINING

An increasing barrage of -criticism of
the allegedly out-of-date training sys-
tem, based for the first time on factual
research data, occurred in the period
from 1958 to 1962. The work of a
number of scholars highlighted the lack
of quality control and the disturbing
fact that the training of most workers
consisted largely of “sitting next to
Nellie.”®

Partly in response to this criticism, the
Conservative Government in the early
1960’s adopted the concept of plan-
ning by establishing the National Eco-
nomic Development Council and be-
came committed to an annual growth
target of 4 percent.? The attempt to
secure a higher rate of economic
growth, without risking serious infla-
tion, clearly depended in part on hav-
ing an adequate supply of skilled man-
power. At the same time, Britain’s
negotiations over entry into the Com-
mon Market, increasing competition in
world markets, and the need to re-
deploy redundant coal miners and rail-

waymen all pointed to the need for a
more active manpower policy on the
part of the Government.

During the period from 1960 to 1962,
several possible initiatives in the train-
ing field were examined by the British
Government. One innovation was the
introduction in 1960, on a small scale,
of first-year apprentice training courses
at Government Training Centers which
had previously concentrated largely on
training the disabled, the ex-service-
men, and the 1.1nemplcuyed.10 Of per-
haps even greater long-term significance
were the steps taken by the Ministry
of Education in the late 1950’s and
early 1960’s to expand and reorganize
the Nation’s further education system.
While these educational measures could
not in themselves secure a correspond-
ing increase in training opportunities,
they did provide an important stimulus
to the development of “day-release”' !
as part of a soundly-based vocational
training system.

PROBLEMS OF FINANCING

Still the central problems remained:
How to encourage more employers to
establish systematic vocational training;
how to improve the quality of training
in industry; and how to finance the
system? The idea of a training levy
raised by the Government on a uni-
form basis across industry, on the
model of that utilized in France, was
extensively discussed. At length, how-
ever, the Government agreed on a vari-
ation of the training levy concept —a
levy which would not be the same for
all employers, but which would be
determined industry-by-industry ae-
cording to the decisions of industry
training authorities.

A White Paper setting out the case for
action and embodying the Conservative
Government’s proposals was published
in December, 1962.'? Although re-
sponsibility for industrial training was
still to rest with industry, the White
Paper gave stronger recognition to the
Government’s interest in this field.
After extensive discussion with inter-
ested groups during the early part of




1963, the Government presented a bill
in Parliament embodying the White
Paper. The bill became law in March
1964 as the Industrial Training Act.

Primarily an enabling act, the Indu-
strial Training Act gives the Minister of
Labor'® power to establish Industrial
Training Boards for “such activities of
industry and commerce” as he thinks
necessary. Very broad in scope, the
Act applies to all industries, including
nationalized industries, but excludes
the Crown (i.e., Government). The Act
applies to all levels within indus-
try — for management and supervisory
training, and for the training of tech-
nologists and technicians as well as
skilled, semi-skilled, and ‘“‘unskilled”
workers, Finally, it applies to persons
of all ages including the training, re-
training, and further education of
adults.

INDUSTRIAL TRAINING BOARDS

The organizational vehicles created to
fulfill the objectives of the Act are the
Industrial Training Boards. The duties
and powers of the Boards as defined in
the Act are:

a. to provide or secure the provision
of sufficient training facilities for
employees in their respective indus-
tries;

b. to make recommendations about
the nature, length, standard, con-
tent, ete., of training for different
occupations;

c. to pay grants to employers provid-
ing training of an approved stand-
ard;

d. to impose a levy on employers in
their respective industries in order
to meet the expenses incurred in
accomplishing (a), (b), and (c).

The definition of industries and the
determination of the membership of
Industrial Training Boards are made by
the Minister of Labor. The Board
membership includes an equal number
of employer and employee representa-
tives, plus several representatives from
Government and education, with the

latter two groups unable to vote on
the levy.

The Industrial Training Boards pro-
mote training of desired standard using
the levy-grant powers provided by the
Act. Each individual Board, with the
Minister’s approval, determines the
basis and rate of the levy in its indus-
try and the means for collecting it.
The rate of the levy must be sufficient
to cover the operating cost of the
Training Board, any training directly
undertaken by the Board or any organ-
ization on the Board’s behalf, and any
research carried out by the Board, The
levy must also cover whatever grants
the Board decides to make to employ-
ers in its industry. While the Act does
not compel employers to train their
employees, it does compel them to pay
the levy and to supply certain informa-
tion necessary for manpower planning,

The Minister of Labor is charged with
the responsibility of supervising the
work of the Training Boards., He has
the authority to make financial grants
to the Boaras, and he is also required
to appoint a Central Training Council
to advise him on the administration of
the Aect and on industrial training
matters generally.

IMPLEMENTATION PROBLEMS

The job of implementing the Industrial
Training Act has proven to be a diffi-
cult and lengthy one. Since the Act
became law, 25 Training Boards, en-
compassing almost two-thirds of the
British labor force, have been estab-
lished."® However, only about one-half
of those now in existence can be said
to have passed the “settling-in” stage;
many of them are still in the early
stages of organization and are not yet
fully operational. At the present rate
of progress, it will require more than
five years to establish the 30 or so
ITB’s planned for all sectors of British
industry and perhaps an additional five
years to have them all working
smoothly and efficiently,

Because of the difficulties involved in
establishing detailed training recom-

T

mendations and the problems of fore-
casting manpower needs, most Boards
have adopted provisional levy and
grant policies in their early stages. The
Engineering 1TB, however, decided at
the outset (with the blessing of the
Ministry of Labor) to encompass the
whole range of training and to make
its levy reflect the total current cost of
training in the industry. The adoption
of this approach by the Engineering
ITB accounted for 89 percent of the
£84.4 million raised from levy assess-
ments during the first year of opera-
tion. It is anticipated that over £120
million will be collected in 1968 from
levies by the Boards. An additional £4
million in Exchequer grants will be dis-
tributed by the Government to assist
the Boards in their work. -

While it is still too early to fully assess
the success or failure of the 1964
Industrial Training Act, it is neverthe-
less appropriate to run a trial balance
on its operation after four full years of
existence. Some of the strongest criti-
cism to be leveled at the new industrial
training system has centered around
what the crities have described as the
dow and inefficient manner in which
the Industrial Training Boards have
become operational. Many of these
criticisms were registered in testimony
before the 1967 House of Commons
Estimates Committee. The Committee
concluded in its report that

.. many Industrial Training Boards
have a proliferation of committees
and sub-committees and an unneces-
sary amount of central bureaucratic
organization has been set up; some
chairmen were not spending enough
time with their Boards to exercise a
really effective control over their
activities; most important, Boards
were not paying enough attention
to first principles, and in particular
they were not asking themselves
what the purpose of training was,'®

It is evident that, in the rush to get
the system launched and to “show re-
sults,” there has been a pressing
need —not always met—to guard
against wasteful expenditures and inef-
ficiency of operations.
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SUPPLY AND DEMAND

The first major objective of the Indus-
trial Training Act is to insure an ade-
quate supply of properly trained men
and women at all levels of industry. At
first glance this objective appears to be
simply one of substantially increasing
output in all skill categories, However,
the provision of an adequate supply of
trained manpower cannot be made
without some knowledge of the de-
mand side of the equation. This knowl-
edge, in turn, depends on the accuracy
of manpower information and fore-
casts. Equally important to the prob-
lem of supply is the question of man-
power utilization. This includes the
retraining and redeployment of the
labor force within and outside the firm
and industry.

All evidence available at this time indi-
cates that while some progress is being
made in increasing the supply of
trained manpower, this objective re-
mains far from achievement. There has
been a substantial increase in the num-
ber of apprentices being trained in
Britain since the Act was [.mss.ed,1 6 put
at the level of supervisor and manage-
ment training, it appears that less has
been accomplished. In 1967 the House
of Commons Estimates Committee was
of the opinion that there was an ur-
gent need for management training,
that it was “fundamental in every
industry, and successful training in
other spheres largely depended on it.”
They were therefore quite disturbed to
find how little had been accomplished
in this area three years after the pass-
ing of the Act.'’

TRAINER TRAINING

One indication of the difficulty en-
countered in increasing the quantity
(and quality) of trained manpower is
provided by the progress in recruiting
and training officers. The Estimates
Committee cites the need to rationalize
the various training officer courses and,
more importantly, suggests the need
for an expansion of training places and
for a substantial public relations effort

“to persuade firms that instruction is a
technique requiring training,” and thus
to fully utilize the existing courses.'®

It is also evident that the problems of
manpower information and forecasting
have not yet been satisfactorily re-
solved. In Britain at present there is
not an adequate supply of national
manpower information. While British
manpower statistics are among the best
in the world, there are still deficien-
cies, including the divided responsi-
bility for their collection and dissemin-
ation, Until such time as regular de-
mand statistics become available and
extensive occupational forecasts de-
veloped, there can be no accurate basis
for Training Boards utilizing the levy-
grant mechanism to expand the quan-
tity of trained manpower.

Furthermore, the emphasis on quantity
and forecasting requirements make it
particularly important that the various
Training Boards work closely together.
Many occupational categories cut
across industry boundaries (e.g., cleri-
cal), and movements in and out of an
industry have a bearing on forecasts of
manpower requirements. Consequently,
some better means must be developed
than those presently available to pro-
vide suitable coordination among the
Training Boards and the several agen-
cies with manpower forecasting respon-
sibilities. The Ministry of Labor’s Man-
power Research Unit, created in 1963,
attempting to provide manpower
information on a nationwide basis, but
its efforts thus far have not had a
substantial impact, nor have they con-
tributed to the resolution of the coor-
dination problem.

MANPOWER RETRAINING

The reversal of Government economic
policy in mid-1966 and the deteriora-
tion of the economy subsequent to the
devaluation of the pound Sterling in
late 1967 resulted in a sharp upturn in
unemployment, The resulting economic
climate has given priority to considera-
tion of productivity. Translated into a
manpower context, this has given the

highest prominence to the question of
manpower utilization within industry.
These events have also underscored the
retraining problems inherent in the
redeployment of manpower from one
firm or industry to another. Unless
such retraining is provided as initial
training by a new employer, it is a
national problem since it is affected by
the national situation created by
changing technology and markets.

The events of the past few months
have clearly demonstrated that Bri-
tain’s retraining effort is woefully in-
adequate and that the Industrial Train-
ing Act as presently operated is incap-
able of effecting the desired amount of
retraining and redeployment of labor.
Consequently, the Government has
substantially expanded its own adult
retraining efforts in order to meet the
present crisis.

One of the measures taken by the
Government in November 1966 to
stimulate retraining within industry
was the granting of authority to the
Minister of Labor to make available £2
million to Training Boards for expendi-
tures on adult retraining at the semi-
skilled level. So far, according to the
Estimates Committee, the scheme “has
been a little slow in getting into opera-
tion,” and, furthermore, it does not
deal with the wider question of the
contribution which retraining can make
to effective manpower utilization and
the resulting redeployment of labor.'?
The Estimates Committee feels that if
nothing is done to change the existing
situation, “‘there is a real danger that
much of the value of training will be
wasted in perpetuating obsolescent
crafts and skills rather than in encour-
aging the new techniques which are
essential for the vitality of indus-
h_y‘nzo

TRAINING TO MEET NEEDS

The ultimate resolution of this prob-
lem will depend first on the wide-
spread adoption of the techniques of
job analysis and job objectives by firms
throughout industry, The use of these
techniques, which are now being fos-




tered by the Training Boards and the
Industrial Training Service, a Govern-
ment-sponsored training extension ser-
vice, will provide the basis for more
effective training and retraining within
the firm and industry. Secondly, there
must be accurate forecasts of man-
power demand in every industry so
that transfers from declining to grow-
ing industries can be facilitated. Once
accurate forecasts become available,
there will need to be substantial de-
velopment within the framework of
the Industrial Training Act of facilities
and procedures to carry out the neces-
sary amount of retraining — unless
Governmental policy dictates its provi-
sion only in Government Training Cen-
ters and through other Government
manpower utilization programs.

The second objective of the Industrial
Training Act is to secure an improve-
ment in quality and efficiency of in-
dustrial training. The achievement of
this objective depends in part on the
work of the Training Boards in estab-
lishing good training standards and the
creation of an effective training inspec-
torate or advisory service to assist
firms in improving their training staff,
facilities, and curricula, It also depends
on the provision of technical training
assistance to small and specialized
firms which heretofore have had diffi-
culty in developing adequate training
arrangements even when they desired
to do so.

The Training Boards are making con-
siderable headway in developing train-
ing standards as evidenced by the mod-
ule training concept and first year off-
the-job training syllabuses adopted by
the Engineering Training Board,?’ and
by the work of several of the other
training boards. The consulting and
extension work of the Industrial Train-
ing Service and the training staff of the
Boards have aided materially in assist-
ing firms to develop skills in job analy-
sis and to write training syllabuses
based on tasks which must be per-
formed. These are the basic building
blocks which, although difficult to

quantify, indicate substantial progress
in this era.

TRAINING INSPECTORS

The Boards have experienced some
problems in organizing training advis-
ory services or inspectorates — partly
because of the difficulty of finding suf-
ficient numbers of suitably trained
people, and partly because of the diffi-
culty of defining the role of ITB in-
spectors: Should these individuals pro-
vide technical assistance and advice to
firms, or should their role be merely
one of inspection for grant purposes
only? It appears that most Boards are
attempting to find a middle ground —
analogous to the role played by Her
Majesty’s School Inspectors. The im-
portance of this issue is such that the
ultimate success of the system will be
greatly influenced by the outcome.

One new approach for the provision of
technical training assistance to small
and specialized firms and the provision
of suitable training arrangements for
their employees is making remarkable
progress. This is the adoption and pro-
motion of group training schemes by
several Training Boards. The encourage-
ment of group training by the Engin-
eering and Construction Training
Boards is designed to assist small firms
to cooperate with each other in hiring
skilled training officers to serve their
training needs and to jointly provide
suitable training facilities for their em-
ployees. The development and expan-
sion of group training may turn out to
be one of the most significant accom-
plishments of the Industrial Training
Act — particularly in improving indus-
trial training within the smaller firms.
This development is certainly worthy
of close observation —and perhaps
imitation — here in the United
States.”?

LEVY-GRANT SYSTEM PROBLEMS
The third objective of the Industrial
Training Act is to apportion the cost
of training more evenly between firms.
An analysis of this question leads into
a discussion of the operatien of a

levy-grant system, which is like open-
ing Pandora’s Box. A substantial
amount of criticism leveled at the
Industrial Training Act centers upon
the ineffectiveness of the various Train-
ing Board levy-grant systems. Briefly
summarized, the most often heard crit-
icisms are: the levy-grant systems are
too complicated and therefore burden-
some to all concerned; and they are
neither fair in redistributing the cost
nor geared to achieve the correct
amount of training. More fundamen-
tally, they may not contribute to an
optimal sharing of power and costs
between the State and the Boards.?>

After hearing considerable testimony,
the House of Commons Estimates
Committee concluded that the levy-
grant system as presently operated was
in fact “impeding the Boards from
proper consideration of future training
policy and is not serving as a proper
incentive for firms to improve their
h‘ainin.g.”24
It is unsatisfactory that Industrial
Training Boards should employ such
a disproportionate amount of their
staff and time on detailed, financial
consideration imposed upon them
by a complicated system of levy-
grant. It should be the policy of a
new Board to think first and to act
afterwards, to avoid establishing a
bureaucracy to administer a system
which may be overtaken by events
and to concentrate on long-term
planning for future needs.Z®

SEEKING EQUITABLE LEVIES

The charge of unfairness of the levy-
grant system stems in part from the
fact that inevitably different organiza-
tions within the same industry have
different training needs. The composi-
tion of the work force, the rate of
expansion or contraction, and the rate
of labor turnover —all of these affect
the size of the training effort required.
Two attempts are being made to miti-
gate this unfairness, but only insofar as
the composition of the workforce is
concerned. The Ceramics and Wool
Training Boards do this on a broad
basis by having differential levies for
different segments of their industries.
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The Engineering Training Board goes
even farther and takes into account the
different manpower patterns in individ-
ual companies by fitting its grants
structure to the proportion of trainees
in each of four categories of employ-
ees: technical/administrative, skilled,
semi-skilled, and unskilled.

The greatest shortcomings of the pre-
sent levy-grant systems, according to
one group of critics, result from the
way in which the Training Boards de-
termine the total size of their levies.2®
The Engineering Board, for example,
has aimed at establishing a levy suit-
able for providing a sum equal to the
present cost of training —a policy en-
dorsed by the Central Training Council
as being desirable for all Boards. The
apparent assumption is that the present
expenditure level of training is suffi-
cient. The same assumption is built
into the Engineering Board’s grant
policy: The firm with the same propor-
tion of trainees in each category as the
national average in engineering gets a
specified percent of its levy back in
grant, Given Britain’s persistent short-
age of skilled manpower, this basic
assumption is bound to be wrong.

The engineering levy-grant policy will
have the salutary effect of redistribut-
ing the cost of training at present
levels from those not doing their fair
share to those who do the training at
the standards prescribed by the Train-
ing Board. Nonetheless, it is virtually
impossible for a Training Board to
directly increase the amount of train-
ing in an industry by a levy-grant
system if the total levy is less than the
cost of the training which the Board
decides ought to be undertaken be-
cause it cannot provide incentives. This
also means that grants for any particu-
lar type of training which the Training
Board wishes to promote must be
equal to the full cost of doing the
training in an efficient manner. If these
conditions are not fulfilled, it is less
expensive for a firm not to do training
than to do it—although not as
cheaply as it was before the passage of

the Industrial Training Act. Conse-
quently, while the present operation of
the Act has undoubtedly focused
attention on training and thereby
increased the quantity, such use pre-
cludes the more direct influence of the
Training Boards on increasing quan-
tity.2”

INDUSTRY-WIDE ECONOMICS

A counter argument to the one above
has been set forth by an OECD team.”®
They argue that training is in the first
instance carried out by employers
because it provides a return to the
firm. If the employer does not think
the return adequately covers the costs,
he may prefer to poach trained work-
ers from those who think otherwise.
This is a valid reason for some mechan-
ism to redistribute costs of train-
ing — one which changes the basis of
the caleulation for the individual firms
to such an extent that the result can
become optimal from the point of
view of the industry and economy as a
whole as well as the individual em-
ployer.

From the standpoint of an industry,
there is undoubtedly a common inter-
est both in providing training of an
adequate number of workers who dur-
ing their working lives will put their
skills at the disposal of industry (and
not just the individual firm which pro-
vided the training) and in steering con-
tent of training activities away from
the narrow specialization which the
individual employer may be inclined to
provide for his own needs, and to
secure such curticulums that the train.
ees will be adaptable and useful for the
whole industry. Obviously, the power
to pay grants will give power to pursue
this interest by appropriate controls.
The question raised, however, is
whether the interest of the Training
Board is so important that it must lead
to the conclusion that the grant should
entirely cover the training costs of
each firm. Would it not be desirable,
asks the OECD team, by keeping a
lower rate of reimbursement, to utilize
the employer’s own self-interest in see-

ing to it that the volume and direction
of his training activities are earefully
planned and executed?2?

DEGREE
CONTROL

Another aspect of the question of shar-
ing the cost of industrial training con-
cerns the degree of centralization and
control exercised by the Government
over the Boards, and subsidiarily, the
relationship between the responsi-
bilities of the Minister of Labor (and
Central Training Council) and the
Boards. The nature of this problem can
be illustrated by looking at the com-
parative financial arrangements be-
tween the Training Boards and the
Government. During the current year it
is estimated that grant payments by
the Boards will be approximately £120
million of which only £4 million will
come out of the national treasury. It
has been argued that this disparity will
necessarily reflect the degree of influ-
ence and power between the two. The
Boards will give grants according to
their appreciation of the various activi-
ties, and the Government will put in
some additional subsidies at points
where a speeding up of training de-
velopments appears desirable. However,
are there a number of points where it
might be useful to secure the public
interest more effectively than is likely
with the present system for sharing
both power and costs between the
Government and the Boards? For ex-
ample: “Will it be unnecessary for a
central body to ensure that the activi-
ties of each Board are centered not
only on its own industry’s needs, but
also on the needs of the whole econ-
omy?*30

The OECD team sees a major problem
of coordination between Boards over
common occupational categories as
requiring greater centralization of
direction. The Central Training Council
has responded to this concern over
common occupational categories by
issuing a series of memorandums call-
ing for the establishment of some sort
of common policy from Board to
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Board. This has been done for the
training of training officers, clerical
and commercial training, management
training, and most recently on training
for occupations common to a number
of industries.

INTER-INDUSTRY SHIFTING

A second and related concern is the
question of introducing short-term
aspects into an activity which is geared
primarily to long-term goals. When the
pew industrial training system is fully
operative, it will have created new
possibilities for bringing about a more
rapid redeployment of manpower.
“But can each Industrial Training
Board be counted upon to take into
consideration the need for occupa-
tional shifts between industries?”’ Will
they consider their job done if they
think about changes in their own in-
ternal occupational structure? Will it
be possible to make them change direc-
tion when this becomes necessary if
they are not already conditioned to
take directives from a central author-
ity?3!

Finally, a situation where rapid reac-
tions to central directives would be
highly desirable is the short-run adapta-
tion of the volume of training to varia-
tions in overall employment. The fear
is that firms and Boards would tend to
become cautious with respect to their
own training activities when they ex-
perience a slack period and vice versa.
Obviously, it would be desirable if,
instead, the level of training activity
were designed to be counter-cyclical,
and therefore help alleviate the unem-
ployment affects of fluctuations in
overall economic activity. This could
concern not only the retraining of
adults, but the initial occupational
training of young persons through the
application of such devices as the flexi-
ble module system. Once again the
question raised is ‘“whether it would be
possible to apply this flexibility in
practice without a central authority
with power to give directives and to
make changes in the financial support
given under the various conditions?"*?
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TRAINING LEADERSHIP?

These concerns all revolve on the cru-
cial issue: “Where should the leader-
ship in industrial training come from?”
The Training Boards are semi-autono-
mous instruments which have been
given certain statutory responsibilities
by Parliament. Clearly, the Department
of Employment and Productivity
wishes to see the Training Boards ac-
cepted as the sole leadership bodies.
And, since the Department has statu-
tory control over the Boards, it is
theoretically the central directing force
in British industrial training. Still, two
points remain unresolved: On the one
hand there are those who, like the
OECD team, argue that the Govern-
ment’s power is so diluted by the de-
centralized and autonomous organiza-
tional framework that it may prove
ineffective in accomplishing its leader-
ship role. Another group of critics also
argues that there is a leadership gap,
but their suggested solution is quite
different. They recognize the need of
greater centralized direction, but do
not want this to be entrusted to the
Department of Employment and Pro-
ductivity which they feel has a vested
interest. Rather, they would like to see
the Central Training Council expanded
into a ‘“national training executive."3>
Such an organization would take into
consideration the various aspects of
industrial training; the national frame-
work within which training takes place,
exemplified by the Industrial Training
Board system; the impact of instruc-
tional technology; the impact of new
theories of learning; the interest of the
consumer; the interest of the com-
munity in industrial training as an
agent for improving the economie situ-
ation; the influence of ideas about
industrial training used as a manage-
ment tool, properly integrated into a
logical and sequential framework of
management decision-making; and so
on. These critics feel that all bodies
existing to date have a limited interest
in certain special and restricted aspects
of the total field; and that none has
the overall view.

The 1967 Report of the Estimates
Committee recognized the growing
problem of providing for greater cen-
tralization of leadership in industrial
training. However, they deemed it as
being too early to recommend radical
changes and suggested instead that a
thorough study of the role and organi-
zation of the Central Training Council
be made with a view to making recom-
mendations for change in 1970. Until
then, the new British Industrial Train-
ing System will continue to experience
some of the same trials and tribula-
tions which most large new programs
of social legislation undergo. Although
substantial and thorny problems re-
main to be resolved before the Act
achieves its ultimate desired objectives,
it is clear that the fate of the 1964
Industrial Training Act will be quite
different from that now being experi-
enced by a similar ground-breaking
piece of social legislation passed in the
United States during the same year,
“The Economic Opportunity Act.”
The Industrial Training Act will under-
go considerable modification and
change as the system matures. But un-
like its American counterpart, it will
retain its organizational identity and
can be expected to live a long and
healthy life.
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