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Abstract

This paper considers the role the voluntary sector played
in the evolution of Active Employment Folicy under the Thatcher
governments. Treating voluntary organizations zs one would other
political actors, I appropriate some of the theoretical literature
on social movement organizations and their "success'" in influencing
policy. Considering seven cases of policymaking in the Active
mmployment area, I argue that the voluntary sector's involvement
changed from an initial period of being '"preempted" by government,
to a subsequent period of success in achieving both substantive
policy goals and participation in the policymaking process, to a
third period in which voluntary sector particirvation in (and leg-
itimation of) policymaking masked setbacks with regaerd to substantive
policy outputs, with the voluntary sector eventually becoming margin-
2lized as = participant in policymaking. These findings sucpest
thzt voluntary organizations, whose participation in major areas of
social peolicy is novel in many respects, will face many of the same
strategic dilemmas other political actors face, Though there is no
reason to think thzt voluntary organizations are especizlly
vulnerable to state strategies of selective cooptation, the fact
that they are dependent on factors externzl to their orranizations

for political leverage renders their influence fitful.



Voluntary Organizations and Public Policy: the case of Active Employment
Policy in Britain 1979-1988,

The role of voluntary organizations in British "Active Employment
Policy"1 since 1¢79 is an important focus of inquiry for a variety of
theoretical and empiriczl reasons. Theorists concerned with cross n:z=tional
trends towards a reduced role for the state in the provision of social wel-
fare have begun focusing on the role of voluntary organizations, in doing
so going beyond the state versus market - statutory and universal provision
versus privatization and deregulation - antimony (Gladstone, 1979:; Hadley
and natch, 1981; Kramer, 1981; Gilbert, 1983; Ascoli, 1986). Some such
authors have been advocates of z mixed econo:y of welfare: welfare plural-
ists., The political attractions of "voluntarism" have also been noted,
not least by elements of both the new left and the new right. For thec
former, channelling public funds into voluntary organizations would facili=
tate extra-bureaucratic, community-based welfare provision and open new
avenues for participation in determining 2nd meeting local needs, For the
letter, devolving responsibility from the state, reducing public expendit-
ure, and perhaps preventing the "crowding out" effects of stzte provision
on private philanthropy and voluntarism was seen as desirable. The case of
British Active Employment Policy is especially significzant as, both in
terms of "Thatcherism" as =z mode of radical policy change and of the policy
role of voluntary organizations, it can be seen as prototypical: the first
major policy area, after macroeconomic management, to receive the '"Thatcher
treatment". More recently, local government, education, inner city, welfare
and even health policy have become the foci of "Thatcherite" reform., All
these areas have implications for the voluntary sector, particularly
welfare in which recent reform of social security legislation explicitly
identifies public provision of emergency welfare payments as being supvple-
mentary to charitable, voluntary provision (National Council for Voluntary

Organisations, 1983).

The vast increazse in government involvement with and expenditure on
Active Employment Policy is striking given that the Conservatives came to
power in 1979 pledging 1) to reduce government regulation effected via the
Manpower Services Commission (a despised "quango”), and 2) to cut spending
on employment subsidy schemes which had been introduced by the 1974-1979
Labour government in response to rising unemployment. Instead, Department
of Employment (DE) spending has risen faster than that of any other depart-

ment (appendix 1). Most DE expenditure is administered by its nominal
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subordinate the Manpower Services Commission (MSC)E, a quasi autonomous non
governmental organization (quango) composed of government, business, labor,
local authority, education and voluntary organization representatives., ISC
expenditure has risen from £700 m in 19786-79 to over 73,000 m in 1¢&7-88
(appendix 2). The two most important programs are the Youth Training Scheme
(YI5), with 428,000 16-18 year olds on it in 1987, and the Community
Programme (CP), with 229,000 of the long term unemployed on it. In 1988-89
YTS and CP (the latter renamed "Trainin; for Life") are schedulsl tc hove
one million participznts between them. The 1i3C provides fundinsg for YTS and
CP places covering tie wage costs of the participants and associ-ted mana =
erial and administrative expenses. YT3 became a 2 year program i 1986 and
has zlways had a2 strong emphasis on traininz, unlike CP. Voluntary organiz-
ations can act as direct project sponsors, =s managins agencies coordinating
other sponsors, or as training organizations providing trzinees for other
employers. As voluntary organization sponsors may be operating un.er non-
voluntary managing sgencies (private sector or loczl authority) or vice
versa, the precise extent of voluntary sector participation is difficult to
calculate., However, estimeates agree that 40-55% of CP plzces and 6-{: of
IT5 places have been with voluntary sector projects, these proportions

being highest in 19832-85, slightly falling since, though this still amounts
to funds of well over £500m being channelled intc the voluntary sector

every year by the MSCB, with other departments of government and loczl gov-
ernment making further contributions. This figure dwarfs corporate donat-
ions to the voluntary sector - £132m to all charities (not just em loyment
related ones) in 1985, less than 0.1% of pre-tax profits, comparzi to .8
in the US (Moon and Richardson, 1985, p.148), British business philanth=
ropy hes made the switch from '"church bells to job creation" in terms of its
focus, but the sums involved have disappointed advocates of corporate invol-
vement in voluntary sector employment initiativesh. It is not just in the
arec of funding that the relctionship between the HM3C and the voluntary
sector is significant. Voluntary organization involvement is institutional-
ized at a variety of levels within the MSC, with the representatives on the
Special Zmployment Measures Advisory Group (SEINAG), the Youth Training

Board (YTB), and each of the 55 Area Manpower Boards (AMB's) being the wost

important (ap:-endix 3).

Voluntary Organizations and Active Zmployment Policy

I will, for the most part, be refering t  the '"voluatary sector",
mainly to avoid getting lost in a sez of acronyms. However, this should not

be allowed to disguise the heterogeneity of voluntary orgenizations in the



employment field. These organizatisns vary along several diwension::

their relationshi to the MSC; ti

ir orzenizati-n'l chrroctery tneir gozls:
and tneir strategy and tactics. With regard to the MSC, 21l the orgzniza-
tions I shall be considering necessarily have some relationship to it, yet
any minimal definition of a '"voluntary'" organization would suggest it should
be independent of the state, Despite its corporstist czaracteristics, the
MS5C is essenticlly ¢ state-led organizztion. It fuuds practically =11
voluntary organizctions I'1ll be loociting zt either directly throu-h ¥YT3 and

CP projects or throujh grants and subsidies for research and monitorin-

expensesj. The degree of financial denendence on the M3C varies, with old,

established, wellendowed charitie: being less so, znd newer, com unity-

Y
o

based or;anizetiona?ein; heavily dependent. 3ome voluntary orgoniz-otion:
(such &s Community Task Torce) cre whclly creatures and satellite: of the
1isC. Despite these differences, I shall trest all organizations rroviding
neon-profit service: whose purposes and internal organization are not deter-
mined by statute zs "voluntary" organizations. The stazte does regulzie
organizations tirou:;h confering tihe tex adventzgez of chrritabls st tus,

cnd there has been controvirsy over the stztus of '"camp-ignin~" orsonizat-
.

: S . . ; & ey ¢
ions , dbut nezr.y all t.e orgznizations I'm concerned with zre chariti:s

S e

The organizationzl character of voluntar organizations vories in
several resscts. Orgenizations exist =t community, city, nationz:, =znd

confederal7 (peakk or umbrella) levels, some =zt several levels, omz have

3

emerged from locally oriented groups into nationazl organizations , znd

otiiers hzve begun as established nationzl organizztions and have col_oniz-
Q

ed areas of local activity”. These differences, in turn, arc related to

the nature of organizations' activities: direct service delivery; mantge-

ment or desi-n of employment projects; monitoring need; and campaigning for

new provision1d. I shall consider all such organizations zs comprising the
"voluntary sector™, cven though mzny, particulérly those concerned with
campaigning for, desicning, or manazing projects, emnloy paid offici-1ls,
unlike more traditional organizations which place emphasis on the role of

1M
unpaid volunteers .

The goals of voluntary or-anizztions vary zccording to their special-
ized concerns and their self image. Some organizations have specifically
employment- related goals: the provision of jobs and/or trainin; for the
unemployed in general or specific groups of unemployed such as youth(Y:(C.L),
the disabled (Royal Institutes for tne Decf and t:e Blind), ex-offenders
(the National Association for the Care and Resettlement of Offeniers),
ethnic minorities (Project Fullemploy) etc. For these groups lM3C vrojects
may be ends in themselves. For groups with non employment related goals,

such as those concerned with the provision of services for the elderly or

children, MSC projects are means to attainiag oth:r goals, and t.ery nay



thus be less interested in the employment gozls of other voluntary orzan-
izetions and of the MSC itself. Wi:h regard to the '"self image" of volunt-
afy organizations, there has been something of a shift in attituies on the
part of groups with employment related interests under the impact of mass
unemployment. As the chairman of the National Council for Voluntary Youtlh
liovements put it, "the self image is no longer of missionaries but of agents
of beneficent social change"13. Groups are becoming less patronizinz =nd
paternalistic and more politically sophisticsted. However,this variesz from
one organization to another. The more traditional organizations (such as
church and recreational youth groups) tend to be more "reactive' with

regard to employment programs, concerned to "do something", if only to "keep
kids off the streets'"., Other groups, not necessarily politically radical
ones, have been more "proactive'", concerned with securing a new iezl for
various types of unemployed people interms of quality training, ade uate
allowences, and equzl opportunitx}n employment (for women, ethnic minorities
and the disabled, often in areas in which there was discriminztion prior to
the onset of mass unemployment). Some such proactive groups (for exzmple
Youthaid) are similar to campaigning groups in other fields, such =23 ige
Concern, the Child Foverty Action Group and the Low Pay Unit, which emerged
in the 1970's as politically radiczl groups operating outside party rolitics
but intending to be policy relevant. However, more established voluntary
organizations, particularly nationzl and umbrella organizations, have incr-
easingly adopted similar positions. I would be inclined to argue th:zt in
terns of goals there are three types of voluntary organizations: the
"proactive'"; the "reactive" concerned with employment problems; ani the
"entrepreneurial", those groups not directly concerned with employuent

issues, but prepared to use IMSC programs to meet other goals,

The strategy and tactics used by voluntary organizctions are obvious-
1l; related to t.eir goals, organizational character, and relationship to
the MSC. They have varied in the extent to whic%?hey have sought to organ-
ize and mobilize (or even demobilize) their client constituencies, i. the
extent to which they have been uncritically cooperative with rezari to the
1M3C, and in how they have sought to influence volicymaking. Further
discussion of this behavior reguires, firstly, analysis of how voluntary
organizations should be treated with regard to social science thecry, and,
secondly, a framework for considering the policymaking process. It is to

these tasks that I shall turn in the next two sections.

Voluntary Organizations and Socizl 3cience Theory

How one conceptualizes voluntary organizztions as actors in t e



policymaking process is problematic, In ter's of the socizl scienc. liter-
ature, voluntary orgesnizaticns are somewhat of zn znomaly. Zowever, as I
aim to demonstrate in this section of the prper, much of this literzture

is relevent to elucidating ths role of voluntary organizztions iu British
Active Eumployment Policy. Much of the mzinstrear literature on ro_iticzal
participation and colliective action discounts voluntary organizations as

at best marginzl end =t worst guaintly pre-modern. For some, only tl:e
modern political party, in whatever guise, with its modern organiz=tion,
conscious leadership, and a soal structure not constrained by purely local,
episodic demands could harness the energy of disadvantaged grouns i. order
to achieve major reform (hcbsbawm, 1959; Downs,1257; Lipset and Rouxan,
1967). Plurzlist tzeory focuse. on the role of nressure groups, parily
because parties were seen as less centrel to policymaking in the US, One
of the major criticisms mzde of pluralist theory was thst it failel to

take into accrunt the circumstznces in which rational individuals would
undertake collective action (Olson, 1965)., Offe and .jiesenthzal (15.0)
further suggest that there is = structurzl asymmetry, in terms of specific=-

ity of gozls, power potentizl, group size, and zvailability of selectiv

ot

in

incentives, which means that those grouns wmost in need of orgsniz-tion
(consumer groups more than producer groups, labor more than cepitzl) find
it hardest to orgeznize. The reslevant grcups in British Active Lm loyment
Folicy, youth znd the lonz terw une:ploysd, zre clearly zmong tre l.ast

"orzanizable',

The literaturaon social movemcnts, like those on parties o-nd press-
ure groups, would appear to have little relevance to voluntary orgunizations,
Thouzh onc. mainly concerne’ with macro-socioclogiczl notions of structural
strain, anomie, and socizl brezkdown, the literature on socizl movements
was revived by the emir-ence of protest movements in advanced industrial
democracies in the 1960's and 70's. hilst voluntary organizastions ion't
altogether "fit'" either as movements of "ecrisis'" or movements of '"afiluence"
(Kerbo,1982), the theoretical focus and conceptualizations of those elements
of this literature concerned with the political impact of such movemcnts,
can, to a considerable degree, be apnropriated for use in the study of
voluntary organizations. This includes, firstly, the resource mobilization
approzch which has focused on social movement organizations rather t.zn the
diffuse mass base of social movements (McCarthy and Zald, 1277; Tarrow, 1984),
This permits exeminstion of the internzl characteristics of organizatiomns,
how these relate to the political opporiunity structure in which thzy exist,
and the strategies which result. 3econdly, Gamson (1975) provides a frame-

work for evaluating the extent to which organizations successfully influence



the policymeking process.

Tarrow (p.7) defines socizl protest movements as "groups possessing
a purposive organization, whose leaders identify their goals with the
preferences of an unmobilized constituency, which they attempt to mobilize
in direct action in relation to a target of influence in the politiczl
system'", Broken into its component parts, this definition can be zdcopted
and made operational for voluntary organizations. They are ''purposive",
and unlike purely self interested pressures groups, in having both an ultimate
value orientation and imnediate substantive goals, The former may be "ocuter
directed", focused on societal reform such zz egalitarian access to educat-
ion,trziningz, and employment opportunities, or "inner directed", focused
on the improvement of individuals' ch-racter and behavior, as with certain
religiously oriented groups14. The latter relate to the ongoing practicel
pursuits the organization engsges in, which are presumzbly consiste:t with
or instrumentzl for ultimate value gozls. Voluntary organizations cus
"organizations" will necessarily be concerned with gratifying their members,
a2nd mobilizing these as zctivists. Such "selective incentives'" are usually
assumed to fall into thre: categories: material; solidary; and purpesive.
For voluatary orgznizations, disappearing treas rers and the growing opport=-
unities for careers in the "unemployment industry" notwithstanding, material
incentives are &t best secoandary and often antithetical to the nztur: of
such groups., Solidary incentives are more important, particularly fer
comsunity-based and denominational-religiouigroups. Perhaps morsso than
for other types of orgcnizstions, purposive incentives , relating to the
ultimate value gozls mentioned, are especially important for th. merbers

and activists of voluntary organizations.

The voluntary organizations I'm concerned with certainly "i:entify
their goals with the preferences (or interests) of unmobilized constituenc-
ies". To this extent th:y may sometimes function to plug the gap in plural-
ist theory concerning how some groups foil to mobilize, despite their
common interests, their grievances remazining sub-political (Bachrach and
Baratz, 1970; Lukes, 1979). Organization "from above" by activist entre-
preneurs may provide a mechanism through which the grievances of unorgan=-
ized groups are articulated and become policy relevant12. However, it
cannot be said that voluntary organizations "attempt to mobilize irn direct
action" these unmobilized constituencies. There have been attempts to
organize the unemployed and the young on the part of elements of the
voluntary sector, often in conjunction with trade unions15. However, these
efforts have usually been half hearted (moreso on the part of trede unions,

if anything), and oftendesigned to preempt more volatile forms of collect-
A



ive action such as riotingjé. Furthermore,more traditional elements of the
voluntary sector sec their role as ameliorative and designed to prevent the
"mobilization" of their client constituencies. But there is a paradox here.
The purpose of mobilizing a mass constituency for a socizl movement organ-
ization is to gain leverage to force concessions out of elites by tne threat
of verious forms of collective action (Tilly: 197, p.24)., However, a2 major
strand of tie socizl movement literature maintains that organization:l
growti through such ma2ss mobilization, and resultant routinization and
institutionalization, inevitably leads to -ocal disrlacement =nd a failure

to achieve the original goals (Michels, 1959). For some, it was only
spontaneous, relatively unorganized outbursts of social unrest which, by
avoiding gozl displacement, could force elites into conceding fur.iamzntal
change (Luxemburg, 1963%; Piven and Cloward,1$77). If this latter argument
holds (and I will argue that to 2 considerable extent it does) then the
rioting ané social unrest there has been since 1979 may have given voluntary
organizations the necessary leverage, without them havinc to stimulcte it

through mobilizational efforts.

In terms of the "target of influence in the political systenm",
voluntary organizations have sought to achieve institutionalized access to
power. Attaining institutionalized participation is distinct from actually
achieving substantive goals, but iz claimed to be related to it in one of
two possible ways. The Piven and Cloward thesis would suggest that such
institutionalization would le2d to goal displacement and a failure to
achieve substantive reforms., Alternately, gaining institutionalized access
to power and becoming incorporated into the policymaking system mi-:t be
seen as the culmination of a reform cycle, a step which guarantees that any

substantive reforms secured will be a permanent addition and not palliatives

elites would consider revocable once a crisis had passed (Tarrow, 1954, p.45).

The distinction between substantive policy achievements an. institut-
ionalized acceptance as a participative actor in the policy process is
central to Gamsors framework for evaluating the success of socizl movement
organizations. By recognizing that it is possible to attain either "new
advantages" (substantive reforms) or "acceptance" (recognition as an actor
in the policymaking process) without the other, he produces a four-fold
paradigm of outcomes, with which one can assess the successes of orgzniz-

ations (p.28).

Acceptance
I Full None
s s syt S N e el i i
New Many 1 Full Response Preemption
Advantages lNone : Cooptation Collapse

Adapting this framework for lookins at voluntary organizations, the "full



response' case would involve the voluntary sector achieving major substantive
reforms and being incorporated into the policymekinsg process as a recognized
pressure group. Cooptation would involve incorporation, consequently legit-
imating government policy, without achieving reforms. Preemption would
involve government action and reforms without consultation with or the consent
of the voluntary sector. '"Collapse" would be equivalent to the total margin-
alization of the voluntary sector, with it havinr- no influence on thz formul-
ation or substance of policy. By recognizing that the particul=r pzttern

of "advantages gained" and "acceptance'" can change over time, I believe this
framework will be particularly useful for looking at active employment policy
in the 1979-88 period. Before doing so I will first set out z framework for

considering the policymaking process.,

The Policymaking Process and Active Employment Policy

In considering the determinants of public policy one is concerned
with six sets of factors. In decending order of generalit;: the nature of
the policy problem; the role of the state; the national "policy style'; the
policy community; the policy network; and the political conjuncture. The
nature of tne policy problem relates to broad, Trecursive socio-economic
conditions and how these shape a given policy area, Whilst socio-economic
determinist theories of public policy (such as "industrialism" and "converg-
ence" theses) may have become less prominent, it is important to co sider non
political variables, particularly as they shape perceptions of the relative
importance of areas of policy - the szlience of an issue and whether problems
are acute or chronic. The role of the state in any given area of policy is
not Jjust a matter of degree but of type. In reviewing the "pluralist"
literature, Lowi((1964) first noted how the type of policy arena (distribut-
ive, regulatory, or redistributive) may determine the type of politics one
observes, In reviewing the "corporatist™ literature Streeck and Schmitter
(1935) similarly note how different types of regulatory social orders (state,
market, community, associative, and mixtures of these) yield different sorts
of political outcomes. Policy style refers to the extent to which government
seeks to reach a consensus on what policies ought to be introduced with
outside pressure groups. '"Consensus" is normally used as a synonym for
"compromise'", and is particularly relevant to the debate on the Thatcher
style. The conventional wisdom is that until 1979 the collectivist, or
corporatist, post war settlement (Beer, 1969; Middlemas, 1979) necessitated
a consensual policy style, but the Thatcher years have been marked by a

confrontational style (Ashford,1981; Kavanagh, 1986).



The policy community consists of the "sub government", the section
of government concerned with a particular policy. It consists of tze formal
locus of policy decisions and its informal set of insiders and recognized
outsiders who together "process" issues and problums in a given policy area.
Policy communities will vary in the extent to which they are open or closed
to outside participants, in the extent to which they are compartmentzlized
or overlap with other policy communities, and in the degree of autonomy from
central coordinzsting institutions (such as the cabinet or tze chief executive)
they enjoy. The -olicy community is largely concerned with policy formulat-
ion, whereas the policy networix is more concerned with implementatici (to the
extent these two processes can be separated). The policy network consists of
the vertical linkages between the central decisionmniiers and th= service
deliverers., This network can vary in the extent to which it is profezsional-
ized and technical, and in the extent to which it is fossilized or flexible,
The politicel conjuncture consists of the electoral security of tie -overn-
ment (a product of its popular supvort and position in the electoral cycle)
and tae availability =nd posture of potentizl allies = political parties,

and business and trade union organizations primarily.

For Active Employment Policy in Britain 1979-48, particularly as it
relates to voluntary organizstions, the mein features of the policymalking
process are sumiarized in appendix 4. The policy problem basically consists
of the rate of unemployment (see aprendix 5). This remained below 6% for
1979, with inflation being seen as z more important problem., Deflationary
macroeconomic policy and internationzl recession led to a rapid rise in
unemployment in 1980-%2 (from 1.2 million (5,2%) in December 1579 to 2m (8,.3¢)
in November 1980 to 2.5m (10.4%) in July 1981 to 3m (12,9 in September 1982),
Thereafter, the rate at which unemployment was increasing slowed, but the
underlying trend remained upward until July 1956 since when it has fallen (to
below 3m in May 1927). 4Within these aggregate figures there are two import-
ant features, relatins to youth and the long term unemployed. A demographic
bulge of 16-19 year olds, which peaked in 1981, combined with recession and
the virtual collapse of the industrial apprenticeship system in 1979-81,
made youth unemployment a particularly acute problem in 19860-82. The prob-
lem of long term unemployment lagged the rapid rise in unemployment in 1980-82
and progressively worsened from 1932 on, affecting formerly full time, male,
industrial workers in particular, as manufacturing industry has still to stop

shedding labor despite economic recovery (apcendix 5),.

Unlike many other European states17, Britain had no tradition of =
mzjor state role in Active Employment Policy. In the postwar period the

commitment .to full employment was maintained through macroeconomic management,
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with "micro'" issues of trzinins left to emnloyers., The 1964 Industrial
Training Act had created "meso-corporatist'" Industrial Training Boards
(Vickerstaff, 1985; Anderson and Fairley, 1982). Rising youth unemployment
between 1975 znd 1978 led to az series of ad hoc, temporary employment schemes,
such as the Youth Cpportunities Programme., <wvhe M3C (created in 197h)

oversaw these schemes and the lndustrial Training Boards. After the [5C
escaped abolition (which many in the Conservative Farty souzht) this stzte

of affairs continued until the Fall of 1951 when, almost simultaneously, the
government abolished most of t.e ITB system and launched & mzjor, state-led
Active cmployment Policy in the shape of ¥TS. HMSC cooperation (meaning that
of its component p;rts; business, labor, loczl zuthority, professional educ-
ation and voluntary sector representative:) proved necessary, and the strange
combination of a government with & laissez faire ideology operating a hizhly
interventionist pelicy through the lzst major remnant of corporatism persist-
ed from thnen on. The "corporatist" element has gradually declined relative to

the "statist" since 1983 and may be on the point of extinction in 10

055
The policy "style" as it related to ictive Zmployment Policy was init-
ially an isolated case of consensus-seeking. 1ln general the Thatcher govern-
ment 1979=51 explicitly abandoned consensus politics and "tripartism" (in
particular seeking to disestablish trade union leaders as participants in
national political 1life). However, with true believing Thatcherites in cont-
ro. of macroeconomic policy only, the Department of Employment (DE) was given
to the leading '"wet" James Prior, who continued to espouse 'social partner"
beliefs with regard to employers and the unions. His reward was to be sent
to Lorthern Ireland as 3ecretary of State in September 1981, being replaced
by arch "dry" Norman Tebbit at Empioyment. This ushered in & brief period of
confrontation, but the necessity of [i3C cocperation in active employment
initiatives curbed this, and what misght be termed & "strained consensus"

existed from then on, becoming increasingly strained in 1987-88,

"Policy community" is a necessarily vague term, as it need not coincide

with the formal departmental division of sectors of policy, and it includes

an informel set of participants. For Active Imployment Policy the policy
community was centred on the 3C. Because of its corporatist nature, and

the institutionalized access of outside interests (see appemdix 3), the MSC

is an "open" policy comumunity, and as such it contrasts with what many hzve
identified as the state-structural obstacles to policy innovation evident in
the sSritish civil service bureaucracy. Perhaps more important, however, is
tae nature of its horizontzl and vertical linkages. Its "horizontzl" relat-
ionship with othcr policy comnunities directly affects its coherence. 1If

policy communities overlap with one another, with no clear demarcation, then
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their capacity to act as formulators of policy is diminished., This was the
case until 1981-82, when the generzl area of education, training and employ-
ment subsidy programs was in something of a limbo between the Department of
Bducation and Science (DES), the Department of Employment (DZ) and the ISC,
However, the policy initiatives of 1981-82 saw the DES completely marginal-
ized (remaining so until the 1987 Education Bill, though even this reform is
being imposed on the Education policy community), and the DE's authority
over the MSC greatly diminished, thouch the particular Employment minister
at any time remained an extremely important actor in !43C affairs. The
result was that the [iSC became an extremely coherent policy community, deta-
ched from departmental control, and with independent access to central
policymasking institutions (the Prime linister and the Treasury most import-
antly) and its own delivery network. In terms of these "vertical" linkages,
the [I3C policy community remzined subordinate to the politiczal imperatives
of the Thatcher governments, though its track record, and the incumbency of
Lord Young at the DE (1985-87), meant that it may have enjoyed a greater

freedom of manoever at that time18.

With regard to links to its "policy network", the [ISC was again a2
peculisr body. The great functional advantage of a corporatist policymalring
process is that it combines policy formulation and policy implementation
within the same organiz:-tional structure (Streeck and Schmitter, p.22). The
actors which negotiate the terms of regulation of their members are charged
with responsibility for enforcement. This applied to the voluntary sector
""network' even more than to the business and labor components of the MSC,

In general, the policy network responsible for the delivery of employment
policy was inflexible 1979-81., The government regarded the temporary em=loy-
ment subsidy programs already in place as wasteful expedients, and the exist-
ing training/apprenticeship system as little more than a trade union restrict-
ive practise. The unexpectedly rapid rise in unemployment soon overwhelmed
this network, although the voluntary sector proved remarkably adept at
improvising. However, the scale of the problem led to a restructuring of the
whole policy network, the MSC proving a remarkably useful tool in doing this,
not least because the massive infusion of funds in the context of recession
and public expenditure cuts, made the !SC something of an oasis19. Thereaft-
er, the policy network was flexible to the point of being obsequious, as
critics saw it. The voluntary sector strands of this network also became
more ''professionalized" and less stop-gap after 1982, An MSC docunent on

the role of tlie voluntary sector noted: "The new programme (YTS) will require
a higher degree of professionalism and specialism, There will be less

emphasis on improvisation and the quick response" but noted also that it
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would be important to "ensure that the creativity, flexibility and community
base of the voluntary organizations are not sacrificed in the process of
establishing a permanent programme" (1MSC, 1952, p.15). One would expect
greater professionalism to make a policy network more indispensible to gover-
nment. Paradoxically, however, the voluntary sector in many areas (for ex-
ample the provision of personal social services) has expanded at the expense
of statutory provision, thu s undermining, according to a critic of volunt-
ary sector involvement in the CP, "the expensive infrastructure of capital
investment and trained staff....Hence schecmes are short term, it is not
possible to build on good practise or develop long term plans, and funding
cen be switched very quickly according to changing central political imperat-
ves" (Fullick, 1986, p.241). Thus sroving professionalization on the part

of tize voluntary sector may be developing in the context of a2 deprofessional-

izzation of the policy network as a whole,

The electoral security of the Thatcher governments has followed =z
pattern of mid-term weaknes: followed by revival in timec for general elect=-
ions (see appendix 6). The two major "lows" were 1981-82 (July-December
1921 being the n=dir) and 1985-85, These coincided with the two most import=-
ant periods of social disorder (widespread rioting, worst in Liverpool, in
July 1981, and outbreaks invelving fatalities in Birmingham and London in
Fall, 1985). As one might anticipate, such periods of political weakness
strengthened the hand of proponents of expansion of active emvloyment prog-
ramszo. These proponents would be all the stronger if the voluntary sector
was pzrt of = united front. Cooperation between business, union, loczl
authority, education and voluntary sector representatives within the I[5SC has
been remarkably strong for most of the time. The Labour party and the tracde
unions were both in considerable (fratricidal) disarray in 1980-8321, however
within the M3C the voluntary sector was usually able to ally with unicns and
employers (a strong esprit de corps often develoved), though it was isolzated
in opposing thec CP for a time in 1932, and after 1985 the employer represent-

with Hhe government
atives were increasingly in alliancgﬂagainst the unions, the voluntary sector,

local authority and education representatives.

The Policy lmpact of the Voluntary Sector

Using Gamsons framework I will, in this section of the paper, assess
the "success" of voluntary organizations in terms of substantive policy
achievements and institutionalized involvement in policymeking. To this end
I have divided 1979-88 into four parts: May 1979 to April 1982; April 1982
to September 1983; September 1983 to July 1986; and July 1986 to lMarch 1985,



