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Extended schooling: some lessons for youth workers from Youth Service history

Gleaming new initiatives have been one of the markers of New Labour policy making since it came to power in 1997. Little or no structural context, even less history. Just that relentless driver of so many New Labour programmes - ‘modernisation’.

‘Extended schooling’ is one such initiative. From the time it first surfaced during 1999, it was presented as a wholly new way of delivering local services, particularly to children and families. Yet, though conceived and described in different ways, similar notions have been around for a very long time. (See Smith, 2004, 2005). This paper focuses on one example – or, more accurately, competing examples. Emerging over thirty five years ago out of the tortuous deliberations of the Youth Service Development Council (YSDC), these found their way into its review report on the Youth Service, Youth and Community Work in the 70s. (DfES, 1969). Then it was most commonly known as ‘community schooling’.

The reasons for resurrecting this largely discredited state paper are twofold. One is to use it and its arguments - both for and against a central role for schools in ‘community’ provision – as a historical filter through which to examine the New Labour strategy for extended schooling. For, in the course of often sharp internal exchanges, the YSDC confronted questions of both rationale and feasibility which have been largely avoided under New Labour. These included: 

· How far should or indeed can a school be the hub of its ‘community’?

· How ready and willing are the schools, not just to reach out beyond their physical boundaries, but – more importantly in this context– to shift their institutional power structures and cultures to accommodate sometimes less conventional community interests?

· Specifically from a youth work perspective, how effectively can schools cater for young people’s shifting and again often unconventional leisure styles and interests?

The second reason for looking again at Youth and Community Work in the 70s is for the light it throws on a shadowy corner of the Youth Service’s own history: a full-blown row within the YSDC on how to give youth work a stronger ‘community’ orientation. Despite the efforts of the minister involved and his officials to keep the conflict in-house, word of it seeped out. This, and the final report when it did eventually appear, lead to a wider debate on the nature of youth work itself and on how the state should sponsor it. What goes around, it seems, really does come around!

Extended schooling: the New Labour vision

With aims which included ‘better access to essential services’ and ‘improved local availability of sports, arts and other facilities, very early on the DfES stated its vision for extended schooling as

… a range of services and activities often beyond the school day to help meet the needs of its pupils, their families and the wider community. (DfES, 2002). 

By 2005 the ‘core offer’ had been refined to:

· Child care/varied menu of activities for children and young people between the hours of 8am-6pm, all the year round

· Parenting support, including family learning

· Ensuring swift referral from schools to a wide range of specialised support services for pupils

· Widespread community use of the school’s facilities. (DfES, 2005a) 

Throughout a key goal remained to ensure that schools play a substantial and increasing role as a community provider and even perhaps as a community developer. And so, in explaining its strategy for implementing the white paper Every Child Matters ((DfES 2003), the DfES has emphasised the aim of 

reconfiguring, co-locating and facilitating easier access to services around the places where children and young people spend much of their time (schools) … (and) to provide a core offer of services to parents. (www.everychildmatters.gov.uk/ete/extendedschools/). 

The Green Paper Youth Matters on leisure provision for young people also assumes a close link to plans to develop extended school services. (DfES, 2005b, para 85).

Even as this wider role for schools is being expounded, however, focuses repeatedly retrench to narrower and more immediately pressing schooling preoccupations – particularly to the ‘core business’ of pupils’ (in-school) curricular learning. Thus, a key conclusion of the evaluation of the DfES-sponsored pathfinder projects in 25 local authorities was that the extended school  

…maximises the curricular learning of its pupils by promoting their overall development and by ensuring that the family and the community contexts within which they live are as supportive of learning as possible. (Cummings and Dyson, 2004)

As a result ‘community’, at least implicitly, is often defined merely as the context for supporting what is going on in school. ‘Community’ as a learning environment in its own right with its own ‘curricular’ content and indeed pedagogy is thus barely recognised. Within this, the Youth Service and youth work, where they appear at all, emerge as, at best, bit players responding largely to the cues of others. (See for example DfES 2002, page 42). 

A Youth Service example: digging deep into history

The Fairbairn-Milson Committees

The Albemarle Committee’s report on the Youth Service in England and Wales (Ministry of Education, 1960) brought to the Youth Service a (brief) era of sustained Government energy and (by today's standards) not-to-be-sniffed-at extra funding and other resources. One of its more significant outcomes was the YSDC – an advisory body whose members included practitioners, local councillors, service managers and academics.  From 1964 it was chaired by Denis Howell, a junior education minister and ‘minister for youth’, a role he held for a record six years. Throughout the second half of the 1960s he chivvied the council into an increasingly proactive shaping of national policy, including issuing influential if in some cases misguided reports on part-time youth worker training, provision for ‘immigrants’ and ‘service by youth’. 

By the later 1960s Howell had concluded that, in the decade since Albemarle, the wider policy context had so changed that another, albeit less public - indeed what turned out to be obsessively secret - review was needed, to be carried out by two sub-committees of the Council. One - to look at ‘the relationship of the Service with the schools and further education’ - was chaired by Andrew Fairbairn, the director of education for an authority, Leicestershire, with a national and international reputation for its network of community colleges. The second, chaired by Fred Milson, head of one of the longest established professional youth work training courses at Westhill College in Birmingham, was given the remit of examining the relationship of the Youth Service with ‘the adult community’. 

From mid-1967 the two committees worked largely independently with Fairbairn finalising its report within a year. The Milson Committee took four-to-five months longer – a delay which, with the two reports barely compatible, allowed it to respond directly to some of Fairbairn’s key recommendations. Neither report was ever published in its original form. However, even in those days official bodies could be extremely leaky. What follows is thus based on copies of the original sub-committee reports passed to me by a member of the YSDC during the first half of 1969 as the Council struggled to agree an integrated version of two documents whose perspectives and recommendations were in crucial ways diametrically at odds. 

Policy contexts

Forty years ago, policy was clearly being driven by some very different preoccupations and concerns. In this case, a fundamental and overarching difference is captured by one of the Fairbairn Committee’s starting assumptions: that 

It would be undesirable to introduce a system which set them (all the relevant local agencies) marching in the same direction at a word from the top. (Fairbairn Report, 1968, para 264). 

This reluctance on the part of national policy makers to lay down policy from above - particularly to intrude into what they regarded as ‘ the secret garden’ of the educationists’ curricula - was at the time largely taken for granted. Indeed, though hard to credit today, so entrenched was this reticent that Youth Service staff and commentators complained repeatedly about policy vacuums and policy drift and called on central Government to give much firmer policy ‘steers’. 

For both sub-committees there were however other more immediate policy imperatives. Inevitably given its brief, Fairbairn was most concentrated on the formal education sector (especially schooling) as this was developing at the time - particularly:

· the Labour government’s strong commitment to comprehensive secondary education;

· the increasing number of young people staying on at school voluntarily;

· the raising of the school leaving age from 15 to 16, planned for 1972-3;

· the impact of the Newsom report on schooling for pupils ‘of average and below average ability’, with its proposals, for example, for an extended school day, experiments in joint appointments of teacher/youth leaders and buildings designed and equipped for wider community use (Ministry of Education, 1963);

· the activities of the School Council aimed at opening up the schools to wider curricula  and more flexible methods;

· the introduction of the CSE examination for pupils judged as not able enough to take the more academic GCE courses.

All these developments were seen as having direct or indirect implications for the Youth Service and its historic role in providing for more ‘disadvantaged’ young people in their leisure time.

The policy environment shaping the Milson Committee’s thinking was very different. While it was at work, in an effort to improve responsiveness to users, ‘community’ was being ‘aerosol-sprayed’ onto a whole range of public services and structures by a stream of influential state papers (Benington, 1974) - the Seebohm report on local statutory social services, the Skeffington report People and Planning, a Ministry of Housing report on The Needs of New Communities. Unlike the Fairbairn Committee, the Milson analysis was also underpinned by an explicit ideological and theoretical perspective strongly influenced by the work of an American sociologist, Amitai Etzioni, who at the time was fashionable for his advocacy of ‘the active society’ – and who made something of a come-back in the early days of the first Blair Government. 

Despite these different policy drivers, both committees displayed one central – and strikingly familiar - preoccupation: how to get professionals to work together better: 

The general picture, then, is a confused one of different aims, organisations and methods … important services can be unknown to each other … tribal wars can obscure, or empire-building ignore, the common aims of those involved. (Fairbairn report, 1968, para 268). 

Youth Service organisations have often been insular, not seeking links with other agencies concerned with young people. (Milson Report, 1968, para 57(c)).

Other than in the context of the relationship between the statutory Youth Service and the ‘traditional’ voluntary organisations, ‘partnership’ had not yet become the in-word. Nonetheless, starting from this diagnosis of tribalism and insularity – 1960s versions of ‘silos’ - both committees were preoccupied with the need for services to co-operate more, including by pooling more of their resources 

(Local education authorities need to) facilitate a working relationship between the staff’s of all establishments engaged in work with young people. (Fairbairn Report, 1968, para 306 (n)).     

The barriers between the Youth Service and the other community services must come down in an effort to create an integrated community service. (Milson Report, 1968, para 127).

For achieving such integration, both sub-committees put their faith in ‘community’ as a (perhaps the) crucial organising concept – though, as it turned out, what they meant by this and how they wanted it to reveal itself proved very different.

The message from Fairbairn: the school as the hub of the community 

The Fairbairn Committee made no bones about the fact that it found the term Youth Service ’restrictive’ – largely, it seemed, because it got in the way of how it wished to define youth work. Targeted mainly at under 17s, this it saw as:

The response in school, further education, work and leisure time situations to the personal and social needs of young people.(Para 17).

As it elaborated this definition, a view of youth work emerged  as heavily resource-led – that is, determined by what would allow (indeed ensure) a shared use of premises, facilities and equipment and encourage joint teacher-youth worker or youth tutor appointments. 

Our interest is the development of the resources of the schools, the Youth Service and further education to meet the needs of young people in a community setting. (Para 264). 

Its conception of youth work also had two other key defining characteristics:

· Substantially ‘subject’-focused – that is shaped by 

… school activities, particularly art, drama, music and physical recreations, which lend themselves to a follow-up in the youth club or the evening class (Para 137);    

· Tied to particular ‘methods’ - with ‘counselling’, ‘group work’ and ‘residential experience’ getting special mentions. 

Within all of this, the process through which youth work sought to achieve its educational goals was only incidentally acknowledged and then only as an element of one of those methods (group work):

The youth worker … is free to use his knowledge of group process to help groups and individuals meet their needs of the moment. (Para 195).

In making its case for a ‘community’ model for such work, Fairbairn came down clearly (if usually implicitly) in favour of facilities and services being built out from and increasingly into formal educational institutions. In making this model concrete, its starting premise was that by the 1960s schools had so changed that they were ready and equipped to become the launch pad for a community approach:

The changing approaches in the classroom situation are making it increasingly possible for the school to engage successfully in leisure provision for young people of school age. We expect therefore that such provision will be made, if not within the school, in close association with it and its resources by the school itself and by voluntary organisations working within the school programme. (Para 74). 

Nor did the Fairbairn Committee see such radical shifts confined to method and curriculum. It claimed, too, that the school as an institution was also undergoing fundamental change involving for example:

… a relationship  between adult and young people in the learning situation different from the traditional hierarchy of pupil and teacher. (Para 56).        

With this new, progressive, young people-centred school as the basis of the ‘community’ approach it wished to see develop, it concluded that:

The concept of the Youth Service as a separate system should be allowed to atrophy and all youth work should develop as part of total community provision. (Para 5 (c)).

The message from Milson: via community development to 'the active society’ 

The Milson Committee identified points of agreement with Fairbairn which again have some current resonance. As well as ‘an integrated approach to community provision’, it too wanted ‘the greater utilisation of existing resources with less waste and more flexibility’ and ‘a different sort of provision (for young people), starting at about the school-leaving age’. (Para 9). 

However, its ‘reservations’ about both the Fairbairn analysis and the conclusions and recommendations drawn from this (para 10) went to the heart of the Fairbairn case to the point where, in language which stayed only just on the side of diplomacy, they all but dismantled it. It for example judged its definition of youth work as ‘so general as to be almost meaningless’ and so as ‘unlikely to find general acceptance’. Viewing the Youth Service as capable of ‘changing to become an effective means of social education’, it dismissed any suggestion that the Service be allowed to atrophy as ‘unfortunate’, not least because it regarded the Fairbairn assessment of the rate of change in secondary schools as ‘over-optimistic’. These – indeed formal educational institutions in general – the Milson Committee saw as displaying ‘greater degrees of authoritarian attitudes in their relationship to “out-groups” than many other organisations’ and pointed to the tendency of ‘many community colleges (to) promise more by their title than they perform’ (para 43). It thus concluded:

We do not think they (the schools) will be ready to take as large a part of youth work as is envisaged for a considerable time. (Para 10 (c)).

Most tellingly, however, it not only thought it ‘unlikely’ that educational establishments would become focal points for communities. It doubted that ‘it (was) right that they commonly should’. (Para 10 (d)).

Underpinning these criticisms was a conception of youth work which - sharply at odds with Fairbairn’s – was overwhelmingly process-focused and process-led. Stemming from a ‘call … for people to be involved in decision-making – to govern themselves rather than consent to be governed ’ (para 34), the Milson definition of youth work had to leave room for young people to exercise considerable ‘self-determination’ - even though this might have radical and, for adults, sometimes uncomfortable consequences:

It (youth work) should not be thought of as a building- or membership-oriented service but primarily as a dialogue between young adults and other members of the community. (Emphasis added). (Para 160 (c)).

It is no part of our aims to achieve a comfortable integration of the youth and adult populations, nor to attempt to ‘socialise’ the young so that they are reconciled with the status quo and capitulate to its values. (Para 48).

Those who want nothing more than a quiet life should think again. (Para 52).

Like Fairbairn, the Milson Committee saw such work as needing a clear ‘community’ location and orientation. In clarifying what it meant by this, it did make the odd conciliatory gesture to the Fairbairn advocacy of community provision as the appropriate model of community work through which youth work should in future be developed. Much more striking, however, are the fundamentally different perspectives and prescriptions it advocated. Starting from the proposition that 

those who work with young adults should no longer see themselves as ‘providers’ … placing young people in the position of ‘receivers’… (Para 46),

the Milson conclusion was that, by operating ‘both inside and outside the education service’

(The Youth Service) should … where these (sic) are weak or non-existent … seek to be the creative agent of community development itself. (Para 160 (f)).  

The resolution: Youth and Community Work in the 70s 

Implications for the Youth Service

Unsurprisingly given the two reports’ very different starting- and end-points, integrating them into a single coherent (and publishable) document which could carry a Government seal of approval proved extremely difficult. What eventually emerged as Youth and Community Work in the 70s was thus an uncomfortable and often internally contradictory compromise of values as well as practical proposals whose fall-out dogged the Service for years afterwards. Throughout the 1970s and beyond, agonised and inconclusive debates took place all over the country, echoes of which reverberate still today, on the meaning of ‘community’ and its policy and practice implications for youth work. 

· Did it for example require that all its practitioners become ‘youth and community workers’? 

· Or ‘community and youth workers’? 

· Or were they simply another version of ‘community worker’, focusing still on young people, though in their community contexts? 

A Youth and Community Service should … meet the need of young people … wherever they are to be found, and recognise them as part of the community. (DfES, 1969, Para 2(a)).

· Or even perhaps, as the Milson report seemed to suggest at one point, working with all age groups?

All community workers, and this includes youth workers, should see it as their role to work with the whole of the community, as is appropriate. (Para 128).

In the event, local policy makers, impatient with all this navel-gazing and determined to catch what they saw as the prevailing political wind, immediately started to ride the ‘community’ wave. Overnight, and without any discernible change in policy or direct delivery, youth services metamorphosed – some into ‘youth and community services’, some into ‘community and youth services’, a few even into ‘community development services’. 

In this however their navigational skills turned out to be seriously lacking since, at the national level, the wind turned out to be little more than a passing breeze. Unlike the Albemarle Committee ten years earlier, the YSDC had made no attempt to fine tune its recommendations in order to stretch, but not over-stretch, the politically achievable. The chances of its report gaining Government backing receded still further when, within months of its publication, Denis Howell - on whom, given his junior role, far too much had depended anyway - was re-shuffled out of Education. When in May 1970 Labour unexpectedly lost power prospects of ‘Fairbairn-Milson’ being given serious political credence disappeared altogether. There then followed months of total silence which ended only when the new Conservative Secretary of State for Education - one Margaret Thatcher – made it clear that, insofar as she even understood what Youth and Community Work in the 70s was saying, she found most of its content distasteful and dangerous. Nearly two years after it had appeared, it was finally kicked it into touch by a curt 400-word written reply a Commons question.

Messages on extended schooling

Over the following decades, other than adding some new terminology to the youth work and Youth Service discourse, the impact of the YSDC report on youth work practice or core Youth Service structures was hard to discern. Where (at least in England) this practice and its management and organisation did eventually develop a credible ‘community’ consciousness and orientation, the prompts would seem to have come more from changes in the material and cultural realities of life – for example from the expectations and pressures generated by an increasingly multi-ethnic and multi-cultural society – than from the theoretical debates amongst professionals stirred up by a Government report.

Nonetheless, even through a forty-year lens, the YSDC’s internal arguments – specifically the Milson assault on many of the core Fairbairn propositions and conclusions –-throws a sharply critical light on the New Labour arguments for extended schooling - and for locating youth work within it. Key questions here would seem to include:

How ready are schools and the schooling institution to take on an outgoing ‘community’ role?  

The success of the whole extended schooling initiative rests on the premise that far-reaching institutional, including (most importantly) cultural, change has now so taken hold within the schools that they are capable of ‘outreach’ roles which will be experienced by their local ‘communities’ as ‘organic’, authentic and effective. Starting from this presumption, the schools are then seen as appropriate and ready for exercising high degrees of influence on - even for assuming direct managerial and developmental control of - not just youth work but other services. In 1969, the Milson Committee judged such a presumption as ‘over-optimistic’. Where is the evidence that across the board – that is, beyond a small number of ‘pathfinder’ schools – the institution of schooling has achieved and internalised such change to the point where a radical new national strategy is justified?

How in this context is a ‘community’ approach understood?

One of the main reasons for the Milson committee’s rejection of the Fairbairn vision of the-school-as-the-centre-of-the-community was that this meant adopting an essentially top-down community provision model of community working - 

the term for the buildings, centres and facilities provided by the institutions and organisations for people, into which they are expected to fit. (Para 37).  

In reaching this conclusion, we need to remind ourselves, the Milson committee was reporting at a time when schools had far less autonomy than they have today – before, for example, budgets had been substantially devolved directly to heads, LEA powers significantly decreased and a 2005 white paper published which in effect proposed to hand schooling over to a range of ‘independent’ (often commercial) bodies. In such a context, the Milson judgement merits at least as much attention as it did in 1968.

Milson’s preferred model of community working was community development – ‘the means by which a participant democracy can be developed’ (Para 37). This, as its report (and indeed Youth and Community Work in the 70s itself) repeatedly pointed out, assumes

… a society which is theirs as well as ours… theirs not only to reason why, but also to help determine what and how. It should think itself successful when it sees then thrusting the ‘ought’ of their choice into the ‘is’ of our circumstances. (Milson Report, para 160(a)).

Pushing beyond the purple prose of this and other of the Milson pronouncements, what is striking is how often these pre-figure New Labour rhetoric on ‘consultation’, ‘participation’ and service users’ involvement in decision-making. What was different about the Milson analysis, however, and what makes it worth revisiting, is its rejection of the structures and, especially, the processes of the school as an institution for implementing these commitments. Are current policy makers aware of – do they even care about - the challenges involved in relying on schools (‘extended’ or otherwise) to promote the wider and more authentic forms of popular participation in local services which they say they want? 

What kind of youth work will extended schooling permit?

For youth workers such challenges are especially relevant given the centrality to their practice of process – of the inter-active exchanges between young person and young person as well as between young person and adult. In contrast to the overwhelmingly activity-, method- and institution-focused definition adopted by Fairbairn, this conception of youth work underpinned much of the Milson committee’s analysis – not least because the committee recognised how integral it is to the ‘self-determination’ and ‘empowerment’ for young people which it wished to support and encourage. 

Throughout New Labour’s time in power, repeated ministerial statements and policy initiatives have implicitly but also often explicitly stressed that young people no less than any other age group have the right and deserve the means to be so empowered. Albeit perhaps inadvertently, the Russell Commission (2005) further ratcheted up such expectations by re-badging ‘youth volunteering’ as ‘youth action and engagement’. With such divergent thinking legitimised, a still wider recasting of such activities occurred which – come back Milson, all is forgiven! – reintroduced such notions as ‘community activism’ and ‘active citizenship’ into the political discourse on youth. 

As a result, public agencies came under increasing pressure to involve young people throughout the operation of their services: not just by consulting them but by also giving them roles in planning, monitoring quality and even - as peer mentors and educators - in direct delivery. Yet here too, the question of the ‘fit’ between these expectations – indeed requirements – and extended schooling has never been openly addressed. What we know of most schools’ starting points, however, is not encouraging. The evidence on how the new citizenship courses are being taught, for example, suggests that few schools or teachers are ready for the kinds of experiential learning processes and methodologies which are at the heart of youth work practice. (Ofsted, 2004; Ofsted 2005, paras 30 - 34). And though some student councils do now seem to be allowed to talk about more than the state of the lavatories, only exceptionally has this new-found progressiveness included systematic student participation in staff appointments or in commenting on the curriculum or the quality of teaching. Yet these are precisely the steps towards young people’s ‘empowerment’ being demanded of other public services – and which some of the schools’ closest ‘partners’ (some Connexions Services, more and more Youth Services) are now actually taking. 

Revisiting the Milson critique of community schooling provides a sharp reminder of the blocks to implementing such practices within schools - particularly the process-led and ‘empowering’ approaches characteristic of youth work - which are inherent to schooling as an as an institution. Indeed, in the decades since this critique was launched these blockages have if anything become even harder to tackle as, more uncompromisingly than ever, the schools’ success has come to be judged by harder and harder measures - examination results, truancy rates - which are even less in tune with process-led youth work. 

In a policy environment which also envisages an increased role for schools in commissioning services (see for example DfES 2005b), one the lesson for youth workers from the Fairbairn-Milson episode in Youth Service history come through very clearly: beware an ‘extended schooling’ strategy bearing ambitious promises of ‘community engagement’ and ‘community development’.

Bernard Davies

November 2005   
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