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U ExecutiveSummary

This reportis basedon thefirst wave of a two wave nationallyrepresentativesurvey
• of entrantsto New Deal for YoungyPeople(NDYP) in autumn 1998. Faceto face

interviews took place with 6,010 r~spondentsin Spnng 1999, that is around six
U months after entry to the prograrrime. The report capturesparticipants’ early

experiencesof theprogramme.

• The wavetwo surveywill obtain informationon experiencesandattitudesat theend
of the programmeby following up on the samerespondentsaround nine monthsto

U oneyearlater Thewave two report~~villfocuson labourmarketoutcomes.

I Characteristicsofparticipants(Chaj~ter1)
• This national surveyof entrantsto New Deal for Young people(NDYP) took place

aroundsix monthsafter pamcipant~had enteredthe programme.Respondentswere
I mostly male (71 percent),white (83 percent)arid aroundhalf lived in social rented

U accommodationA fifth had a health problemordisability expectedto last for morethana year,a quarterhad no qualifications,and a fifth (22 percent)had had basic
• skills problemssincetheageof 16. 1

I Fourfifths of respondentshad at leastone of four known markersof disadvantage
(living in social rentedaccommodation,no qualifications, suffenng from a health

I problem or disability expectedto last for more than a year,no job prior to their
• unemploymentspell). Forty perCentsufferedfrom multiple disadvantage

• Overtwo thirdsof respondentshad~expenencedproblemsfinding or keepingajob in
the past year The most frequently mentioned problems were ‘no jobs nearby’ (29 per

• cent)andlackof personaltransport(25percent)

OperationofNDYP(Chapters2 an~f3)
• Over90 percentof respondentsrecalledsomethingofNew Dealandover 80 percent

recalledsubstantialexpenenceof GatewayandOptions

I
A quarterof all respondentswerestill on Gatewayaftersix monthson theprogramme.
Late entry to Gateway, overstayingGateway and interruptions to programme
participationall contributedto mote respondentsbeing on Gatewayaftersix months
thanoriginally planned.

rn After six months, 15 percenthad ~.lreadyleft Options for somethingelse,and mosthad left without completingthe Option. Over half the leaversfrom Options were still
• on New Deal

• By thetimeof thesurveyinterview1,60 percentof respondentswerestill participating
in theprogramme.Of thosestill p~ticipating,four in tenwereon Gateway,onein ten
wereon post-Optionadvice,andth& remainingone halfwason an Option.

‘U
I

LI
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U

ExperienceofNDPAs(Chapzer3) U
Nearly half (47 percent)werecompletelyor very satisfiedwith the help offeredby
their NDPA and a fun.her quarterwere fairly satisfied.Thosemost satisfiedwith
NDPA advice had positive perceptionsof the programme’s value, high Option
satisfaction,andgot on well with theirNDPA.

I
Respondentsweremorelikely to recall discussionof educationandtrainingneedsand
thingstheycoulddo on New Deal,than theywere to recall discussions of job search U
responsibilitiesand ways of looking for jobs. This suggeststhat during the penod
coveredby thesurvey,adviserswereemphasisingwhatNew Deal hadto offer rather
thanjob searchandjob searchrequirements. U

Participants’recall of the numberof itemsdiscussedwith NDPAs fell with multiple U
disadvantage,andwasgenerallyloweramongdisadvantagedgroups,who tendedto be a
leastsatisfiedwith NDPA advice. This maybe of concernif thosein mostneedof
helpwerereceivingless intensiveora narrowerrangeof support,howeverrecall may
itselfbecorrelatedwith socialdisadvantage.

U
Referralsby advisersto other agenciesor specialistsreflectedspecial needs, but

generally referralrateswerenothigh.
U

Options(Chapter4)
Differencesin Option entryaccordingto individual characteristicswerequite few,but U
somedifferenceswere apparent.For instance,it appearedthat both ethnic minority

clients andthose with work limiting healthproblemswere less likely to enter the
employmentOption than others.Participantsin the EnvironmentTask Force (EIFJ
hadfewerqualificationsthanothers.

There was a higji degreeof satisfactionwith Options. Eighty seven per cent of
respondentswere satisfied with their Options, including 62 per cent who were I
completelyor verysatisfied.Satisfactionwas higheston the employmentOptionand
loweston ETF.

UI

Altogether 90 per cent of those on Options at the time of the survey interview
identified benefits of New Deal in at leastone respect - increasingconfidence, U

improving skills, learningnewskills, gettingworkexperienceorlookingfor work U

Justover two-thirdsof participantsin work basedOptionsreportedreceivingtrainIng
(73 percenton ETF, 71 percenton the employmentOption, and53 per centon the
voluntarysectorOption) This compareswith 49 percentof teaversfor unsubsidised U
jobs who reportedreceiving training in thosejobs. Thus NDYP appearedto have
raisedthechancesof participantsreceivingtraining, by comparisonwith opportunities
in the job market. Where respondentsfelt that training was absent,there was
disappointmentwith NewDeal.

Eighty nine per cent of those receiving training said they were satisfiedwith it.

Satisfactionlevelswere lower in ETF. but this hasto besetagainstthe relatively high
proportion(73percent)who reportedreceivingtraining. I,

I

xlv
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I Sevenin ten statedtheir Optionwaswhattheyreallywantedto do (82percenton the
full timeeducationandtrainingOptid~n,64 percenton theemploymentOption,59 per
centon the voluntarysectoroption,a~id46 percenton EnvironmentTaskForce).The

• greatmajority of thosewho felt that the Option was not what they really wanted,
would havepreferredto be in a diffe~entjob (if in oneof the work basedOptions),or
• in a paidjob (if in full time education~andtraining).

1 The substantialminority whose currentor past Option was not ‘what they really

U wanted’ indicatesthat it is sometime~hardto achievecommitmentto client choiceon
Options.

— Thefull time educationandtraining Option hadthe largestnumberof participants Ii
— wassimilar to the employmentOpti~nin termsof participants’levels of satisfaction
• andhadfewerparticipantsthanothei~Optionswho felt theywere notdoing what they

wanted However,althoughcurrentparticipantsappearedcontented,therehad beena
U substantialdegreeof ‘early leaving’~from the Option. This wasassociatedto some

I extentwith peoplewith low educationalqualifications,or with literacyarid numeracyproblems. I

Employability(Chapter5)
• Fifty two percentof NDYP parnci~antsandcx New Deal unemployedthoughtthe

programmehad improvedtheirchancesof gettinga goodjob. Positiveperceptionsof
U New Deal’s impacton the prospectsof getting a good job were linked with more
• Intensiveactivity on New Dealand~ perceptionsof NDPA advice.Views were
— least positive where respondents~had left the programme for unemployment.

U EmploymentOption participantsand thoseon the FIE! Option were most likely to

saytheirprospectshadimproved.

— Not surpnsinglysoearlyon in theprogramme,respondentsperceivedNDYP asmost
— beneficial in improving their empld~’ability through help with job search skills and

I U confidencebuilding, ratherthan thrc~ughtheacquisitionof qualifications,work skills
and work expenence.HoweverETF~andvoluntarysectorOption participantsthought

U NDYP hadbeenmosthelpful in obtaining work expenence.Those on the full time
— educationarid trainingOption empl’~asisedimproving and acquiring skills Evenat
— this early stage sizeable minonti~ said New Deal had helped them get work

I experience,improveskills or learnn~wskills.

U Participantsfrom themostdisadvan~agedgroups,suchasthe multiply disadvantaged.
— ex-offenders,theunqualified,anddrug/alcoholusers,were leastlikley to saythat New
— Deal had helpedincreasetheiremployability through any of theseways.They were
• alsoleastlikely to agreethat NewD~a1had improvedtheirprospectsof gettinga good

job.
I
I LeavingNewDeal (Chapter6)
• By the time of the survey interview, four in ten respondentshad left New Deal

altogetherHalf of thesewereleaversfrom Gateway,afifth wereleaversfrom Options
U and the rest recalledlittle or nothiig of New Deal. Leaversfrom Options, most of

whom werenon-completers,hadloweremploymentratesthanotherleavers.
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Thirty eight percentof leaverswerein paidwork by the timeof thesurveyinterview,
30percentwereunemployedandclaiming benefits,14 percentwereunemployedand
not claiming unemploymentbenefits, and 8 per centdescribedthemselvesas long
termsick or disabled.Most of theremaining10 percentwerelooking after thehome
or in full time educationortraining. U

Womenwere morelikely than mento haveleft New Deal early, andto haveentered U
part lime employment.Thosewho had previouslyhad a job, and the more highly
qualifiedweremorelikely thanothersto haveleft by thesurveyinterviewandto have
enteredpaid work. Having basicskill problemswas associatedwith stayingon the I
programmeandwith loweremploymentrateson leavingNew Deal.

UsefidnessofNDYP(Chapter7)
Nearly two thirds believedNew Deal was ‘very’ or ‘fairly’ useful while 30 percent
believed it was not. Those in a full time job, self employment,on a government I
programme,or on a full time educationandtrainingcoursewere most likely to view
the programmeas very useful Respondentsfrom disadvantagedgroups were less
likely thanothersto saytheyhadfoundNew Deal ‘very useful’.

New Deal was viewed most positively where it was perceived as increasing I
employability— athird of thosewho said it hadimprovedconfidence,improvedskills,
helpedlearnnewskills, oracquireworkexperience,agreedNew Deal hadbeen‘very I
useful’ and a further half ‘fairly useful’ Stage 2 of the survey will compare

expenencesandperceptionsof theprogrammewith labourmarketoutcomes.

U
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U Introduction

U NewDealfor YoungPeople

U New Deal for Young People(NDP) is an important part of the Government’s
I welfare-to-workstrategy. The first of theNew Dealsannouncedby thenew Labour

Government,it was rolledout nation~1lyin April 1998 following a four-monthtrial
• penodin twelvePathfinderareas.Fu~idedfrom the windfall tax on utilities, it aimsto
— help young unemployedpeopleinto jobs and increasetheir long-termemployability
— ‘thereby making a positive contritution to sustainablelevels of employment’
• (EmploymentService,1998). The targetgroupare I8-24 year olds who have been

claiming unemploymentbenefitsfor six monthsor more, plus others in the same
U group with shorter unemployment[spells who are deemed to have particular

difficultiesandthereforelikely to benefitfrom earlyassistance.

How NewDeal works

• The programmemarksa breakwith earlierBritish labourmarketprogrammesin two
respects First, as discussedbelow,~itsdesign is unusual. it incorporatesa period

U explicitly designed to assist parti~pantsin choosing their route through the
programme.Secondly,participation}in the programmeis compulsoryfor the target

U group,in thesensethat failure to participateresults in benefitsanctions

After an initial interview with a Ne~wDeal PersonalAdviser (NDPA), participants
• enterwhatis known astheGatewaypenodof theNew Deal programme.During the

Gateway,they receive intensiveadvice,help and counselLingaboutjob search,job
I U opportunities,andotheropportuniue~undertheprogrammeGatewayprovision ‘aims

to get young peopleinto work, andi~icludeshelpwith job search,careersadviceand
I guidance,andpreparationfor and submissionto a rangeof Options’ (Departmentfor

EducationandEmployment,1998. 1).

• After a periodof up to four months~those still on the progranimnemayenterone of
four Options subsiclisedemployme~it,full-time educationand training, work for the

U voluntarysector,work with theEnvironmentTaskForce.Optionscanbeof variable
— duration,but most are expectedto ik~~around six months,exceptin the caseof the
— full-time educationand training programme,which can last anythingup to a year
U Thethirdcomponentof theprograrn’rneis ‘follow through’. The objectiveof ‘follow
through’ is ‘to ensurethat New Deaiclients are helpedthroughouttheirparticipation

• on an Option, to progresstowardsthe goal of finding and sustainingwork, and are
given further assistanceif they retu~nto unemployment’(Departmentfor Education

• and Employment, 1998 2). In pr~ctice,‘follow through’ is often usedto descnbe
— continuing adviceand assistanceonceparticipantshavebeenthroughan Option but
— havenot left New Deal.
I

•

U

U
U

U I
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Introduction

TheEvaluationofNewDealfor YoungPeople U

To establishwhetherNDYP benefitsparticipantsand to establish the programme’s I
impact on the wider labourmarket,the EmploymentServicehavecommissioneda
veryextensiveprogrammeof evaluation.’

Theevaluationconsidersthreesortsofoutcome:

U
) Themicro level impact,that is theeffecton participants,employers,providers,the

Employment Serviceandits partners; U

~ Thecost-effectivenessandquality of thedifferentdelivery arrangements; I

> ThemacroeconomicImpactof New Deal. I

Thesurveyofparticipants I

As partof thefirst strand,theEmploymentServicecommissionedthe Policy Studies 1
InstituteandBMRB SocialResearchto carryout a large-scalesurveyof participants.
The study has two purposes. to establish what effect the programme has on
participants’labourmarketprospects,andto find outwhat theythink of New Deal I

Stageoneof the surveyis designedto captureparticipants’ early experiencesof the U
programmeby interviewing them face-to-facesix monthsafter programnmeentry
Stagetwo iS designedto obtain information on their experiencesarid attitudesat the
end of theprogrammeby following up on the sameparticIpantsapproximatelynine
months later. The September-November1998 cohort of programmeentrantswas
chosenasthebasisforthestudy. U

This report marks the end of the first stage in the survey. It identifies the U
characteristicsof participants,what they did on the programmeand how they felt
aboutit It alsodescribesmovementsoff New Deal and into thelabourmarket. The
resultsare importantfor threereasons.First, it is one of thelargestsurveysof young
unemployedpeopleeverconductedin Britain Secondly,the resultsparnt a more
detailedpictureof participantson New Deal thanhasbeenpossibleup until now with U
administratively held data (Daly and Bentley. 1999). Thirdly, the analysesof
participants’attitudesto paid work, job searchpatterns,New Deal experiences,and U
perceptionsof New Dealprovidea ‘benchmark’againstwhich to measurechangein
thoseattitudesandperceptionswith thesecondwave of data.The analysisof change
betweenwavesoneand two of the surveywill be thebasisfor establishingthe Impact U
of New Dealon participants’job prospectsandemployability.

U
It is not possibleto deterrrunethe effect of the programmeon participants’ labour
marketprospectsso soonafterentry to the programme. Participantsareexpectedto U

spend anything up to fifteen months on the programme,and so the majonty of the
samplewasstill participating on the programme at the time of this first interview By
thetime of thesecondinterview,only a small minority are likely to be participatingin
theprogramme. The secondstagereport will focus on the impactof New Deal for

Young Peopleon participants’labourmarketprospects. U

—~

‘For detailsof the full evaiuat,onand a summary of findings to date seeHasluck (1999)

2 U
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U Thesurveymethod I

• A randomsampleof 11,197~artici~aits was selected from the September-November

U 1998 cohort of NDYPentrants. The survey was camed out face-to-facein
respondents’homes, using ComputerAssisted PersonalInterviewing (CAN). in

I total, 6,010 interviewswerecarriedoi.~tbetween26 Februaryand 18 July, 1999,with
54 percentof all samplecasesinter’~iewed,or 66 per centof thosewhere a correct

I addresswasavaiiable

• Presentationoffindings

This report consistsexclusively of c~oss-tabularanalysisand frequencycounts it

contains no multivanate analysis ~It is important to bear this in mind when
interpretingresults,since associatior~sbetweenvariablesmay strengthen,or prove

I illusory, whenoneaccountsfor inter-&rrelationbetweenvanables.3

I Resultsare basedalmost exclusivel~on surveydata; the7 arethereforesubjectto

a recall biasandarenot comparablewith administrativedata
I — The tablesare designed for reference~purposes. A moreselectiveapproachis taken
— whendiscussingfindings: in nearlyall casesresultsareaccompaniedby a table.Extra
• tablesareappendedin AnnexOne,bt~tthesearenot discussedin thetext.

S

I
U
I
I
•

I
I
U

U
II

U

I ______ I

2 For furtherdetailson surveydesignseetb~accompanyingtechnicalreportBMRB International

(2000) Thetechnicalreportalsocontains tl~efull quesuonnaire

U ~Stagetwo analyseswill consistprimarily c~ifmulti variateanalyses
‘ Theonly administrative data used in the a~iaIysisaredateofentry to NewDcaI, EmploymentService
r~gton,and modelof NewDeal delivery A~mrnistrar,vedatafrom theEmploymentServLce’sNDYP
Database and unemploymentrecordsheld c~J1JVOS will be used extensively in the wave two

• analysis
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Summ~iryand conclusions U
U

Characteristicsofparticipants

> This national survey of entrantsto New Deal for Young People(NDYP) took place
aroundsix monthsafter participantshad entered the programme. Respondents were
mostlymale (71 percent),white (83 percent)andaroundhalf lived in social rented
accommodation.A fifth hada healthproblemor disability expectedto last for more
thana year,a quarterhadnoqualifications,anda fifth had hadbasicskills problems
sincetheageof 16.

U
> Fourfifths of respondentshad at leastone of four known markersof disadvantage

(living in social rentedaccommodation,no qualifications, suffering from a health
problem or disability expectedto last for more than a year, no job pnor to their
unemploymentspell). Forty percentsufferedfrom multiple disadvantage

U
OperationofNDYP I
> NDYP wasoperatingdifferently to onginal assumptionsin two importantrespects

By monthsix of programmeparticipation:
U

• manyparticipantswere still on the Gateway(a quarterof all respondents,and
four-in-ten of thosestill on theprogramme); U

• manyhad already left Options (15 percent of all respondents— a fifth of those
who hadleft theprogrammeandon-in-eightof thosestill on theprogramme) U

~ Late entry to theGatewayand lengthy Gatewayspells both contnbutedto the high I
percentageof respondentson Gatewayat the time of the surveyInterview. Longer
periods on the Gateway were also in some casesassociatedwith interruptions to
participationon theprogramme. 1

> Theapparentlylargeproportionof respondentswho hadleft Optionsat art early stage
may give a misleading impression A survey interview early in theNew Deal process
will naturally pick up a high proportion of all theearly leaversfrom Options This
proportioncan be expectedto declineover the next 9-12 months. Accordingly, not
too muchshouldbe readinto this aspectof thefindings.

U
> By the time of the survey interview, 41 per cent of all respondents had left NewDeal.

Of those still participating, four in ten were on the Gateway, one in ten were on post-
Option advice,andtheremainingonehalfwason an Option

> Few of the currentNew Deal participantsdescribedthemselvesason a government U
programme Four-fifths of those art the Gateway and four-fifths of those on post-
Option adviceregardedthemselvesas unemployed. Three-quartersof thoseon the
employmentOption saidtheywere in a job Three-quartersof thoseon thefull-time
educationarid training Option said they were in full-time educationand traming.

U

4 U
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Participantsin the EnvironmentTask Forceand voluntary sectorOption had more
• mixed viewsabouttheir labourmarketstatuses,with sizeableproportionssayingthey

wereon agovernmentprogramme.’!

I ~ Ninety-threeper cent of respondei~ts recalled something of NewDeal. All but 2 per

centrecalledNew Deal or interviews/contactwith the Employment Service since
entenngthe programme. Eighty-~ixper centrecalledsubstantialexperienceof the

• GatewayorOptions. Forty-three~ercenthadbeenon an Optionat somepoint.

I LateentrysoGatewayandoverstaying

a
> Delays in entenngthe GatewayJwerecommon, with certain groups, notably the

U longer-termunemployed,expenencrnglongerdelays This may havebeen due to

U
difficulties in managingthe high~in~taketo the programme(flow and stock) at the
time this cohort enteredthe programme However, recall of late Gatewayentry

• should be treatedwith caution fèrceptionof a delaybetweenprogrammeentry and
Gatewayentrydid not affectparticipants’perceptionsof theNew Deal programme.

• I
~ Around a quarterof participantsoverstayedon the Gateway. This is a lowerbound

• estimate,sinceit excludesthose~till on Gatewayat thetime of the survey interview

U andthosewith poordaterecall. ii

i > Overstayingwas not strongly associatedwith personalattributes,although it wasassociatedwith job searchproblems,which may itself be a rationale for NDPAs

I allowing someparticipantsto extendparticipants’Gatewayperiod.Overstayerswere
also more likely thanothersto b~subjectto benefit penalties,possiblybecausethey

• haverefusedOptionsor failed to~~~articipatefully in theGatewayprocess Consistent

I with this hypothesisis the finding that overstayerswere more likely than otherparticipantsto agreethat New Dealpushedpeopleinto thingstheydid not wantto do
U

&perienceofNewDealPersonalAdvisers

•
> Nearlyhalf (47percent)wereco~’npletelyor very satisfiedwith thehelpofferedby

U their NDPA Satisfactionwasht~hestwhereparticipantsgot on well with their
NDPA, wereverysatisfiedwith Options,andhadpositiveperceptionsof the
programme’svalue. Disadvantagedparticipants,andthosewho thoughtNew Deal

• pushedpeopleinto thingstheydid not wantto do tendedto belesssatisfiedwith
NDPA advice.•

I ~ NDPAs maderelatively few referralsto otheragenciesto deal with specialneedsThis may be becauseNDPAs ~ere not adequatelyidentifying problems,or because
• appropriateproviderswerenot availableto tackleidentifiedneeds

• > Despitea reonentationof NDPAs in late 1998 to increaseemphasis on placing young
peopleintojobs, job referral rateswerelow. Otherstudiessuggestthis may be due,

U in part, to an emphasison Long~r-termemployability,coupledto the possibility that

U job matchingactivity may hav~beencrowdedout due to intenseNDYP workloads.

‘1 5
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However,job referral ratesand recall of discussionsabout making job applications U
differed markedlyacrossdifferent types of NDPA participantin a way that suggests
NDPAs were seekingto distinguishbetweenthe ‘job ready’ andthe lessjob ready.
Job referral rateswere lowest of all amongcurrentparticipantsin the ETF, perhaps
indicatingthat this groupofparticipantswasfar fromjob ready.

I
~ Half of participantsrecalledgoing on Option Lastercourses. lasterattendancewas

associatedwith Option participation but it was not associated with Option
satisfaction.

i~ Respondentswere more likely to recall discussionof educationarid training needs
and things they could do on New Deal, than they were to recall discussionsof job
searchresponsibilitiesandwaysof looking for jobs. This suggeststhat NOPAswere I
placingemphasison what theprogrammehadto offer, ratherthanjob searchandjob
searchrequirements.

> Participants’recall of the numberof items discussedwith NDPAs fell with multiple
disadvantage,andwas generallylower amongdisadvantagedgroups,who tendedto
be leastsatisfiedwith NDPA advice.This maybeof concernif thosein most needof

help werereceivingless intensivesupportor a narrowerrangeof support. However U
recall mayitself beassociatedwith socialdisadvantage. I

CharacteristicsofthoseentenngOptzcns

)> Differencesin Option entry accordingto individual characteristicswere quite few,
suggestingthat eachOption had a wide mix of individuals entering it, and that
‘streaming’ was not very marked(see below for details on eachOption). The most U
distinctivepatternof Option take-upwasfoundamongethnicminorities. Thesehada
relativelyhigh rateof participationin full-time educationandtrainingbut a relatively I
low rate of particIpation in subsidisedemployment and in ETF. Women were

represented to the sameextentas men in the variousOptions,with the exceptionof
ETF wheretheytook aconsiderablysmallerpart.

Participants’perceptionsofcurrentOptions U

> Eighty sevenpercent of respondentswere satisfiedwith their Options, including62 U
percentwhowerecompletelyor verysatisfied.

~ Theproportionsstatingthat they were completelyor very satisfiedwith their Option
variedfrom 46 percentin EnvironmentTaskForceto 69 percentin theemployment
Option,with the voluntaryand full-time educationand trainingOptions intermediate S
at 64 and 58 per cent respectively Simple comparisonsof satisfactionbetween
Options may be misleading becauseof differences in the characteristicsof
participantsentenngthem. Nor should theseresultsbeusedas a meansof assessing
the effectivenessof Options, sincethere is no necessarylink betweensatisfaction
during an Optionandsubsequentoutcomes I

I
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I Do Optionsaccordwithpersonalprefei~ences?

I ~ The issue of client choice in New~Dealis a complexone. NDYP offers a wider

I rangeof Options than in any prev1~usBritish labour market programme,andin that
sensechoice (and probably the expectationof choice) hasbeen increased. In

I practice,however,largeproportionsof theparticipantsin Optionsperceiveconstraint
ratherthanchoice. This appliesto aboutonethird of thoseon work-basedOptions,

— when they considerwhat they are currently doing, and to about one third on all
Options,when they considerNe~jDeal as a whole. This may also have adverse
repercussionson clients’ commitment to the Options they enter, and hence to

U retention in andcompletionoftheii~placements.

I > Sevenin tenstatedtheirOptionwa~whattheyreally wantedto do (82 percenton the
full-time educationand training O~,tion,64 percenton the employmentOption, 59

U perCentOfl the voluntarysectoroption,and46 percenton EnvironmentTaskForce)

— The greatmajontyof thosewho fe~tthat theOption wasnot what theyreally wanted,
— would havepreferredto be in a differentjob (if in one of the workbasedOptions),or

I in a paidjob (if in full-time educa~onandtraining) A minonty would havepreferred
to be in full-time educationandtraining,or on a different courseto theone theywere

I taking.

I > Although N])YP mayhavebeen~bleto meetthepreferencesof a greaterproportion

U of participantsif it had beenpossibleto providea largernumberandwider rangeofplacementsin subsidisedemployment,this would not necessarilybe more effective,
U in terms of labourmarketoutcon~ies. Anotherway of interpretingthe resultsis in

terms of the guidanceprocessaunng the Gateway, which leads to selectionof
I Options. Individuals who make~theirown vocationaldecisionsin an informedway

are more likely to remain coznrr~ictedto them The fairly substantialminorities
• whosecurrentOptionwas not ‘what theyreally wanted’ indicatesthat it wasproving
• hard to achievethis client comnutmentwithin NDYP. As might be expected,there

were still largerproportionsam~ngthe ‘early leavers’ from Optionswho felt that
• thoseOptionswere not what the~hadwanted Furthermore,nearlyonehalfof those

currently on Optionsbelievedthat New Deal ‘pushedpeopleinto things they didn’t
I 5 wantto do’

U Training within work-basedOptions

> NDYP appearsto have providedtraining for the majority of the participantson the
5 work-basedOptions. Just over~two-thirdsof participantsin work-basedOptions

reportedreceivingtraining. Fo~the employmentOption the proportionwas 71 per
U cent, for ETF it was 73 percent, and for the voluntarysectorOption it was 53 per
• cent Of thosewho had left N~wDeal and were in unsubsidisedjobs, 49 per cent

reportedreceivingtraining in thosejobs. Thus,New Dealappearedto haveraisedthe

I chancesof participantsreceiving~1raining,by comparisonwith opportunitiesin thejob
market I

I
U
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> Most (89 percent)of thosereceivingtraining said that they wereeithercompletely, I
veryor fairly satisfiedwith theirtraining. Thelevel of satisfactionwith trainingwas
somewhat lower in the ETF but this has to be set against the relatively high I
proportionwho reportedreceiptof training. a

~‘ However,where respondentsfelt that training was absent,therealso tendedto be
disappointmentwith the programme,anda feelingthat this wasnotwhatwaswanted.
It maybe relevantthat thefull-time educationandtrainingOption was leastaffected I
by theseadverseperceptions. The resultscould be interpretedin avariety of ways.
One of the possible interpretationsis that New Deal has raised expectationsof U
training, or that suchexpectationshavebeenraisedgenerallyamongyoung workers
by othermeans,including mediaattentionto the issue. Accordingly,clients may be
more readyto be critical if training is absentor is provided at a level which falls
below their expectations. This of courseis not an easyissue to addresssincethe
deliveryof trainingdependson largenumbersof providersof variedtypes. It seems I
likely nonethe lessthat it will havean importantbearingon how clientsjudgeNew
Deal

The employmentOption
U

~ The subsidisedemploymentOption appearedto be on balancethe most attractiveto
NDYP participants Thoseon this Option recordedthehighestlevelsof satisfaction, I
and a large proportionof thosewho felt that they were not doing what they really
wantedspecifiedemploymentastheirpreference,which suggestsunsatisfieddemand
for placeson the Option however, a substantialminority of those on the U
employmentOption would haveliked a different kind of work, and therehad been
significant numbersof ‘early leavers’ from employmentplacements Theremay
thereforehavebeensomedifficulties in matchingindividuals to subsidisedjobs, as
well assomeshortageof places. U

> Many of the jobs in the employmentOption were rn occupationsinvolving craft, I
clerical or administrativeskills, andfour fifths offeredcontinuoustrainingprovision
which would supportpersonaldevelopmentOne half of the participantsexpected
theiremploymentto continuebeyondtheshort-term,a factorwhich will be crucial for U
theeventualemploymentimpact. Theseappearto be encouragingfeatures On the
otherhand, wageswere on averagelower than in unsubsidisedjobs The medium- I
term effect of this Option is likely to depend,not only on whetherparticipantsare
ableto continuein employment,butalsoon whethertheyareableto getpay increases
asaresultof thetraining andexperiencewhich theyhavegained.

~ Accessto the employmentOption is an important policy issue, especiallyas it U
appearsto offer somepotentiallyvaluableadvantages.Therewill be someconcern
that both ethnic minonty clients, and those with work-limiting health problems,had
below-averagechancesof entry to the Option. However, it was too early in the
researchto reachanyconclusionsasto whetherthis representeddiscrimination.

U

U
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ThevoluntarysectorandEnvironmentTaskForceOptions

I > Apart from subsidisedemployme~t,two other Options were basedupon work

I expenencethe voluntarysectorOptionand theEnvironmentTaskFoite. For both
theseOptions,and somewhatmore’so for the latter, the levelsof satisfactionwere

• lower than in the caseof the empl~yTnentOption, and smallerproportionsfelt that

theyweregettingthechanceto dowhattheywanted.

a > However,asmanyETF partJc1pant~reportedreceivingtrainingas in thecaseof the
employmentOption, and the prop~l1.ionexceededone half in the voluntary sector

U Option as well. Theseappearquit’e high levels of training comparedwith previous
workexpenenceprogrammes.AIs~,thepenodof training did not appearinferior in

I ETF andvoluntarywork by comparisonwith theemploymentOption

U > Entrantsto ETF andvoluntary sectorOptionscontrastedin their qualification level

• The majonty of FIT participantshad no educationalqualifications,whereasthere
was some slight tendencyfor th~voluntary sector Option to attract the better-

U qualified This may in part refle~tthe different natureof the work experienceon
offer in thetwo Options,with ErF~chieflyfocusingon manualwork (of varyingskill

U levels), whereaswork in the volurtary sectorOption constituteda wider mix with
substantialretail andserviceeleme~ns Thesedifferencesmayalsoexplain the low
participationof womenin theETF Option

•
Thefull-time educationandtraining Option

U
~ The full-time educationand training Option was the largest. It was similar to the

I employment Option in its parnci~ants’levels of satisfaction,and it was the least

I affectedof anyOption by partici~antswho felt that they were not doing what theywanted However,althoughcurr~ncparticipantsappearedcontented,theOption had

• experienceda substantialdegree(~of‘early leaving’. This was associatedto some
extent with a largeintake of young peoplewith low educationalqualifications,or

I with literacyandnumeracyproblems

U > In 91 per centof cases,participantsin the full-time educationand training Option

• reportedthat their course led tçc a qualification. In about six-in-ten cases, thequalification aim wasat NVQ/SVQ levels 1 or 2, or equivalents. In 7 per centof
• cases,it was at a level highertha~hNVQ/SVQ level 2 Onethird of the respondents

working for a qualification pro~i!idedinsufficient information for its level to be
U determined.

> The subjectsof thecourses varied,andtheone majorclusterconcernediT and

U computerskills

U
U
U
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LeavingOptions U

~‘ One-in-fiverespondentshadtakenpart in Optionsthat hadendedby thetime of the
surveyinterview Theratio of these‘early Leavers’ to continuingOptionscouldgive a
some causefor concern,but astime goeson ‘early leavers’ shouldbecomea less
significantgroup. Of thosewho hadendedan Optionbeforethe surveyinterview,55 5
percentremainedon New Deal,usuallyon post-Optionadvicebut in somecaseson a
furtherOption. Of theminority who had left New Deal from Options.abouttwiceas U
many were unemployedor inactiveaswere in jobs This howeveris likely to give a
pessimisticpicture sincethosewho completeOptions,ratherthan leavingearly,can
be expectedto achievebetteremploymentoutcomes.

Employability U

~ Six monthsafterenteringNew Deal, perhapsthe acidtestof whethertheprogramme S
hasimprovedthe employability of thosewho remain on the programmeand those
who have alreadyleft for unemployment,is whetherthey thought it had improved U
their chancesof getting a goodjob. Half (52 per cent) agreedthat it had,but the
percentagevaried markedlywith different expenencesof the programme. Positive
perceptionsof New Deal’s impacton the prospectsof getting a goodjob werelinked
to more intensive treatment(Options participation, as opposedto Gateway only;
recollectionof more referralsand more issuesdiscussedwith NDPAs) and positive I
perceptionsof NDPA advice Views were leastpositive where respondentshad
alreadyleft theprogrammefor unemployment,highlightingtheproblemof earlydrop U
out. U

> Not surprisinglyso earlyon in the programme,respondentsperceivedNDYP as most
beneficial in improving theiremployability through help with job searchskills and
confidencebuilding, ratherthanthroughtheacquisitionof qualifications,work skills
andwork experienceHowever,ETFandvoluntarysectorOptionparticipantsthought
ND’??had beenmost helpful in obtainingwork experience.Thoseon the full-time
educationand training Option emphasisedimproving and acquiringskills. Even at
this early stage, sizeableminorities said New Deal had helped them get work
experience,improveskills or learnnewskills. U

~> There is considerableinterestin whethertherearegroupsof participantswhich New U
Deal is not ‘reaching’ One-quarterof participantsand ex-New Deal unemployed
saidNew Dealhadnot helpedthemwith look for work, increaseconfidence,improve U
skills, learn new skills, or get work expenence. It is therefore unlikely that
programmeparticipationhasdonemuchto improvethe employabilityof this sizeable
rnmontyof participants. New Deal appearedleasteffective in reachingparticipants 5
from certaindisadvantagedgroups Ex-offenders,loneparents,theunqualified,those
with drugor alcohol problems,and the multiply disadvantagedwere amongthose I
leastlikely to sayNew Deal had helpedincreaseemployabilityin any of theseways.
Thesewere also amongthe participantsleast likely to agreethat New Deal had
improved their prospectsof getting a goodjob However, it would be wrong to
conclude that disadvantagedparticipants were less likely to benefit from

I
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U participation. In the first place,so~nedisadvantagedparticipants,suchasthosewith

S very long unemploymentspells,ware amongthemostlikely to agreethat New Dealhadimprovedtheirchancesof gettinga goodjob. Secondly,one musttakeaccount

U of differing job and personal ex~ectationswhen interpreting responsesto such
questions.

I
~ Low job searchintensity is associatedwith participationon Options,particularlythe
• employment and full-time education and training Options. However, in other
• respects,Option participantsexhibit attitudesand behaviourconsistentwith high

employability. For example,job searchefficacy is higheramongOptionparticipants,
• and highestof all amongemploy6entOption participants. With the exceptionof

thoseon the full-time educationar~dtrainingOption, Optionparticipantsalsoexhibit
U the greatestwageflexibility, in termsof the extent to which theywould drop their

targetwages.

• > Thereportanalysessix aspectsof ~mployability:job searchintensity; searchefficacy,
non-financial employmentcommitment; feelings about being out of work; wage

• flexibility; and non-wage flexzl~ility. Some of these measuresare positively
correlated,but eachmeasuresa di~tinctfacetof employability,andthereis no simple

• relationship between respondent.~’scores on one measureand scores on other

U
measures.Consequently,it is not~possibleto generaliseaboutthe low employability
of certaingroupsunlessone is pr~paredto simplify by overlookingdivergentscores
acrossdifferent items. Thatsaid~somecharacteristicsemergedasbeingassociated
with pooremployability Those‘b~/ithlow searchintensity andsearchefficacy scores

I are likely to be among those with the furthest ‘distance to travel’to obtain
employment They includedthe~poorly qualified, the very long-termunemployed,

• thosewith basicskill problems,drug or alcohol problems,no job expenencebefore
New Deal,work-limiting healthp6blems.andthemultiply disadvantaged.

a > Wage and non-wage job sear~~hflexibility are more ambiguous measuresof
employability in the sensethat,’~although flexibility may improve immediatejob

• chances,it may noteffectagoodjob match leadingto betterlonger-termemployment
prospects Furthermore,some ~groupstrade off wage flexibility and non-wage

U flexibility In addition,thosewith high expectationsoften scorehighly on job search

U efficacyand haverelatively high~earningpotential,both factorsthat canimprovejobchances

•
Leaver destinations

U

U ~‘ Forty-one per cent of respondentshad left New Deal by the time of the surveyinterview, roughly six monthsafter they beganthe programme.Theseearly leavers
• areunlikely to berepresentative~f all leaversin theircharacteristicsordestinations

• > Thirty-eightpercentof leavers~ere in paidwork by thetime of the interview,30 per
cent were claiming unemploymentbenefits. 14 per centwere unemployedbut not

• claiming unemploymentbenefits,and B percent descnbedthemselvesas long-term

I
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sick ordisabled. Mostof the remaining10 percentwerelooking afterthehomeor in U
educationortraining.

~ Although thepercentageleaving for claimantunemploymentseemshigh, nine-in-ten
subsequentlyconfirmed that they were claiming unemployment-relatedbenefits.
Therefore, it seemsunlikely that theywere mistakenabouttheirbenefit status One U
interpretationis that somewho hadrecentlycompletedor left an Option, or passed
from Gatewayonto an Option that hasyet to start,mayhavehadht?.le recentcontact I
with NDPAs or trainmg providers. In thesecircumstances,they may concludethat
theyareno longeron theprogramme,but simply claiming unemploymentbenefits.

U
Leavers and experienceofNDYP

UI
~ Half the leaverswere leaversfrom Gateway,a fifth were Option leavers,and the

remainderrecalled little or nothing of New Deal. Option leavers had lower
employmentratesthanGatewayleaversarid thoserecalling little or nothingof New
Deal. By wave two, Optioncompleterswill be countedamongOption leavers,and it
is likely that theirpost-programmedestinationswill bedifferent.

> A relatively small minonty of leavers(8 per cent)cited problemswith claiming or U
dissatisfactionwith New Dealasreasonsfor stoppingNew Deal. However,87 per
centof thesepeoplewereunemployedat thetime of thesurveyinterview.

U
> Employmentrateswerehighestamongthoseviewing NewDeal as very useful , and
lowest amongthoseviewing it as ‘not at all useful’ and those who were unsure

Employment rateswere positively associatedwith getting along with NDPAs and
satisfactionwith NDPA help Employmentrateswere also high amongparticipants •
viewing careersguidanceunderNew Deal as helpful. They were particularly low
amongparticipantswhofoundwork experienceorbasicskill assistancemosthelpful,
suggestingthat theseparticipantsdid not necessarilyexpectthe helpto leaddirectly
to ajob.

I
> Therewere no associationsbetweenlapsedtime to Gatewayentry or time spent on

Gatewayandsubsequentoutcomes. I

Characteristicsof leavers to different destinations 1
U

Womenwere more likely than men to haveleft New Deal early,and to haveentered
part-timeemployment Men were more likely than women to leave for full-time U
employmentor unemployment

~ Non-whiteethnicminonty participantsweremorelikely thanwhites to haveleft New
Deal, andwere more likely to recall little or nothingof the programme. Differences
acrossnon-white minority groups were greater than the difference betweennon- •
whitesandwhites. Respondentsfrom the Indiansub-continentweremore likely than
any othergroupto haveleft New Deal, while BlackCaribbeanswere more likely to U

U
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U be stayersthanany othergroup,includingwhites. Although white leavershadhigher
employmentratesthan non-whites,differencesin labourmarket destinationswere
greateramongnon-whiteethnicminontiesthan theywerebetweenthewhite majority

a and non-whiteminonties. Blacl~’Canbbearishad the lowest employmentrateand
highestunemploymentrate. II

•
> Having longer unemploymentspells and no job before the programme were

U associatedwith lower chancesof ‘leaving New Deal earlyand leaving for paidwork.
— Employmentrateswere particula~iyhigh amongthosewho had beenin a full-time
— job beforethe unemploymentsp~llleadingto NDYP ehgibility. However,havinga

a part-timejob beforeentennguner~ploymentdid not improvesubsequentemployment
prospects Therewas evidence[bf ‘churning’ or ‘cycling’ through unemployment

I amongthose on governmentpro1grammesbefore entering their qualifying spell of
unemployment their rate of clai~antunemploymenton leaving NDYP washigher

I thanfor anyothergroup

> Work-limiting health problemswere associatedwith an increasedlikelihood of

I leavingNew Deal,andwith leavingwith nojob to go to. Thesefindingssuggestthat
this group had chosen to leak the programmebecausethey did not find it

• worthwhile,or becausetheywere~irnableto perseverewith it.

a > The highly qualified were a little more likely to leaveNew Deal than others.There
• was also a strongassociationbetweenqualification levels andemploymentrateson

leaving,with themost highly qu~klifiedthreetimes more likely to be in paid work at
• the tIme of the survey Intervie+ than leaverswith no qualifications Given the

NDYP’s objectiveof improving ~mployabi1ity,it is of concernthat a quarterof those
• leavingtheprogrammein thefir~tsix monthshadleft with no qualifications,andthat

80 percentof this grouphadleft without ajob to go to.

I ~ Havingbasicskill problemswas~associatedwith stayingon theprogramme,andwith
lower employmentrateson lea~ingNDYP. It may be that participantswith basic

• skill problemswere persevering’with New Deal participation in the hope that the
programmewould improvetheir labourmarketprospects.

U
~ Participantswith working partners were more likely than others to leave the

programme,and more likely tà enterjobs on leaving Those with unemployed
partners were no more likely than singlepeopleto haveleft the programme,or to

haveenteredpaidwork on leaving. Thosewith children weremorelikely thanthose
• without to have left NDYP, b~itrelatively few had enteredjobs, perhapsraising

questionsabout young people’s~ability to maintainparticipationin New Deal when
U theyhad careresponsibilities.

U ~ Employment rates fell and un~mploymentrates rose with the numberof social
• disadvantagesleavers faced. Economic inactivity also rose with multiple social

disadvantagedue to the incr~asingincidence of long-term sickness,injury or
U disability amongthemostsocially disadvantaged

U
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SummaryandConclusions •
OverallusefulnessofNewDeal U

> A quarterof respondentssaid they had found New Deal ‘very useful’, and another U
four-in-tensaidtheyhadfound it ‘fairly useful’ NDYP wasperceivedasmostuseful
by thosewith greaterexposureto theprogramme,andpositiveperceptionsofNDPAs
and the help they offered. Conversely,thosewho thoughtNew Deal ‘pushedpeople I
into thingsthey didii’t want to do’, andthosewith directexperienceof benefit stops
or reductions,were leastlikely to view NDYP as useful. U

> New Deal was viewed most positively where it was perceived as increasing I
employability — a third of thosewho said it had improvedconfidence,improved
skills, helpedlearnnewskills, oracquirework experience,agreedNew Deal hadbeen
‘very useful’ and a further half ‘fairly useful’ Those least likely to view the U
programmeas useful werethosewho thought it haddone little or nothing for their

employability Theseincludedparticipantsfrom themostdisadvantagedgroups,such • I
asthemultiply disadvantaged,ex-offenders,anddrugor alcohol abusers.

U

U
I

U
I
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ChapterOne

U 1. Characteristicsof Newbeaiparticipants

•
• Summary

This nationalsurveyof entrantsto New Deal for YoungPeople(NDYP) took place
aroundsix months afterparticipantshadenteredtheprogramme.

U > Respondentsweremostlymale(~1percent),white(83 percent)andaroundhalf
lived in social rentedaccommod~tion.A fifth hada healthproblemordisability

• expectedto last for more thana ~qear,a quarterhad noqualifications,anda fifth
(22percent)hadhadbasicskills’problemssincetheageof 16.

U
> Four fifths of respondentsh~dat least one of four known markers of

• disadvantage(living in socialreinedaccommodation,no qualifications,suffering
from a healthproblemor disability expectedto last for more than a year,no job
prior to their unemployments~ell) Forty per cent suffered from multiple

I disadvantage.

1 > Over two thirds of respondentshad experiencedproblemsfinding or keepinga. job in the past year The most~frequentlymentionedproblems were ‘no jobs
nearby’(29percent)andlackofipersonaltransport(25percent)

U
U This chapterdescribesthe charactensticsof the sampleof entrantsto New DealbetweenSeptemberandNovember~1998 Thesampleis representativeof entrantsto

the programmesix to nine monthsafter its extensionto young peoplethroughout
England, Scotland and Wales. Information on participants’ charactensticswas

I collectedat thefirst surveyinterview which took place,on average,six monthsafter

theyhadenteredtheprogramme

. Knowledgeof participants’charactkisticsis importantin understandingNDYP — who
it is for, and theprofile of particip~ntsit seeksto help Thesedatahavethreeusesin

• theassessmentof NDYP’ s impactI~nlabourmarketoutcomesat the secondwaveof
thestudy.

U
(I) They will be usedto estimatethelikelihood of surveynon-responsethat canhelp

U accountfor possiblebiasesan impact estimateswherenon-responseis correlated
with outcomesof interest.1

(2) They will be usedto estimat~the likelihood of entry to different parts of the
• programme.

(3) Finally, they will be usedascontrol variablesin multivariatemodelsseekingto
I isolateNDYP effectsfrom oth~rinfluenceson labourmarketoutcomes.

• The charactensticscoveredbelow~areselectedeitherbecausethey areof particular
• policy interest,or becauseearlierliresearchindicatesthat they affect young people’s

job prospects.Not all of thesecharacteristicswill prove to havea significant impact
• on job outcomesfor NDYP pa?iclpants.and other factors may also affect job

‘Thecharactensucsofrespondentsand nbn-respondencsarecomparedin thetechnicalreport(BMRB
Intei-national,2000)usingdata from theEmploymentService’sNDYF Database
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prospects. Some of these,such as longer-termwork history variables,are being
collectedat wavetwo, while otherswill bederivedfrom administrativedatasources.

1 1 Gender

The labour marketpreferencesand experiencesof men and women are different in U
manyrespects.Determinantsof theirjob prospectsoftendiffer (White et a!., 1997).
Bntain is unusualin Europein that themajonty of the unemployedis men. NDYP U
participantsareno different. Seventy-onepercentof respondentsweremen.

1.2 Age

Even within a narrow agegroupsuchasNDYP participants,agemay influencejob U
prospects. As well asindicating the maximum time they havehad to get jobs or
spendunemployedsinceleavingschool,agemay be associatedwith diffennglabour
market prospectsfor groupsentenngthe labourmarket at different points in time.
Respondentshad a meanageof 21 at the time of their surveyinterview (Table 1.1).
Forty-threepercentwereunder21 yearsold.

Table I I Gender.byage

Men Women AU I

18 3 4 3
19 20 26 22
20 18 19 18
21 15 14 15
22 13 11 12 5
23 12 11 12
24 12 10 12 II

25 7 5 7
26 * o

Over26 * 0
Age unknown * 0

Weightedbase 4281 1729 6010
Un~ç~ghtedbase 4253 1757 6010
Base all respondents a
1 3 Ethnicorigin U

Life chancesand labourmarketexperiencesarestronglyassociatedwith ethnicorigin I
(Jones, 1993; Modood ez aL, 1997). However, becausenon-white minorities
constitutea relatively small proportionof theunemployed,surveysof theunemployed
are rarely large enoughto conductanalysesby ethnic origin. The NDYP is large 5
enoughto conductsomeanalysesby ethnic origin, althoughsamplesizesdoprohibit
analysesof small sub-~groupsSeventeenper cent of the samplewas from ethnic I
minorities,including 5 percentwho identifiedthemselvesasPakistaniand3 percent
who saidthey wereBlack Caribbean. Women were more likely to be of non-white
ethnicorigin thanmen(Table 1.2)were.

U
S
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U Table 1 2: Gender,by ethnicongrn

5 Men Women All

% 1%
1 White 85 78 183

Black-Caribbean 3 3 3
U Black— African 2 2 I 2

Black—Other 1 1 1
• Indian 2 3 2

Pakisiani :
• Bangladeshi 1 2 1

Chinese * * *

• Other 2 2 2
Noanswcr * * *

Weighted base 4281 1729 6010

Unweighted bose 4253 1757 6010 —

Base all respondents

I
1 4 Health

U
Poor health adverselyaffects employment (Lakey, Mukherjee and White, 1998).

• One-fifth (19percent)of responden~said theyhada healthproblemordisabiiity that
• theyexpectedto last for morethana~year.A third of theserespondents(6 per centof

all respondents)saidthehealthproblemlimited thekind or amountof paidwork they
• could do. Twenty-ninepercentdes~nbedtheirhealthas ‘excellent’, 33 percentsaid

it was ‘very good’, and 24 per cent’ describedit as ‘good’. Ten per cent described

their healthas ‘fair’, and4 percentskid it was ‘poor’

1 1 5 Housing

5 Thesort of housingpeoplelive in, andtheirhousingtenure,areoften goodindicators
• of individuals’ material well-being ~.ndtheirsocialclass,both of which affect their

employmeri prospects.

Table 1 3. Typeof accorninodauon

U Weightedfrequency Unweighredfreq~ncy

Pnvaieresidence 5868 5880
• Hotelibedand breakfast 21 18

Hostelor institution 55 57
• Nofixedabode 43 34

Living rough 1 2
U Other 21 19

• Total 6010 6010
Base all respondents

U
Ninety-eight per cent of respondeinswere living in private residence. Table 1.3
presentsthe weightedand unweigt~tedfrequenciesfor those in a private residence,

I
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hostels, and hotel and bed and breakfastaccommodation. Thirty-four people I
interviewedwereof no fixed abodeandtwo weresleepingrough~

Table 1 4 Housing tenure

Owned outright 11
Beingboughton a mortgageor bank loan 20
Rentedfrom council, NewTown or housing association 48
Rentedpnvatcly 14
Rentfree/squatting I
Other 2
Not living in private residence 2 U
Don’t know 2

Weighted base 60i0
UnwelglLred base 6010 5
Base all respondentsa
Almost half (48 percent) the samplewere living in socialrentedaccommodation,a
known markerof socialdisadvantage(Marsh,1994)(Table 1.4). A third (31 percent) U

were living in owner-occupiedaccommodation,and one in seven were living in
pnvate rentedaccommodation.

I
Thereis astrongassociationbetweenthehousingcoststhe unemployedfaceandthe
wages they seek (Dawes, 1993) This, in turn, may affect their job chances. I
Reflecting the age of the sample,almost half (48 per cent) the respondentsto the
surveywereliving in accommodationwherethemortgageor rent waspaidby parents

or otherrelatives(Table1 5) In 28 percentof cases,therespondentwaseithersolely

or jointly responsiblefor payingthe mortgageor rent. In another2 percentof cases,
thepartnerwasmeetingtheaccommodationcosts In 15 percentof cases,therewere U

no housingcoststo payS in themajority of thesecasesthehomewasownedoutright

Table 1 5 Responsibilityfor housingcosts

Respondern 19 U
Respondentwith others 9
Partner 2 U
Parentsor other relatives 48
Others 6 5
Don’t know *

I
No mortgage/rent to be paid 15
Not living in private residence 2 5

Weighted base ~10
Unweighied base 60)0
Base all respondents

U
_____________ I
~According to the addressfile providedby the Employment Servicefor sampling, there were 20people

recorded asbeing of no fixed abode

I
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U 1.6 Partners I

OneIn seven(14 percent)respon~ientswere living with a partnerat the time of the
survey interview In these instances,decisions aboutwork are often taken jointly,
partly becausewhat one partner~ioescan affect the benefit receipt of the couple

U (Millar, 1994).

1 Table [6 Partners’ econonijc statusat th~timeof the survey interview, by genderof the respondent

I Respondent~na!e Res~~ntfemale Alt with partners

U Full-time job 10 40 17

U
Part-timejob 5 5 5
Self-employed * 5 1

— Govt programme * I I
• FT ed/irarning 3 3 3

Uncmp,ciairrung 13 33 18
U Unemp, notclaiming 5 8 6

L.ong-termsick 3 1 2
I Family responsibility 58 2 44

Other 2 2 2
U

Werg!ued base 632 I 209 841
U Unwezghredbase 617 1 194 811

U Base respondentshying with partners
A quarter (23 per cent) of partnerswereemployed or self-employed at the time of

U interview,but thepercentagewas~uch lower where the respondent wasmale (Table

U 1.6). Forty-four percentof partr~6rswere taking on the responsibilityof the home,although this was rarely so arnbng the partnersof women participating in the

15 programme.

U Forty-onepercentof couplesincludeda personearning. In 14 per cent of couples,
— both wereearning;in 17 percent,~6nlytherespondentwasearning,and in 10 percent
— of cases, only the partner waseari~ing.Twenty-six percentof respondentswho were

• not living with apartnerat thetim& of interview werein paidwork.

• 1 7 Children

• It is well known that young wom~n’sfamily formation and employmentpatternsare

U causallylinked1 but this is also true for young men who make up the majority of
NDYPparticipants. Mamage re~1uces young men’s probability of unemployment,

U evenif they married in their teens. However, young men with larger families have
higherunemploymentprobabiliue~thanchildlessmen (Payne,1989) ~

U I
— Ten per cent of NDYPresponde~its had children, with four per cent having two or
— more.

U II

U ~Interestingly, men who go on to have 1~.rgerfamilies aremore likely to be unemployedthan childless
men evenbeforethe first child is born, suggestingthat thecausalmechanismis not nsing benefit

U entitlements
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In Britain, lone parentsare known to have particularly low employmentchances
(Bryson,FordandWhite, 1997).Twoper centof respondentsweresingleparents.

1.8 Benefitreceipt U

Table 1 7 Benefitreceipt U
All respondents Respondentsandpartners I

Jobseeker’sAllowance 56 52
HousingBenefit 21 61
Council Tax rebate 14 48
Income Support 7 17
Sickness/disability benefits 4 7
Child Benefit 4 54
Family Credit 2 17 U
Other benefits 3 6
None 30 14

Weightedbase 6010 841
Unwe~g~redbase 6010 811 -

Base.all respondents. Note respondentscould give multiple answersto this questionso percentages
add to more than 100

Of course,whentheybecameeligible for New Deal,all respondentswerein receipt of
the Jobseeker’sAllowance. Six months later, although the majority still claimed 5
Jobseeker’sAllowance,44 percenthad alreadyceasedto claim it. However,70 per
centof respondentswere in receiptof someform of statebenefit (Table 1.7). Few (4 U
per cent) had transferredto a sicknessor disability-relatedbenefit. A fifth (21 per
cent)were in receiptof HousingBenefit Benefit receiptamongcouples(the benefit —
unit) washigher.with 86 per cent in receipt of statebenefits. Most (61 percent) were
receiving Housing Benefit and roughly half receivedChild Benefit, Jobseeker’s
Allowance or Council Tax Rebate. Family Credit played a significant role in U
supplementingwagesfor couples.

1.9 Educationalachievement

Togetherwith labourmarketexperienceandsocialskills (discussedlater),education
and qualificationsform part of what economiststerm individuals’ ‘human capital’
Human capital is the value or worth an individual has as a potential employee U
Employerslook for markersof this worth in people’squalificationsand experience
Simply by virtue of their recent unemployment, entrants to New Deal are U
disadvantagedrelative to many in the labour market However, their education,
qualificationsand labourmarketexperiencemeantheyhavedifferent sortsof human
capita] to offer employers U

Forty-onepercent of respondentshad left full-time educationby the time theywere U
16 years old, with a further 38 per cent leaving beforethey reached 19 yearsold
(Table 1.8). However,one-fifth (19 percent)continuedtheir educationaftertheage
ofl8 U

I
U

20 U



I

U

U ChapterOne

• Table 1 8 Age left full-time education

U __________

Lcssthanl5 4
U 15 6

16 31
• 17 23

18 15
U 19 9

20 5
I 2lorolder 6

Don’t know or missing 2

Weightedbase 6010

U Unweighted base 6010

Base all respondents

1.10 Literacyandnurneracy
U

Literacy and numeracyproblems~dverse]yaffect job prospectsdirectly by limiting
U the paid work an individual can ~io,and indirectly by making it more difficult to

U obtain qualifications Twenty-t’w~per cent of respondentshad had basic skills
problems since the ageof 16, either with problemsreadingor writing English, or

problems with numbersorsimplearithmetic Tenper cent had problemswith reading
orwriting English.4 percenthadl~adproblemswith numbers,anda further8 percent

U had hadproblemswith bothEnglis1handnumbers

U 1.11 Qualifications I

U At thetime of the surveyintervie~i,24 percentof respondentshad no qualifications

• at all (Table 1 9) Fifty sevenper~centhadqualificationsto NVQ Levels 1 or 2, and
19 per cent had qualificationsaboveNVQ Level 2 Two-thirds (67 per cent) had

U academicqualificationsandnearly~ahalf(46percent)hadvocationalqualifications.

• Table 1 9 Educational qualifications

U Vocational !Academ:c All

%
— Noqualifications 54 33 24
— NVQ1or2 30 62 57
— NVQ3 8 1 8

NVQ4or5 3 2 4
U Other 5 2 7

Data missing 1 * *

Weighted base 6010 6010 6010
U Unweighied base 6010 i6010 6010

Base all respondents

New Deal Options’ participantsar ableto work cowardsaqualification,usuallyup to
NVQ Level 2, andsometimesto NVQ Level 3 As ChapterTwo shows,many had

U begun Optionsby the time of tl~esurvey interview, but few could have acquired
qualificationsasa resultof Opti~i participationbecausethey had not beenon them

U for very long

U
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1.12 Labourmarke:background U

The surveycontains a substantialamount of information on participants’ labour U
market history beforetheir entry to New Deal. Here the focus is on threemeasures
charactensingthosehistories the length of the unemploymentspell qualifying them
for New Deal; the activity they were in beforebecomingunemployed;and whether
theyhadeverhadajob beforeentenngtheprogramme

U
Table 110 Length of qualifying spellofunemployment

Under4 months 16 —

4 monthsbut less than 6 months 17
6 months but lessthan 12 32
12 months but lessthan 18 13
18 months but lessthan 2 years 7
2 yearsbut less than 3 years 7
More than 3 years 8

Meannumberofweeks 58
Mediannumber of weeks 32
Modal number of weeks 24

Weighted base 4742
Unweightedbase 4~8I
Base the 79 percentof caseswith reliable andprecisedate information Note The 21 per cent
without accurate data included 15 per cent with an imprecisestart date earlierthanthe beginningof
August 1998,2 per centwith a startdate beginningafter I~August 1998,and4 per cern where weonly

knew the yearin which the eventbegan

Table 110 showsthetime respondentshadbeen unemployedin thespell beforetheir
participation in New Deal. This is termedtheir qualifying spell of unemployment U
since it madethemeligible for New Deal ~Other programmeevaluationstudieshave
shown that thechancesof leaving unemploymentfor a job fall with the durationof U
thequalifying spell,otherthingsbeingequal(White,LissenburghandBryson,1997).

Today’s entrants to New Deal are taken from those flowing into six months’
unemployment,plus early entrantsto the programmewho are ‘fast-tracked’because
they have particular disadvantagesand could benefit by early programmeentry U
Thus, qualifying spells of unemploymentwill rarely stretch beyond 6-7 months
However, the survey includes the flow, plus many taken from the stock of the
unemployedthat had beenunemployedfor longer than six months. The durationof
qualifying unemploymentspells presentedin Table 110 reflectsthis. One-third(34
per cent) of respondentshad enteredthe programmebeforereachingsix months’
unemploymentHowever,10 percenthadenteredbetweenweeks22 and 25 of their
unemploymenttheyarelikely to be part of theusualsix-monthin-take Therefore,it U
is likely that around a quarter of the sample were truly early entrantsto the
programme Anotherthird (32 percent)enteredtheprogrammesix to twelvemonths
after the startof their unemployment. Among the third entenngafter 12 monthsor
morewereS percentwith at leastthreeyears’ unemployment.

______ U
~In 7 percentof cases,this spell was nota period of unemployment In half thesecases,it was a spell
of full-time educationor training

U
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Researchhasestablishedthat what peopleweredoing beforebecomingunemployed
is an importantdeterminantof whe~etheygo on leavingprogrammes(Walker et a!.,

U 1999). Forty-threeper cent of respondents(48 per cent of those for whom
information is available)werein paid work beforethey enteredtheir unemployment

U period that qualified them far New~Deal(Table 111). A further fifth (22 percent)
were in full-time educationor training.

U Table 1 11- Activity beforequalifying spellofunemployment

I. -~___

Full-time job (30+hours per week) 36
U Part-timejob (under 30hoursper week) 6

Self-employed
U Ongovernment/TECI’LECprogramme 5

Full-time educationand training 22
U Unemployedclaiming benefits 7

Unemployed,not claiming benefits 5
U Long-term sick, injured or disabled 1

Lookingafterfamily 1
U Other 4

Not available 11
I.

Weighted base 6010
U linweighied ba5e oWO

Base all respondentsNote thoseunemployed and claiming benefitsprior to thequalifying spellof
U unemployment were those whosequalifying spell wasnot an unemploymentspell~

• Work experienceprior to New Dea’ maywell countin participants’favouron leaving
the programme,althoughthis will depend, in part, on the relevanceof the experience

• acquiredto the jobs sought However, one-third(31 per cent)of respondentshad
neverhadajob sinceleavingschooi.

U 113 Bamersto working I

U Some of the factors mentioned a~iovehave an important bearing on individuals’
employmentprospects. Respond~ntswere also askeda direct question about any

U problemstheyhadhadfinding orkeepingajob in the lastyear.5

I Overtwo-thirds(69percent)said tiiey hadhadproblemsand athird (36percent)had

• facedmultiple problems(Table 112). The biggestsingleproblemrespondentssaid
they facedwas a lack of jobs n~’arby A close secondwas the lack of personal

U transport,which had affected25 p& centof respondents.In fact, three-quarters(75
per cent)had no driving licence,¶~percent had a licencebut no vehicle access,so

U only 16 per cent had a licenceand accessto a vehicle Illness or disability had
affectedone-sixth(17 per cent). A lack of employerreferences,the lack of public
transport.and debt andmoneyproblemswere also viewed asbarriersto getting and

U holdingjobs by asignificantpropo~nonof respondents

U ____

U sTo identify problemsrespondentsmayhave had with working, they were askcd ‘Have any of theproblemslistedon this cardmadeit dtffic~dtforyou to find or keepa job in the past yea?”

U Respondentswere askedto point to the ni~mberrelating to eachproblem item
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Table I i2 Difficulties in finding or keeping a job in the pastyear U

____________ U
Types ofproblem
No problems 31 1
No jobs nearby 29
Lackof personaltransport 25 U
Own ill health or disability 17
Lack of referencesfrom previousemployer 15
Debt or moneyproblems 12
Lack of public transport 12
Problemswith the law or previous record 8
No permanentplace to live 5 1
illnessof anothermemberof the family 5
Problemswith drugsor alcohol 3
Any other problems 3
Lack of childcare or affordable childcare 2

Number ofproblems
o 3!
I 33
2 19
3orinore 17

Wetghsedbase 6010
Unweighied base 6010 U
Base all respondents

Eight per cent cited problems with the law or a criminal record as a barner to U
working6, and3 percentproblemswith drugsoralcohol

U
1 14 Multiple disadvantage

There is increasing awareness that some of the unemployed face multiple
disadvantagesin enteringand holdingOntojobs Somehavegonefurtherand argued
that thesedisadvantagescan result in deprivation and social exclusion There is •
evidence that multiple disadvantagereduces subsequentemployment chances
(Bryson,Ford andWhite, 1997)

Table 1.1.3 indicatestheincidenceof multiple disadvantageamongrespondents,using U
four knownmarkersof disadvantage:

• Living in socialrentedaccommodation,
• Having noqualifications;
• Sufferingfrom ahealthproblemordisabilityexpectedto last for morethan a year; I
• Having nojob pnorto thequalifying spellof unemployment.

Four-fifths (79 per cent) of respondentshad at least one of these markersof
disadvantage.Fourin ten(38 percent)had a srnglemarker,while anotherfour in ten
(40 percent) suffered from multiple disadvantage U

6 In subsequentchapters analysesinclude identification of ex-offenders The variable is basedon this

jobsearchbarrier question,plusrespondentsidentifying time in pnson or on remandas their main
activity atsomepoint in their woik history. This group is referredto as ‘ex-offenders’although it

includesa handful of caseswhererespondentswerecurrently in prisonor on remand
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Table 113 Multiple disadvantage

U Types ofdisadvantage
None 21

U No previousjob only ii
No qualificationsonly 7

• Healthproblem only 4
Social rentingonly 16

U No previousjob, no qualifications 4
No previousjob, healthproblems 2

U No previousjob. socialrenting 9
No qualifications, healthproblem 2
No qualifications,socialrenting 8

Health problem, socialrenting I

U No previousjob. noqualifications,healthproblem 1
No previousjob, no qualifications, social tenting 7

• No previousjob, healthproblem, socialrenting 2
No qualifications, health problem, social renting 3
No previousjob, no qualifications, health~,mblem,socialrenting 2

• Weighted base 5943

Unweig!ued base I 5932

Base all thosewith non-missingdata on the four items

U I

I
U

U
1

U

• p

U
1

U
U
U

U I

U
U
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2. Routesthrough NewDeal
U

SummaTy U

> Ninety-threepercentof respondentsrecalledsomethingof New Deal. Eighty-six I
percentrecalledsubstantialexperienceof the Gatewayor Options.All but 2 per
centrecalledNew Deal or interviews/contactwith the EmploymentServicesince I

entenng theprogramme.

> NDYP wasoperatingdifferentlyto onginalassumptionsIn two importantrespects. a
By monthsix of progranurneparticipation:
• manyparticipantswere still on theGateway(24percentof all respondents,and U

41 percentof thosestill on theprogramme);
• manyhad alreadyleft Options and weredoing somethingelse(15 percent of

all respondents— 19 percentof thosewho hadleft the programmeand 12 per
centof thosestill on theprogramme).

U
> The apparentlylarge proportionof respondentswho had left Optionsat an early

stagemaygive a misleadingimpression A surveyinterviewearlyin theNew Deal I
processwill naturally pick up a high proportion of all the early leaversfrom
Options. This proportioncan be expectedto declineover the next 9-12 months
Accordingly,not too muchshouldbe readinto this aspectof thefindings. U

> Lateentryto the GatewayandlengthyGatewayspellsboth contributedto the high U I
percentageof respondentson Gatewayat the time of the surveyinterview Longer
periods on the Gatewaywere also in somecasesassociatedwith interruptionsto U
participationon theprogramme.

> By the time of the surveyinterview, 41 per centof all respondentshad left New • I
Deal. Of thosestill participating,four in tenwereon theGateway.onein tenwere
on post-Optionadvice,and theremainingonehalfwason anOption. U

> Fewof the currentNew Dealparticipantsdescribedthemselvesason a government • I
programme Four-fifthsof thoseon the Gatewayand four-fifths of thoseon post-
Optionadviceregardedthemselvesasunemployed.Three-quartersof thoseon the
employmentOption said they were in a job. Three-quartersof thoseon the full-
time education and training Option said they were in full-time education and
training. Participantsin the EnvironmentTask Forceand voluntarysectorOption U
hadmoremixed viewsabouttheir labourmarketstatuses,with sizeableproportions

sayingtheywereon a governmentprogramme.

U
U

U
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I This chaptertracksrespondentsthroughthe New Deal process,identifying what routes

I u they took throughtheprogramme.t rhe first sectiongives an accounthow participants
passed through the programme,identifying how many took what routes. The second
U sectionsummanseswhererespondentshad got to by thetime of thesurveyinterview.2

U Participantswere interviewed six ~monthsafter entering the programme. If the

I assumptionsbehindthedesignof theprogrammeareborneout, manyof thosecontinuingto participate on the programmeshould have enteredtheir Options by this time.
• Expenenceof previousevaluations~nd the rateof outflow from unemploymentalso

suggestedthat manywouldhaveleft theprogrammeby this stage.

I
The following sectionsreport respo~idents’perceptionsof their status,which may not

I correspondto the status that is recordedin administrativedatabases. The findings

U
thereforereflect respondents’ perceptionsof thestagesthey passedthrough in New Deal
This is potentially valuableinformation in interpretingthe operationof the programme

i andtheextentto whichthevariousstagesmakean impressionon theparticipants.

I 2.1 RecallofNewDeal

• It seemedlikely six monthsafter b~comingeligible for NDYP that most would recall
• somethingaboutNDYP at the surv~yinterview. Even thosewho nevertook part in the

programmewould havereceivedale~teraskingthemto attendaNDYP interview.

Table 21 Recallof NewDeal

I No recall of New Deal
No recallof contact, interviews or advice 2
Personalcontact with ES 3
Interviews with ES staff II 3

1 Recall of New Deal I

Letter inviting to NDPA interview 2
NDPA interviews,but DKwhen 5

• NDPA adviceperiods/Options 86
— Weig#ued base I 6010

— Unweigh:ed base Ii 6010

a Base all respondents

I _____________

I
I For a detailed description of the programr~iesee the Introduction
~ The analysis of routes is basedexclusi~iclyon the survey data, so it is not directly comparable with

U
administrative data for three reasons First, respondents may have poor recall of dates,the sequencing of
events, and even whether certain events ti~okplace at all Secondly. even if participants’recall is perfect,

S
the way events are recorded officially ma~differ from the way participants describethem. Thirdly, official
definitionsof programmeelements do na~ajways correspond10 information that can be readily collected

U from respondents The second wave repor~Jwill test the sensitivity of results to the use of administrative andsurvey datameasuresofparticipation

II I
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Sevenpercentof respondentshadno recall of New Deal at all, a level of non-recallthat 1
is in line with previousprogrammeevaluationsandis attributablein manycasesto slight
contactwith programmneservices(seediscussionlater). A further2 percentrecalledthe
letteraskingthem to art interviewwith a New Deal PersonalAdviser(Table 2.1). The I
remainderrecalledcombinationsof interviews,adviceandOptions under the New Deal
programme.However, theseincluded5 percentwho, althoughtheyrecalled‘having an I
interview, or more thanone interview, with a New Deal PersonalAdviser’, recalledno

further assistance.Nor could they recall the datesat which they hadreceivedadvice.
Theremainingeighty-six percentof respondentsrecalledsubstantialexpenenceof New
DealsinceAugust1998.~Theywereableto recall dateswhentheyhadbeenon Options,
orreceivedadvice,guidanceor helpfrom aNewDealPersonalAdviser. U

Respondentswith no recall of the New Deal were also askedwhetherthey recalled U
personalcontactwith staff at theEmploymentService,or attendedinterviewsthere. In
fact, the majonty of thosewith no recall of New Deal did recall interviewsor contact
with the Employment Service.4Three per cent of respondentsrecalled Employment
ServiceInterviews,althoughtheycouldnotrecall New Deal interviews. A further3 per
centwereunableto recallany interviews, but theydid recallpersonalcontactwith staffat U
theEmploymentServicesincethebeginningof September1998. In both theseinstances,
respondentswould have been referring to contact and interviews under New Deal,
althoughtheywereunawareof it. Only 2 percentof the samplerecalledno interviewsor
contactwith theEmploymentServicesinceenteringNewDeal.

U
2.2 RecallofNewDealexperiencesto daze

By the time of the first survey interview, 85 per cent of respondentshad been on
Gateway,with a further 4 per centrecallingNDPA interviewswithout recalling when
they hadbeeninterviewed(Table2.2) Forty-threepercenthad expenencedan Option

A similar proportion(44 percent)had beenon the Gatewaybut had no experienceof a
New Deal Option. A mere2 percentof respondents(5 percentof thosewho had been U
on an Option) had enteredOptionsbut recalledno penodof adviceandassistancefrom a
New DealPersonalAdviserpnorto their Option. Finally, 7 percentof respondentswere I
still on New Deal havingbeenon the Gatewayarid left an Option’ they were receiving
post-Optionadvicefrom aNew DealPersonalAdviser.

S

I
U’

______ U
~August1998 wasusedasan anchordatewhenobtainingdata on pastexperiences,since it is the month
prior to thethree month New Dealentryperiodusedtodefineour cohort population
~In private sectorled areas mostof the interviewingand contactis with staff an privateagencies,rather
thantheEmploymentService In piloting, interviCwerswereabletorefer to the appropriate local agencies
insteadof theEmploymentServicein thesequestions,sothis approach was adopted for the main stage
fieldwork.

U
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U Table22 Summaryof NewDeal experienceto date

U All Leaver Current NI) partic~pants

• No NewDeal experience recalled 7 18 0
Letteronly 2 4 0

I NDPA interview(s)only 4 9 0
Gateway, no Option(s) I 44 50 40

U Option(s), no Gateway 2 2 3
GatewayandOption(s) 34 17 45

• Gateway,Option(s) and post-Optionadvice 7 0 12

U Weightedbase I’ 6010 2468 3542Unweightedbase 6010 2353 3657

Base all respondents 1

Thelast two columnsof Table2.2 sh~iwthattheNew Deal histonesof New Deal leavers

I andthosestill on theprogramme(‘st~yers’)differedmarkediy. All of thosewho recalled
nothing of New Deal, or only rec~Jledthe letter of invitation, had already left the

I programme They accountedfor 22~percent of leavers. It is likely that this groupof

U leavershadno substantialexperienceof theprogramme However,38 percentof those
with no New Deal recall maintain~dthat they were still unemployedand claiming

U unemploymentbenefitsat thetimeof~thesurveyInterview

• Half of leavershad left during the1r~!Gatewayperiod, and another9 percentleft having
only recalledNew Deal PersonalAdviserinterviews So59 per cent of the leaverswere

U from theGatewayperiod,broadlyde~fined.A furtherfifth of leavers(19percent)hadleft

I
the programmehaving had somee~kpenenceof Options. Since tIie survey interview
occurredroughly six monthsafterj~arncipantsenteredthe programme,it is likely that

most of theseOptionsleaverswould~hothavecompletedtheirOptions.

U Of those on the programmeat the time of the survey interview, 40 per cent had

U experiencedtheGatewaybut no Options: the other60 percenthadexperiencedOptions(andnearlyall of these,of course,h~.dalsospenttime on theGateway) Twelvepercent
of thosestill on the programmehad~left Optionsand werenow receivingfurther advice
and assistancefrom New Deal Per~onalAdvisers This is describedin this report ~

• ‘post-Option’ advice Formanyit m~iybeakin to the ‘follow through’ stageof New Deal
when participantshave completed~an Option but remain unemployedand claiming

U benefits. The ‘post-Optionadvice’ ~groupis broaderin that it largely Consistsof people
who hadnotcompletedtheirOption)

• Nineteenpercentof New Deal lea’~ersand 12 percentof those still on tiLe programme
had left an Option by the time of the survey interView. Taking New Deal leaversand

U stayerstogether,15 percentof res~ndentshadalreadyleft an Optionby thetime of the
‘ surveyinterview. Whetherthis is of concerndepends,in part, on what they left to do.

This issueis discussedin ChapterSir.. -

I
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2.3 Statusat thetimeofinterview

The surveycontainsinformation on two typesof ‘current status’. respondents’current U
labourmarket status, and their New Deal status. The former is obtainedby asking

respondents to saywhatbestdescribestheirmain activity, underthe headingsusual for
an analysisof labour marketstatus. The latter is obtainedby askingpeoplewho recall
havingbeenon NewDealwhat theyweredoing undertheprogramme

I
Typically, governmentprogramme participantssay that they are participating on a
governmentprogramme,orelsethat theyare unemployed However,the New Deal for I
YoungPeopleis an unusualgovernmentprogrammein that it is multi-faceted.After an
initial periodof counsellingand advicefrom a New Deal PersonalAdviser, participants
may enter subsidisedemployment, full-time education and training, work for the
voluntarysector,orwork with the EnvironmentalTaskForce. It is thereforeconceivable
that programmeparticipantsmayclassifytheir labourmarketstatusin avarietyof ways. I

To find Out what they had done under New Deal, and how they viewed their labour
market status during different phases of their participation, both types of information
werecollected The following sections presentthen- current NewDeal status, followed by
their current labour market status. The section compares the two to establishhow people
on different partsof theprogrammeviewedtheirlabourmarketstatus.

24 Current NewDealstatus

The Gatewayis intendedto last up to four months. As mentionedearlier, the original
rationalebehindthesurveydesignwasthat, by following up on participantsafterfour to
six months from entry to New Deal, interviewerswould be contactingthosewho had
remainedin New Deal at a timewhenmost hadmovedontoone of theOptions. A high
proportion of respondentswould have left the programme However, of those still
participating,it wasanticipatedthat mostwould haveleft theGatewayand movedinto an
Options.

A sizeable proportion (41 per cent) had indeed left the programmeby the time of
interview (Table2.3) However,aquarter(24per cent)of all respondentswere still on
the Gateway. Thatis, theywere receiving help and advice from a New Deal Personal
Adviser and had yet to enter an Option. Just over a quarter (28 per cent) of all U
respondentswereon a New DealOption at thetime of interview (including 4 percentof
respondentswho were on their secondOption) Full-time educationand training and
subsidisedemployment were the most common Options Another 7 per cent of
respondentswereon ‘post-Optionadvice’5

U

~Onecancomparethesefigureswith the NewDealstatusof thoseentering the programme an January1998
six months later in July 1998 Forty-two percenthad left theprogramme.20 percent werestill on the
Gateway, 13 per cent wereon the full-time educationandtrainingOption. 11 percentonthe employer
Option. 6 per cent were working in the voluntary sectorOption, and 5 percentwere working for the
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U Table 23 CurrentNew Dealstatus

U
• Currentlyon NewDeal

Gateway 24
U Employment C)ption ID

VoluntarySectorOption 3
I EnvironmentTaskForce 2

Full-time educationandtraining 13
U Self-employedOption *

Post-Optionadvice 7
• All currently on New Deal 59

LcftNewDeal 41
Wezghredbase 6010

• Unweightedbase 6010
Base all respondents

U Thehigherthananticipatedpercentageof respondentsstill on theGatewaycouldreflectlateentry to theGateway,extendedp~iodson the Gateway,or an interruptedexpenence
• of theGateway.6In fact, thereis evideinceof all three

U Thirty-eightper centof thoseon theGatewayat thetime of interview saidtheyhad first
enteredthe Gatewayless than four n~nthsearlier They included 16 percentwho had

I enteredless than 8 weeksbeforethe~interview. In thesecases,some time had lapsed
betweenenteringthe programmeand the provision of advice by a New Deal Personal
Adviserthat madean impressionon the individual. A furtherthird (34percent)of those

• on theGatewayat the time of intervi~wsaid they first received assistancefrom a New
Deal PersonalAdviser at leastsix m~nthsearlier Those recallingperiods substantially
longer than six monthsmayhoweverbe failing to distinguishNew Deal assistancefrom

. earlierperiodsof assistancefrom the~EmploymentService. However,an Inspectionof
what theysaidtheyhadbeendoingb~roreNewDealdid not supportthis hypothesis.

Delay in transfemngGateway participantsto Options is one possible reason why
• respondentsmay have spentprolon~dperiods on Gateway. However, this doesnot

appearto havebeenamajorproblem” Only 5 percentwerewaiting to begin an O~tion,
• while 4 percentof thosealreadyon ~nOption were hopingto transferto another. The

U
possibility that some remainedon Gateway due to interruptions to their programme
participationis discussedin the next s~ction

•
I
U

Environment TaskForce Three per cent we~on ‘follow through’ (Department for Educationand
— EmploymentPressRelease,

27
th May 1999,Table 7)

I — 6Overstayingon Gatewayandtime to Gate~yentry arediscussedin detail in Chapter Three.

‘This might be an underestimatesincetheq&stion wasonly askedof thosenot currentlyseekingwork
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2.5 Lengthoftimein currentNewDealstatus

Respondentsmay be unableto recall the precisesequenceof eventsas they progressed
throughNew Dealbecausetherearesomanycomponentsto the programme.Therefore,
no attempt was madeto obtain information on the durationof spells on New Deal.
However, whererespondentswere in a New Deal activity at the time of the survey U
interview, arid theyreportedno stoppagesin New Deal, one canassumethat thecurrent

New Deal spell is unbroken. In thesecases,thetime betweenthe interviewdateand the
startof theactivity is thedurationof theactivity.

Table 2 4. Mean durationof currentNewDeal activities(weeks) U

All No stops With stops

Gateway 20 18 25
EmploymentOption 14 14 14
VoluntarysectorOption 9 9 (15) U
EnvironmentTaskForce 8 8 (9)
Full-umeeducationandtraining 15 15 14
Post-Option advice 12 11 15

Weightedbase 3091 2462 629 U
Unweighted base 3125 2537 588
Base thosecwTentlyon NewDeal,excluding those with missingor imprecisestartdates

Table2.4 presentsthe meandurationof New Deal activitiesthat werecurrentatthetime U
of the survey interview.5 Those on Gateway had the longest current spells Those
currently on an Option had spentsignificantly less time in their currentactivity than
currentGatewayparticipants,which is not surprisingin view of thetiming of thesurvey U

Figuresarealsopresentedseparatelyfor thosewho reporteda stop in theirNewDeal and I
thosewho did not?Thisindicatesthat longerspellson theGatewaywereassociatedwith
interruptionsto participationon theprogramme.This is alsotrueto someextentfor those
on post-Optionadvice. However,breaksdid not senouslyaffect the durationof current
spellson theemploymentor full-time educationand trainingOptions~ The conclusion
from this analysis,therefore,is that interruptionsto New Deal participationactedchiefly U
to increasethe time spentin theGateway.

~In 11 percentof casesaccuratestan datesfor thecurrent NewDeal spell were missing in 6 percentof 1
cases,all thatwasknownwasthat the activity had begunafter l~August 1998, in a further2 per centof
casesit had begun in 1999 In I percentof cases the respondenthad givena date before the beginning of
August 1998,andin 2percentof casesthedates wereinvalid
~Dataon reasonsfor leaving were not related to particularNew Dealevents Rather,respondentswith
NewDealexperiencewereaskedif they had ever stoppedNewDeal Thus, for those with multiple New
Deal activIties, thereis no certainty that the reasonfor leavingrelates to the activity referredto in the table
~ Thereare insufficient participants in theother Options with stopsto say anythingabouttheeffect of

intemipuonsto thedurationof theseOptions

U
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2 6 Multipleactivitieson NewDeal

1
Above, individuals were allocatedtc~a particular New Deal statusdependentupon the

• stagethey had reached in the programme. However,this is a simplification because,at

U
any one point in time, participantsmay be doing more than onething on New Deal. In
particular, advice from a New D~alPersonalAdviser sometimes continues to a

I significantdegreedunngparticipatioi~in an Option.

U Table2 5 CurrentNewDeal statusof thosei~Jenufyingmultiple activities

1 ___________________I ________________
Advice from a New DealPersonal Adviser plus

I Full-time educationandtrainingOption 47
Employment Option 26

1 Voluntary sectorOption 15
Environment Task Force 8

• Self-employmentOption I

• Multiple Options-
Employment Option + ETFivolun:arysector~Opr:on 8

I Employment Option i- full-time educationand trainingOption 8Full-Lime educationandtrainingOption+ w.~lunzarysector Option 4
Full-time educationandtrainingOption + ETF 2

U Weightedbase 673tinweightedbase 686

U Baseall currentNew Dealparticipantsidentifying more than onecurrent NewDeal activityNote thereis some overlapin the categones~abovedue to respondentsspecifying three or more current
U events,so percentagesadd to more than 100

U Nineteenpercent of thoseparticipatingin the programmeat the time of interview said
they weredoingmorethanoneNe~Deal activity (Table2.5). Most werecombiningan

• Option with advicefrom a New DealPersonalAdviser. Nearlyhalf (47percent)of them
said theywere receivingadvicefmi~ia New Deal PersonalAdviserand participatingIn

• the full-time educationandtrainingOption. Twenty-six percentwerecombiningadvice

U with participationin theemploymentOption.

U Somealso reportedtaking part in~morethan one Option simultaneously,but this is
unlikely to be correct. Thoserefemngto parncipationin more thanone Option at the

U time of interview maybeuncertainabouthow to describetheircurrentactivity, in which
casethey may view more than one~categoryasrelevantto theircurrentactivity This

• seemslikely in caseswhere the ~articipant referred to the employmentOption plus

U anotherOption. For example,the‘~8percent who said they were participatIngin thevoluntarysectorOption or EnvironMent TaskForce,aswell asthe employmentOption,

may haveregardedtheirOption asakin to a job.

U
1
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2.7 Current labour market status

This sectionconsidersthe currentlabourmarketstatusof respondentsat the time of the
surveyinterview. ChapterSix looks in more detail at the destinationsof leaversfrom the
programme. It is importantto note that labourmarketstatusdependson the individual’s
self-classification. Peoplecurrently on New Deal could, and usually did, classify U
themselvesas employed, unemployed,or in full-time education, rather than on a
governmentprogramme.

Table 26 Current labourmarketstatus

U
Full-time job of 30+hoursper week 20
Part-timejob of under30hoursper week 5
SeIf.employed I
On governmentiTEC/LECprogramme 6
Full-time educationor training 14 1
Unemployedandclaimingbenefits 40
Unemployed,not claimingbenefits 7
L.ong-tennsick, injuredor disabled 4
Lookingafter the home 2
Other I

Weightedbase 6010 1
Un~ç~gh:edbase 6010

Base- all respondents

By the time of interview, a quarter(25 percent) of respondentshad moved into jobs I
whethersubsidisedorunsubsidised(Table2.6). Four-fifthsof theseworkers werein full-
time jobs of 30 hoursor moreper week. Almost half (47percent)of all respondents
classifiedthemselvesas unemployed,including 40 percentwho said they wereclaiming I
unemploymentbenefits.Fourteenpercentsaid that they were in full-time educationarid

training. Six percent were economicallyinactivebecauseof sicknessor injury or family
responsibilities Just 6 percentclassifiedthemselvesas on a governmentprogramme,

which can be comparedwith the 59 percentdescribingthemselvesasin a New Deal
activity. This is becausemost of those actually on New Deal regardedthemselvesas
employed, unemployed,or in full-time educationand training

Among thosewho hadleft the programme,a quarter(27 percent)were in full-time jobs,

ninepercentwereworking part-timeand 2 percentwereself-employed. Eight per cent
were long-term sick Very few (3 per cent) were in full-time education and training.
Although one might have expectedrespondentswho were unemployedand claiming
benefitsto be on New Deal,30 perCentof thoseno longeron New Dealneverthelesssaid U
theywere unemployedandclaimingbenefits. Furtheranalysisshowedthat 84 percent of
leavers who said they were unemployed and claiming benefits were claiming the U
Jobseeker’sAllowance~

I
~ ChapterSix returnsto this issue
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How cunentprogrammeparticipants~,iewedtheir labourmarketstatuslargely depended
• on what they were doing underthe programme. Four-fifths (81 percent)of Gateway

participantsviewed themselvesasunemployedand claiming benefits,as did four-fifths
I (78per cent)of thosereceivingpost~Optionadvicefrom a New Deal PersonalAdviser

(Table 2.7). Together, these two groups madeup 60 per cent of those classifying
• themselvesas unemployedand clainuungbenefitsat the time of interview. In contrast,

• only 8 per centof those on the employmentOption viewedthemselvesasunemployedandclaiming benefits. Most (77per~cent)saidtheywerein paidwork, usuallyfufl-time
U employment.This is not surpnsmgsincemanysaidtheywerein receiptof awage,rather

thana trainingallowanceor benefits(seeChapterFour)

Table2 7 Currentlabourmarketstatusby current NewDeal status

I.

Gateway EinpOption Vol SCCtOT ETF Ed/train Post-Option LeftNew
• Advice Deal

% % %
• FT job 4 70 15 13 1 2 27

PT job 3 7 3 0 3 9
U Self- 1 0 0 0 0 * 2

employed

I Govt 2 7 35 46 12 4 1
programme

• FT 3 7 ~lS 21 74 5 3
education
training
Unemp, 81 8 26 19 11 78 30
claiming
Unemp,not 3 1 0 0 1 5 14
clarnung
Long-term 2 0 1 1 8. sick
Family I * 3 0 * 4

U responsibilit

IU Other * * 2 0 0 1 1

U
Weighted 1423 621 I 170 127 776 418 2468
base

U
Unwrdbase 1485 606 173 133 825 429 2353
Base all respondents

1 Three-quarters(74 per cent) of those on the full-time educationand training Option
• descnbedfull-time educationand ti~ainingas their main labour marketactivity Only a

quarter(23 per cent) viewed them~e1vesasunemployedarid claiming benefitsor on a
• governmentprogramme

I The situationwas ratherdifferent a~nongthoseon thevoluntarysectorOption and those

• working for the EnvironmentTaskForce They had moremixed views aboutwhat their
labourmarket statuswas Of tho~eon the voluntary sectorOption, one-third (35 per

• cent) said they were on a gover~mentprogramme Another quarter (26 per cent)

consideredthemselvesunemployedand claiming benefits,while 15 per cent said they
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were in full-time education and training. Only one-sixth (18 per cent) thought of
themselvesasbeingin ajob.

Nearly a half (46 per cent) of those on the EnvironmentTask Force said their main U
activity was a governmentprogramme. A fifth (21 per cent) said it was full-time
educationand training; and anotherfifth (19 per cent)said they were unemployedand I
claiming benefits.Only 13 percentsaidtheywere in ajob.

Voluntary sectorand ETF participantsmay havemoremixed views abouttheir labour
marketstatusthanthoseon theemploymentandeducationandtraining Options because
theseOptions aremorevariablein content Alternatively, theseOptionsmay be more U
similar in content and ‘feeling’ to traditional governmentprogrammesand claimant
unemployment. I

U

U

I

U

U

I
U

U

I
I
U

U

U
I

U
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I 3 The Gatewayexperience~
U II

Swnmary

I > Perceiveddelays in entenngth~Gatewaywerecommon. However,recall of late
Gateway entry should be treatedwith caution. Perceptionof a delay between

• programmeentry and Gateway entry did not affect participants’ perceptions of
NDYP.

• I

> Arounda quarterof participantsloverstayedon theGateway.This is a conservative
• estimate, since it excludes thdse still on Gateway at the time of the survey

interview andthosewith poord~terecall

• > Overstayingwas associatedwith job searchproblems Overstayerswere more
likely than othersto be subject to benefit penaltiesand to agreethat New Deal

• pushedpeopleinto things theydid not want to do

> Nearlyhalf (47percent)were c~mpletelyorverysatisfiedwith thehelpofferedby

U theirNDPA. Satisfactionwashighestwhereparticipantsgoton well with theirNI)PA,were very satisfiedwith~Options,andhadpositiveperceptionsof the
• programme’svalue. Disadvanti~gedparticipants,andthosewho thoughtNewDeal

pushedpeopleinto things theydid not wantto do tendedto be lesssatisfiedwith
U NDPA advice

> NDPAs maderelativelyfew referralsto otheragenciesto deal with specialneeds.

1 > Job referral rateswere genera~lylow, but they were higher amongthose more
• likely to be ‘job ready’.Job referralswere lowestof all amongcurrentparticipants

in the ETF.
U
U > Half of participantsrecalledgoing on Option tastercourses.Tasterattendancewasassociatedwith Option participation but it was not associatedwith Option
• satisfaction.

• > Respondentsweremorelikely ~orecall discussionof education and trainingneeds
and things they could do on N~wDeal, than they were to recall discussionsof job

• searchresponsibilitiesand ways of looking for jobs. This suggests thaL NDPAs

U were placingemphasison whai’ theprogrammehadto offer, ratherthanjob searchandjob searchrequirements.

U
> Participants’ recall of the number of items discussedwith NDPAs fell with

multiple disadvantage,and was generallylower amongdisadvantagedgroups,who

I tended to be leastsatisfiedwith NDPA advice This maybe of concern if those inmost needof help were recei~ngless intensive supportor a narrowerrangeof
• support Howeverrecallmay itself be associatedwith socialdisadvantage

U
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After an initial interview with a New Deal PersonalAdviser, participantsenter the U
Gateway period of the New Deal programme. Dunng the Gateway, they receive
intensive advice, help and counsellingaboutjob search, job opportunities, and other 1
opportunities under the programme. Those who are ‘job ready’ within the first four U
months of the programme are encouraged to enter paid work. Where a NDPA feels
participants would benefit from supportedwork expenence,further education or training,
or other assistancebeforecompeting in the labour market, they aresubmitted to one of
the four Options available under the programme This usually occursafter about four U
months on the Gateway

The Gateway is a distinctive feature of the NDYP Few British labour market
programmes have incorporated a period explicitly designed to assist participants in
choosingtheir route through the programme. In manyways,the Gateway is the key to the
successor other~riseof the programme. Whether theprogramme improves participants’
employability depends,in large part, on advisers’ ability to identify the needs of U
participants,and then identify which elementsof the programme best servethose needs.
So,for example, if aparticipantwith basic literacy or numeracy problems is to complete
an Optionsuccessfully,it is vital that theseneedsare identified and addresseddunngthe

Gateway. Failure to do so may result in early ‘drop out’ from the programme,or
unsuccessfulOption participation. I

The successof the Gateway maybejudgedin a varietyof ways. Most importantly, it can U
be judged by the impact it hason participants’subsequent labour market outcomes.

Establishingthe labour market impact of the programme, and componentsof the
programme, is a complex task requiring rigorous analysis once outcome data are
available It is prematureto judgethe Gatewayon this cntenonby the time of the first
survey interview sinceonly a third (32 per cent)of those with a Gatewayperiod had
actually left the programme.’ Instead,one canget a ‘feel’ for whether the Gateway is
operatingas intendedby looking at the Gatewayprocess,and whatparticipantsthought U
of it This is the approachtakenin this chapter. The chapterconcentrateson threeissues:

> Time to Gateway entry
> Time spenton Gateway,with particularfocuson ‘overstayers’,thatis, thosespending

five or moremonthson theGateway U
> Participants’relationshipwith theirNew Deal PersonalAdviserandassistancegiven

by theNew DealPersonalAdviser2

Even on these criteria, the assessmentcan only be provisional becauseone-quarter of
respondentswere still on theGateway at the time of the first surveyinterview.

U

By the timeof thesurvey rnterview,28per centof thosewith aGatewayspell werestill on the Gateway,

32 percenthad left Gatewayfor an Option, 8 per cent wereon post-Option advice,and 32 percent had left U
NewDeal.
2 Although this relationship always includes time on Gaieway.it alsoincludes any support during Options U
andpost-Option advice Findings Lii this chapter relate to all three
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U A furthercautionarynoteshouldbe s6unded: the analysispresentedhere is basedsolely

U
on respondents’recall of ‘time with a New Deal Personal Adviser getting advice,
guidance or help’. Future work ~iill assessthe accuracy of such recall against

• administrativerecordsof time spento~iGateway

1 3.1. Time to Gaxewayentry

U A young unemployedpersonis recordedasa New Dealparticipanton the date that they

U are first officially contactedfollowing their identification as eligible for the programme.This contactmaycomein the form o~an interview, a letteror a telephonecall. TheNew
• Deal PersonalAdviserwill then seek1~oarrangeinterviewswith theparticipantunderthe

Gatewaywith a view to devisingan ~ction Plan designedto improveemployabilityand
U tacklebamersto employment. The first interview with a NDPA marks thestartof the

Gatewayprocess.3Time to Gateway~ntry wascalculatedasthe time thatlapsedbetween
I individuals officially enteringNew D~al(usingthe official NDEALDT datemarkerheld

i on the NDYP Database)and thedate~the participantrecalledtheir first interview with aNew Deal PersonalAdviser4

Table 3 1 Time to Gatewayentry

• ____________

Current Gateway E.xiGareway All•
0-3 weeks 37 54 49

• 4-7 weeks 15 141 14
8-li weeks 13 11’ 12

• 12-15weeks 12 6 8
16-19 weeks 10 7 I

I 20-23weeks 6 4 5
24-3lweeks 6 3~I 3

• 32+wceks 1 1’ 1

• Weightedbase 1056 2475 3531
Unweigluedbase i 068 2455 3523
Base the 69 percentof thosewith a Gate~yspell providing accuratestart dates Of all with aGateway
spell, 13 percent gave a start datebeforetheir New Deal entrydate, 12 percent only knew theyear they
started,3 percent knew it hadbegunafter 1’~August.3 percent said it beganbefore1” August

• An effective labour market progra~imneought to ensure prompt follow up on those
becomingeligible for three reasons~First, a letter informing them that help is at hand

• may raise young unemployed people’s expectations A lengthy period between

1 ~The ‘official’ stanof Gatewayisthedate~f the first interview or, if that interview wasconcernedpurely

with taking a client’s details and other admi~iistranvematters,thesecondinterview, which normallyfollows shortly afterwards In somecases,the Gatewaystart datewill bethe same date as the recordedstart

U of programme participation This is oftentl~ecasewith earlyentrantswho volunteer for the programmebeforebeing‘marked’ aseligible for thepr~grammeHowever,in the majority of cases,participantsare

U sent a letter inviting themto interview,andthis denotesthe stanofprogrammeparticipation
~It is importantto recognisethat this measi~emay be subject to recall errorsince,although the dateof

— entryto New Deal is the official date taken from administrative sources,respondents’recallof the date they
— first had a NOPAinterview niay not accord~with administrative records Future work will comparethe

U recall andadministrative definitions of tim~~to Gatewayentry
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programmeentry and the first adviserinterview may demotivateparticipantsand, in U
somecases,makethemmorecynical aboutthesenousnesswith which theircaseis being
treated.5 Secondly,the sooneran adviserseesa participant, the soonerthat person’s
needscanbeaddressed.Thirdly, job prospectsworsenwith lengtheningunemployment.

Themeantime to Gatewayentry wassix weeks.Sixty-threepercentof Gatewayentrants
had entered Gateway within the first seven weeks of the programme(Table 3.1).
However,one-quarter(25 percent)recalledhavingto wait for at least12 weeksbefore I
theirfirst interviewwith aNew DealPersonalAdviser.

As discussedin ChapterTwo, part of the explanationfor the percentageof respondents
still on the Gateway at the time of the survey interview was the delay in entering
Gateway.Thosestill on the Gatewayrecalledbeginningtheir Gatewayan averageof 9
weeksafter entering the programme,comparedto 6 weeksfor those no longeron the
Gateway.Thirty-sevenpercentof thosecurrentlyon the Gatewayhadtakenup to three U
weeksto enterthe Gateway,comparedto 54 per centof thosewho had been on the
Gatewayin the past Thoseon theGatewayat the time of interview wereone-and-a-half
times aslikely asthosewhohadnow left It to saythey hadenteredtheirGatewaymore
than 11 weeksafterenteringNew Deal(35percentagainst21 percent).

I
The surveyis basedon a cohortof entrantsto New Deal in September-November1998
which included the unemployedstock and flow. The number of NDYP starts in I
Septemberand Octoberwas high relative to the averagemonthly in-take since then.6It

may be that time to Gatewayentry has fallen for later cohortsbecausethey no longer
include the ‘stock’ of longer-termunemployedwho were immediatelyeligible for the
programmewhen it caineinto beingin Apnl 1998 Thereis someevidencethat delays
were greaterfor the longer-termunemployed. WhereasGatewaybeganwithin the first U
threeweeksof programmeparticipationfor half (52 per cent) of those with qualifying
unemploymentspells of under 18 months, this was true for 44 per cent of those
unemployedfor over 18 months This is consistentwith thepossibility that, duringthe
time that local offices were having to processthe unemployedstock aswell asthe flow,
thosewith longerunemploymentspellshad to wait longerto be seen.

Thereis alsoevidencethatpracticesdifferedaccordingto delivery-type Thoserecalling U
Gatewaytendedto enterit laterin private-sectorled areas.Forty-two percentof pnvate
sector-ledparticipantshad enteredthe Gatewaymore than sevenweeksafter entenng
New Deal,comparedto 36 percent in EmploymentServiceindividual contractareas,38
per cent in EmploymentServicejoint partnershipareas,and 36 per cent in consortium
areas.

I

U,
____________ U
~In fact,this proved not to be thecase Late entrants were aslikely as othersto view NewDeal asuseful,
improvingtheir chancesof gettinga goodjob, andthey werejustassatisfiedwith the help of their NDPA
‘SeeTable 1 of DIEE StatisticalFirst ReleaseSFR36/1999of

25
th November1999
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• 3.2: Timeon Gateway

ChapterTwo discussedthelength of ~wTentGatewayspells. This sectiongoesinto more
• detail,and includesGatewayspellsthat hadendedby the time of the surveyinterview

Table3 2 showsthetime respondents~saidtheyhadbeenon theGateway.7

U
Table3.2 Timeon Gateway

U ________________________

Current Galeway~ &-Gateway A/I
U %

0-3weeks 5 26 20
• 4-7weeks 11 13 13

8-llweeks 6 9 8
• 12-l5weeks 16 Il 12

16-19weeks 15 11 12
• 20-23weeks 12 11 11

24-31 weeks 20 13 16
• 32+weeks 14 6 8

• Meannumberof weeks 20 12 14

• Weightedbase 1197 282! 4018Unwe:ghredbase 1210 2806 4016
Base 79 percent of respondentswith a Gat&.’ay spell and precise date information.

• CurrentGatewayparticipantshad longer penodson the Gatewaythan those with past
Gateway spells, a gap which will widen since, by definition, current spells are

• incomplete They averaged20 weeks,comparedto 12 for ex-Gatewayparticipants
— Almost half (46 per cent)of those~urrently on Gatewayhad alreadyspent20 or more
— weekson Gateway,comparedto the’35 percentof ex-Gatewayparticipantswho reached
• this point

• In itself, the time that participantsspendon Gatewaytells us little abouthow well the
programmeis operating Earlydep~turesfrom the Gatewayareneithergoodnor bad in

• themselves.They may signal earl~’drop-out from the programme,which is usually
associatedin labour marketprograr~imeswith poorerperformancethan if a participant

— spendssome time in the prograrnrn~(Auspos,Riccio and White, 1999). Alternatively,

• theymaysignal earlyentryto an O~Xion At the sametime, thosemost able to compete
in the labourmarketcanbeexpectedto leavea programmemorequickly thanothersdo if

I theyareable to enterjobs with littl& or no assistance Thenext two tablesconsiderthe

link betweentimeon Gatewayands~ibsequentdestinationsin a little moredetail

U
I _____________

I ~ For those on the Gateway at the survey interview, this is the timethat had elapsedbetweenthe datethey
said they first receivedadvice andhelp from a New Deal PersonalAdviser, and the dateof the survey

— Interview For thoseno longeron the Gate~.vay,it was the time betweenthe startof their NDPA adi~icearid
— their first Opnon,or the momentthey left NewDeal if they neverenteredan Option.

I.

• 41

U



•~
ChapterThree

Table3 3 CurrentNewDeal status,by length of Gatewayspell U

Employment VoL sec. Option ETF FT education and Post-Option I
Option training Option advice

% I
0-3 weeks 22 15 20 27 31
4-7weeks 12 9 9 13 18 I
8-llwecks 10 4 7 9 10
12-15 weeks 10 12 6 10 8
16-l9weeks 10 14 14 II 9
20-23weeks 13 25 16 9 10
24-31weeks 14 13 19 14 10
32+weeks 7 8 9 7 4

Weightedbase 473 128 94 573 336
Unwe~ghzedbase 458 132 104 - 614 341
Baseex-Gatewayparticipanison New Dealatthetimeof interview,with valid datesfor Gatewayspells

First, Table33 showstheNew Deal statusof ex-Gatewayparticipantswho were still on U
New Deal at the time of the first surveyinterview Thosewith the shortestGateway
spells wereon post-Optionadviceat the interview Among thosestill on Options, those U
who had enteredthe full-time educationand training Option had the shortestGateway
spells:40 per Cent hadspellsof undereight weeks,suggestingrapid entry to the Option
from Gateways A sizeablepercentageof those on the employmentand ETF Options
alsohadGatewayspellsof undereightweeks. Thoseon thevoluntarySectorOption had

the longestGatewayspells U
Table3 4 Currentlabourmarketstatus,by length of Gateway spell U

Paid work Unempiojed Other

0-3 weeks 27 (28) 26 31
4-7 weeks 16(18) 11 13
8-llwceks 11(10) 9 8
12-l5weeks 12(12) 12 15
16-l9weeks 9(8) 11 13
20-23weeks 9(11) 10 5
24-3lweeks 11(11) 16 13
32+weeks 5(3) 4 3

Weightedbase 495 50) 214
Unweighiedbase 465 483 204 1
Base ex-Gatewayparticipantsno longer on New Deal at the time of interview, with valid dates for

Gatewayspells Figuresin parenthesesrelate to those in full-time employment U

Table 3 4 focuseson ex-Gatewayparticipantswho had left New Deal by thetime of the
surveyinterview It showsthattherewasno strong associationbetweentime spenton the
Gatewayand subsequentlabour market outcomes Those who were unemployedor’
leaving the programmehad longer Gatewayspells than others did, bUt the differences U

~Thismay be due. in part, to adesireto getparticipants onto courseswhich traditionally begin in I
Septemberor Octobereachyear
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• werenot particularlymarked. Thosein full-time jobs were more likely to havebeenon
Gatewayfor less than 8 weeks,indicating that someof the early Gatewayleaverswere
indeedable to competeeffectively m1 the labourmarketwith little assistancefrom New

• Deal.

• 3.3: Gateway~overstayers’

• Concernhasbeenexpressedaboutthe proportion of Gatewayparticipantswho spend
• more thanfourmonthson theGateway.9After fourmonths,participantsshouldhaveleft

theprogramme,or beenplacedin an~Option.Thefact that this doesnot alwayshappen
• raisesquestionsabouthow the programmeis operating,and whetherit candeliver the

helpneededfor participantsthroughOptions Thissectioncomparesthosespendingover
• fourmonthson theGateway— ‘overstayers’— with otherGatewayparticipants.’°

I Theincidenceof overstayingis presentedin Table3.5. Six groupsareidentifiable

• Thosecurrentlyon the Gateway~ho overstayed
• • Thosecurrentlyon theGateway~whodid not overstay— this group would not be on

theGatewayat the survey interview if it wasnot for their lateentry to theGateway,
• sotheyaredescribedhereas‘late~entrants’

• Thoseon Optionsorpost-Option~advicewho overstayed• Thoseon Optionsorpost-Option~advicewhodid not overstay

I • Ex-NewDealparticipantswhoo~çerstayedwhenon Gateway
. Ex-NewDealparticipantswho did notoverstaywhenon Gateway

Table3.5 Overstayingon theGateway

I CurrentGateway,overstayed 9

I CurrentGateway,late entrants I ii
CurrentOptions/post-Opuionadvice,overstayed 9

I
CurrentOptions/post-Optionadvice,did notoverstay 18
Ex-NewDeal,overstayed ii 5

Ex-NewDeal,did not overstay 15
CurrentGateway,imprecisedatesrecalled 4

I No Gatewayperiodrecalled I~ 15
Ex-Gatewaybut imprecisedates recalled 14

Weigluedbase 6010

Unwe,ghted base I~ 6010

Base all respondents

~For example,Walsh ci at (1999 3) notetl~atlonger than expectedaverageGatewayspellsmay affectprogrammecosts,futureclient peTceptlons’ofthe programme, and the long-term employability of existing

I participants~oOverstayersaredefinedhere asthosespending20 weeksor moreon Gateway This thresholdallows for

. someerror in recallingthe startandenddatesof Gateway Spelt lengthsdo not account for breaksin
Gatewayandsotheoverstayersdefinition doesnot correspondto theofficial definitionbasedon NewDeal
EvaluationDatabaseinformation
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Basedon their recall of Gatewaypenods,24 percentof respondentshadoverstayedon 1
theGateway. Thirty-threepercentof respondentshadcompletedGatewayspellsand had
not overstayed.In addition, 11 percentof respondenti~were on theGatewayat thetime
of the survey interview and had not overstayed: since their Gateway spells were
incomplete,it is likely that sonicof thesewill subsequentlyoverstay. A further 15 per
centof respondentsrecalledno Gatewayspell, while 18 per centrecalledGatewaybut U
gaveimprecisedates.

Below two setsof comparisonsaremade. Thefirst setcomparesthoseon Gatewayat the
time of thesurveyinterviewwith all otherrespondents,distinguishingwithin thecurrent
Gatewaygroupbetweenoverstayers,late entrants,andthosewith poordateinformation
Therationalefor comparingcurrentGatewayparticipantswith othersis that, irrespective
of whether respondentsrecall Gateway, or provide precise date information, all
respondentswere eligible for New Deal and, in theory, should haveenteredGateway
This is effectively a comparisonbetweenthosewho havemovedon from Gateway,arid
thosewhohavenot movedon.’

The secondset of comparisonsis betweenall overstayersand everyoneelse. This
comparisonis promptedby thepossibility thatoverstayersmay be different from others,
regardlessof the progressthey have made within the programme,or on leaving the U
programme,simply by virtue of theirhavingoverstayedat somepoint. If this provesnot
to be thecase,therearethreepossibleconclusions:

• Overstaying may have more to do with the New Deal process— selection and
caseloading— thanwith theattributesof individualoverstayers,

• The typologies charactensingoverstayersmay be hidden in the umvanateand

bivariateanalysespresentedhere they mayemergefrom multivariateanalysiswhich U
tacklestheinterdependenceof explanatoryvariables,

• Overstayingis asmuchamatterof chanceasanythingelse.

U
Thesepointsareaddressedafterthecomparisonsarepresented.

34• Current Gatewayvs others

Table 3 6 comparesthe charactensticsof those currently on Gateway— overstayers,late
entrants and those without date information — with all others Although there are
differences in the demographiccharactensticsof the groups, no obvious typologies
emerge Overstayerscurrently on Gatewaywere similar to thoseno longeron Gateway
in their personalaunbutesarid householdcharacteristics. Overstayersappearedmore U
disadvantagedin some respects(longer qualifying spells of unemployment,lower
qualifications,more likely to live in social rentedaccommodation),but in otherrespects

U

‘~In theory, there should have beenno currentGatewayparticipantssix monthsinto programme
participation. Thisoccursbecauseof delaysbetweenprogrammeentryand thefirst Gatewayinterview.
and becausesomearcoverstayers No attempt is madehere to untangle perception from reality,a task that
awaitscomparison of administrative and sw-veydata
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I (having basic skifls problems and jobs prior to New Deal entry, criminal records,

problemswith drugsoralcohol), theyv~resimilar.

I Table 3 6 CharactensticsofcurrentGatewayp~rucipantscomparedto thosenot on Gateway

5 Current Gateway, Current Gateway. Current Gateway, NotonGateway
overstayers late entranit :niprec~sedates

•
Aged22+ 31 25 36 31

U Male 72 76 74 70
White 82 80 79 84

U Work-limiting 11 11 12 13
long-term health

• problem
Long-term health 5 5 6 6

• problem, not work-
— limiting

U Qualifying 28 38 30 34unemployment <6

U months
Qualifymg 25 17 26 20

— unemployment18+
• months

Inpaidworkbefore 4.6 45 35 42
U qualifying spell of

unemployment
S Had job pnor to 68 73 68 69

NewDeal

U No qualifications 29 26 35 23
No driving licence 76 84 79 74

• Problems with 22 32 22
reading, wnting or

U numberssince age
16

• If job search 77 73 69 67
problems in past

U year
Ex-offender 9 10 14 8

U Drug or alcohol 3 4 3 3
problems

U Married, living as 15 11 8 15rnamcd

U Any dependent 12 7 7 10
children

— Social rented 53 50 52 47
— accommodation

E Benefit 25 ~22 22 18stoppedlreduced

U sinceND entry2+ social 44 39 51 41
disadvania~cs I

Weighted base 552 645 226 4587
U Unwe~g~dbase 595 6)5 275 4525

Base all respondentsNom row pcrccnta~es
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Interestingly, overstayerswere more likely to saythey had had problemsfinding arid U
holdingontojobs in thelast year. This maysimply reflect thefact that someex-Gateway
participantswerein jobs at the surveyinterview However,it might alsoreflect thefact
that extendedGatewaysareoften associatedwith clientswith the mostseverebarnersto
employment(JavistockInstitute, 1999). Overstayerswerealsomore likely thanothersto
havehadtheirbenefitsstoppedorreducedat somepoint sinceenteringtheprogramme.’2

Overstayers tended to be more disadvantagedthan late entrants: they had longer U
unemploymentspells, more basic skills problems, more job searchproblems, more
multiple disadvantage,and were less likely to havednvxng licencesand previousjobs.
Theyalsotendedto be older, hadmorechildrenand werelesslikely to be single

Themostdisadvantagedgroupwerethosecurrently on theGatewaywho couldnot recall I
an accurateGatewaystartdate

Table 3.7 suggestsno substantialdifference in rates of overstayingor late entry by
delivery-type However,whenall overstayersaregroupedtogether,irrespectiveof their
statuson theprogramme,differencesacrossdehverytypesemerge(seeTable3 9).

Table 3 7 NewDealdeliverymodel,by currentGatewaystatus U

ES individual ES Join: partnership Con.coruwn Private sector-led I
contract

U
Current Gateway. 9 9 9 9
overstayers 5
CunentGateway, not 10 13 7 11
overstaying
Current Gateway, 3 4 8 4
imprecisedates 5
Left Gateway 77 74 76 77

Weightedbase 4174 1071 293 472
Unwe~jh:edbase 4153 961 — 286 610
Base all respondents

I
3.5. Overstayersvs.others

U
Almost one-quarter(23 per cent) of respondentshad spent five months or more on
Gateway. One-third(33 percent)had spentunderfive monthson Gatewayandhadleft
theGatewayby the time of thesurveyinterview Elevenpercentwere still on Gateway
and, althoughthey hadnot overstayedby the time of the interview,theirGatewayspells
were incomplete. Finally, one-third(33 per cent)of respondentswere not on Gateway U
andeither did not recall any period on Gatewayor, if they did, could not recall thetime
theyhadspenton Gateway Thecharacteristicsof thesefourcategonesof respondentare U
presentedin Table3 8

12 Otherresearchsuggeststhat overstayingis associatedwith a reluctance to takeup Options,and poor

attendanceatGatewayactivities (Walshci at, 1999) It is possible that, in thesecircumstances,NDPAs
areresortingto benefitsanctions
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I Table38: Charactensticsofoverstayerscompared to otherparticipants

Overstayed Did nor overstay Current Gateway, has not Don’t know
— overstayed
—
— Aged22# 33 34 I 25 27
— Male 73 70 76 70
— White 84 851 80 82
• Work-limiting long-term 12 11 11 13
— healthproblem
• Long-term health 5 6 5 5

problem. nor work-
U limiting

Qualifying unemployment 31 34 38 33
• <6 months

Qualifying unemployment 23 21 17 21
5 18+ months

In paid work before 45 43 45 40
U quaiifyuig spell of

unemployment
• Had job at some point 68 71 73 68

pre-NewDeal

• No qualifications 22 20 I 26 29
No driving licence 72 73 84 76

• Problems with reading, 21 21 18 25
Writing or numbcrs since

• age 16
If job searchproblems in 72 68 73 66

I pastyear
Ex.-offenders 9 10, 14 8
• Drugoralcoholproblems 2 2 4 4

Mamed..living asmamerl 16 iS 1 ii 12
• Any dependentchildren 10 10 7 10

Social rented 48 47 I 50 49
accommodation
BenefiL stopped/reduced 21 17 22 19

sinceNI) entry2+ socialdisadvantages 40 38 39 45

Weighted base /392 1981 645 1992

U Unwaghzedbase 1409 1992 615 __i_994
Base all respondents Note row percentagesl The ‘Don’t know’ categoryincludes those who did not
recallGatewayandthoserecallingGatcwayw1~kgaveImprecisestartor end dates

I The pictureis oneof little differencebetweenoverstayersandthosewho did not overstay
on Gateway. Perhapsthe biggestdifferenceswere in their experienceof the benefit

I process:overstayerswere more likely to saythey had hadbenefitsstoppedor reduced,
and theyweremore like’y to saythey~hadhadjob searchproblemsin the last year In
— general,they were no different from otherparticipantsin their attitudestowardsNew

• Deal. However,theyweremore likely1~toagreewith the statement‘On New Dealpeople
are pushedinto things they don’t want to do’. Twenty-nineper cent of overstayers

• agreedstrongly with this statementc~mparedwith 23 per cent of thosewho did not
overstay. II

S I
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Differencesin overstayingratesdid emergeacrossdifferent New Deal delivery types
(Table 3 9),13 Overstayerswere morecommonan areaswherethe EmploymentService
playeda leadrole: overstayersaccountedfor one-quarter(24per cent)of participantsin
EmploymentServiceindividual contractandjoint partnershipdelivery areas,compared
to one-sixth(18 percent)of thosein consortiaand private sector-ledareas. Thosewith
poor recall of Gateway or Gateway dates made up almost half (47 per cent) of I
partIcipantsin consortiumareas,comparedto a third (32 per cent) of casesin other
delivery-types This differenceis solargeasto suggestapossiblecorrespondencewith a

real difference in the way Gateway is deliveredon the groundm consortiumareas
comparedto others.

I
Table 3 9 New Deal delivery model,by overstayingstatus

U
ES individual ESjoint partnership Coasorrium Private sector-led
contract U

%
Overstayed 24 25 17 19 U
Did notoverstay 34 30 29 36
CurrentGateway,has 10 13 7 ii
not overstayed

Don’t know 32 32 47 34 1
Weighted base 4174 1071 293 472
Unweighted base 4153 961 286 610

Base all respondents

It appearsthat beingon the Gatewayat the time of the surveyinterview, or being an
overstayerat any point in a participant’s New Deal participation, wet-c not strongly
associatedwith particularpersonal attributesor householdcircumstances. There is U
evidencethat job searchproblemswere associatedwith overstaying This finding is
consistentwith qualitativeresearchwhich showsNDPAsand Gatewayprovidersbelieve
the long-termemployabilityof difficult-to-placeparticipantsis enhancedby extendedjob
searchhelp (Tavistock Institute, 1999 22). There is also evidencethat overstayersare
more likely than others to be subjectto benefit penalties,perhapsbecausethey have
refused Options or failed to participate fully in the Gateway process. These are
speculativecomments.Morework is necessaryto establishwhetheroverstayinghasmore
to do with theNew Deal process —. selectionandcaseloading— than with the attributes of
individual overstayers.It maywell be that thetypologiescharactensingoverstayersmay
be hidden in the urnvariateand bivariateanalysespresentedhere theymayemergefrom
multivariateanalysisthat tacklestheinterdependenceof explanatoryvariables.

U

U

I] Casestudiesindicatethat ‘managementarrangementsareoften moreimportantthanpartnershipmodels

in determiningwhat happensin NewDeal’ (Tavistock Institute, 1999),in which caseoneneedsmeasures
of differentmanagerialapproachesto capturethe importanceof variations in delivery on Gatewayentry
timesand Gatewaylength
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U 36: Satisfactionwith helpofferedby the~1eivDealPersonalAdviser

U The New Deal PersonalAdviser is the iynchpin in the New Deal programme.’4 Each

• NDPA hasa caseloadof New Deal part]~ipantsfor whom sheor he takesresponsibility.
The NDPA acts as adviserand counsellorto the participantthroughoutthe Gateway

• period. NDPA’s negotiatetheparticipant’sentry into Options,provideassistanceto the
participantwhile on an Option, andareresponsiblefor ‘follow through’ (or ‘post-Option

U advice’) on participantswho have been through Options but remain unemployed.
. Although there are instancesin whicl~a participant’s New Deal PersonalAdviser

changes,the intention is that the NDPA remains‘with’ the participant throughoutthe
• programme.

• Table 3 10 Satisfactionwith thehelpofferedby ~heNewDeal PersonalAdviser

• ________

Completelysatisfied 19 I

• Verysatisfied 28 I

Fairlysatisfied 27

U Neithersatisfiednordissatisfied 10
Fairly dissatisfied 7

• Verydissatisfied 4
Completelydissatisfied S
No opinion 1

• Weigluedbase 5646
Unweightedbase 5683 H
Base thoserecalling interviews with NDPM and those recalling interviews with Employment Service staff
sinceentry to theprogramme

Thedegreeto which respondentswere s~tisfiedwith the help offeredby their NDPA is
• one measureby which the Gatewaycan be judged. Clearly, if high percentagesof

respondentsexpresseddissatisfaction~ith the help offered, this would raise senous
• concernsabouttheprogramme’sability~todeliverwhatclaimantswant. However, ills

importantto distinguishbetweenparticipants’satisfactionand programmeeffectiveness.
Thetwo maynot coincide.’5

U
Nearly half (47 percent)of respondentswereeithercompletelyor very satisfiedwith the

• help offeredby theirNew DealPersonal~Adviser,and9 percentwerecompletelyor very

dissatisfied (Table 3 10).16 One might expect this satisfaction rating to reflect
14 Although thereis noresearchevaluatingthediT~ecteffectof caseloadingon employmentoutcomes,there
is evidencethat intensive job searchassistance— akeycomponentof theGateway— canincreasetherateof
entry to jobs from unemployment(Ausposer aL,~199967) In addition,thereareindicationsfrom the
qualitativeevaluationof theNew Deal for Young’Peoplethat Gatewaymayhelp with participants’job

U searchmotivation,assistwith basicskills training,andimprove Optionchoice(Legard and Ritchie, 1999)In turn, thesemay improveparticipants’job chances

I ii For athoroughelaborationof this point,seeth~beginningof ChapterSevenwhich suggestshow
rrtlcipafhs’ perceptionsof the programme,includingtheir satisfactionwith it. shouldbeinterpreted. 6ThoserecallingInterviewswith a New DealPe~sonalAdviser were asked.‘Overall how satisfiedare
(were) you with thehelpofferedto you by theN~wDealPersonal Adviser” Thosewhodid not recall
interviewswith New DealPersonalAdvisers,but’recalled intel-viewswith the EmploymentServicesince
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respondents’current labour market status at the point they were interviewedfor the U
survey, with those in paid work showing greater satisfactionthan those remaining
unemployed This proved to be the case,with those unemployedand not claiming
benefitsat the time of interview leastsatisfiedwith the help they had received(Table
3.11). However,thosewho saidtheywereona governmentprogrammewereassatisfied
asthose in full-time employmentwith the NDPA help they had received. The most
satisfiedparticipantswere thosein full-time educationand training by the time of the
surveyinterview.

Table3 11 Satisfactionwith NDPA help,by currentlabourmarketstatus U

Completely satisfied Very sarLsfied U
%

Full-timejob 23 28 —
Part-timejob 15 32
Self-employed 22 6
Governmentprogramme 23 28
Full-timeeducanonltrairung 22 36
Unemployed, claiming benefits 17 25
Unemployed, not claiming benefits 6 22 U
Long—termsick, injured, disabled 14 26
Lookingafter home 20 27 U
Base thoserecalling interviews with NDPAsand thoserecalling interviews with Employment Servicestaff
sinceentry to the programme Note row percentages

Table 3 12 Satisfaction with NDPA help, by current NewDeal status U

Completelysatisfied Verysatisfied Completelyor verydissatisfied U
% %

Gateway 17 25 10 U
EmploymentOption 32 32 3
Voluntary sectorOption 21 31 6 U
ErF 15 37 11
FT ed/training 23 37 4 U
Post-Option advice 22 31 6
Ex-New Deal 13 23 [3 U
Basethoserecalling interviews with NDPAsand thoserecalling interviews with Employment Servicestaff
sinceentry to the programme Note row percentages U
Satisfactionratingsalso vanedaccordingto the progressparticipantshad madeon the U
prograrrimeandtheOptions theyhadentered(Table3.12) Thosestill on theGatewayat
thetime of the surveyinterview were less likely to be completelyor very satisfiedwith
theNDPA helptheyhadreceivedthanthoseon Options and thoseon post-Optionadvice
(42 per cent against60 and 53 per cent respectively). However, satisfaction with
NDPAs variedmarkedlyacrossOptions Participantson the employmentand full-time U
educationandtraining Optionsexpressedthe most satisfactionwith theiradvisers,while
thoseon EFFexpressedtheleastsatisfaction.

entryto theprogrammewereasked ‘Overall how satisfiedareyou with thehelpofferedto youby staffat U
the EmploymentServiceor Jobcentre”Thissectionis basedonresponsesfrom both groupsof respondent
~ Therewas little differencebetweenovci-staycrsand latc entrants,the figuresbeing41 and44 percent

respectively
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U Perhapsunsurpnsingly,satisfactionwith adviserhelp wasassociatedwith expenences

U while on theprogrammeandperceptic~ksof theprogramme’svalue(Table3.13) Thosewho had hadtheirbenefitstoppedor r~ducedsinceentenngNewDeal werelesssatisfied

U thanotherswith theadvicethey hadr~ceivedfrom their NDPA, but only if theysuffered
hardshipasa~result.More generally,thosewho thoughtNew Deal morecoercivewere

• less satisfied with their NDPA ath~ice,supporting evidence from the qualitative
evaluation of the NDYP (Legard ar~dRitchie, 1999: 20). eighty-five per cent of

U participantswho thoughttheir time on NewDealhadbeen‘very useful’ werecompletely
U or very satisfiedwith their NDPA hel~,comparedwith 9 per centof thosesayingit had

been‘not at all useful’. Therewasalso a strongassociationbetweensatisfactionwith
• NDPA advice and the view that Ne~~’Deal improvedchancesof getting a goodjob

Furtherevidencethat satisfactionwith NDPA help was outcome-relatedcomesin the
U associationbetweensatisfactionwith NDPA helpandsatisfactionwith Options.

U Table 3 13 Satisfaction with NDPA help, by p~ogrammeexpenences

I ___________________________________ Completelysatisfied Verysatisfied

• No benefit stop/reduction 19 29

U
Benefitstopped/reduced,hardship 14 20
Benefitstoppcd/rcduced,no hardship 16 31
Stronglyagreedpeoplearepushedinto thingsitheydon’t wantto 8 16

I • doonND
Stronglydisagreedpeopleare pushedinto things they don’t want 38 35

I todoonNi)
TimeonNDvery useful 43 42

U Time on ND not at all useful 3 6
Strongly agreedND improvedchancesof getukiggoodjob 41 42

U Strongly disagreedNI) improvedchancesof g~ttinggoodjob 8 7
Completelysatisfiedwith Option 40 27

U _Fairly. veryor completelydissatisfiedwith Option 11 21
Base thoserecalling intet-views with NDPAsand thoserecalling interviews with Employment Service staff
sinceentryto theprogramme Note rowperc&ntages

• Casestudyr searchhasraisedconcen~isaboutNDPAs’ ability to identify and addressthe

U needsof disadvantagedparticipants(Tavistock Institute, 1999- 23ff) Certainly, therewere indications that satisfaction with NDPA help offered was lower among some
• disadvantagedgroups— but not all (T~ble3 14). Respondentswith job searchproblems,

drugs or alcohol problems, a crimi~ialrecord~,or long-term work-limiting health
• problemswere all less satisfiedwitl~the help from NDPAs than those without such

problems Thosewithoutqua]ificatior~swerelesssatisfiedthan thosewith quahfications,
• but there was no differencein the satisfactionratings of thosewith and without basic

skills problemsin reading,wntingor~ithmetic.

•
U IS Furtherevidenceof low NDPA sausfactio4atings among ex-offenders emerges from the information

U collectedon NOPAreferralsto otheragencies’Thirty-six percent of thosereferredto a specialistagencyhelpingoffcndei-swere completelyor very satisfied with the help offered by their NDPA — lower thanfor
• anyothergroup.
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Table3 14 Satisfactionwith NDPA help, by socialdisadvantage U

Completely satisfied Verysatisfied U
HadajobatsomepointbeforeNewDeal 18 28 I

Never hada job beforeNewDeal 20 27

Problemswith reading,writingor numberssinceage16 17 28 1
No reading,writing or numbersproblems sinceage16 19 28
Problemsmaking it difficult to find orkeepajob in pastyear 17 27 U

No job searchproblems 21 30
Drug/alcoholproblemsaffectability to findlkeeppaid work 14 20
No suchdrug/alcohol problems 19 28
Ex-offender 19 17
Not cx-offender 19 29
No qualifications 18 23
Qualifications 19 29
Long-term health problem limiting work 14 29
Long-termhealthproblem, not work-limiting 21 31)

- No long-term health problem 19 27
Base.thoserecalling interviews with NDPASand thoserecallinginterviewswith EmploymentSet-vicestaff
sinceentry to the programme Note row percentages U

Table 3 15 Satisfaction with NDPA help, by ethnicity

Completelysatisfied Verysatisfied

White 19 28
All non-whiteminonties 15 28

BlackCaribbean 14 24
BlackAfrican 12 30
Blackother 18 28
Indian 15 22
Pakistani 17 30
Bangladeshi 14 27
Base thoserecallinginterviews with NDPASandthoserecallinginterviewswith EmploymentServicestaff
sinceentry to the programme Note row percentages

Differencesbetweenthe white majority and non-whiteethnicminoritiesasa whole were U
not marked(Table3.15).

So,participants’satisfactionwith NDPA advicevariedaccordingto their situationby the U
time of the interview, theirexperiencesof theprogramme,andtheirneedsand attnbutes
Case study evidence and qualitative Interviews also suggestthat the way Gateway
operatesvaries acrossareasandacrossNDPAs (TavistockInstitute, 1999; Walshel aL. U
1999). However, Table 3.16 shows little variation in NDPA satisfactionratings by
delivery-type. U

U
U

UTable3 16 Satisfactionwith NDPA help, by delivery model

U
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I

U ES individual ESjoint partnership Con-sorrutm Private-sectorled
contract

— Completelysat 19 I 19 16 14
— Very satisfied 28 25 26 30
— Fairly satisfied 26 32 29 25

Neither satisfied nor 10 9 10 11
dissatisfied

Fairly dissatisfied 7 6 6 10
• Verydissatisfied 4 4 3

Completelydissal 5 4 8 4
• Noopinion 1 1 2 I

• Weightedbase 3940 1000 273 433
Unweighied base 3933 i 907 271 572

U Base chose recalling interviews with NDPA~andthoserecalling interviewswith Employment Servicestaff
sinceentry to the programme II

•
Therewere regionaldifferencesin s~Tisfactionwith NDPA advice (Table3.17),but it is

not possibleto interprettheirmeanir~g,orwhetherthesedifferencesare genuine,without

• controlling for otherfactors

U Table 317 Satisfaction with NDPA help. b~region

• Completelysatisfied Verysatisfied

ii
U Scotland 22 24

Northeast 23
I~ Northwest 22 27

YorkshireandHumberside 15 29
• Wales 22 32
— WestMidlands 20 25

U EastMidlands/EastAnglia 17 30Southwest 24 33

U London and South east 15 25
Base thoserecallinginterviewswith NDPA~andthose recalling interviews with Employment Service staff

U sinceentry to the programme

• 3 7 Gettingalongwith theNewteal PersonalAdviser

• Qualitative researchindicates that l~owparticipantsrelate to their New Deal Personal
Adviser is importantin explainingp~rticipants’overall orientationto theprogramme,and

• how they faresubsequently(Legard‘and Ritchie. 1999)

Half (52 per cent)of participantsrecalling interviewssaid they got on ‘very well’ with
• their NDPA (Table 3 19). Another39 percentthoughtthey got on ‘quite well’. Only 8

per centsaid theydid notgeton ver~’well orat all well.

•
How participantsviewedtheir relationshipwith their NDPA varied accordingto their

• situation by the time of the survey~inteivlew,theirexperiencesof the programme,and
their needsandatinbutesin muchthe samewayassatisfactionwith NDPA advice For
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instance,respondentswere less likely to get on very well with their adviserif they had U
hadtheir benefit stoppedor reduced(43 percentsaidso, comparedto 54 percent who
hadnot hadbenefitstoppedor reduced). Indeed,therewasa strongassociationbetween
howwell participantsgot on with theirNDPA andsatisfactionwith help offered,echoing
qualitativeresearchwhich hasshown that participants’ satisfactionwith theirGateway
experiencewas heavily dependentupon the relationshipsestablishedwith their NDPAs
(O’Connoret al., 1999). Two-thirds(69percent)of thosewho saidtheygot along ‘very
well’ with their NDPA were either completelyor very satisfiedwith the NDPA help U

offered This comparedwith 10 percentamongthosevho said they got on ‘not very
well’, and2 percentamongthosewho saidtheygot on ‘not at all well’

Table3 18 How well got along with NDPA

U
Very well 52 U
Quitewell 39
Not very well 5

Not at all well 3
Not sure 2

Weighted base 5646
Un weighted base 5683
Base thoserecalling Interviews with NDPAsand thoserecallinginterviewswith Employment Service staff N
sinceentryto theprogramme

3 8 Completionofan Action Plan

U
Participantsin New Deal completeand agree an Action Plan with their New Deal
PersonalAdviser. Thisis intendedasa basisfor action to achievegoalsagreedbetween U
theadviserandparticipant Seventy-onepercentof thoserecalling interviewswith New
Deal PersonalAdvisers or Employment Service staff since entering the programme
recalledcompletingan Action Plan. A further fifth (21 percent)statedthat theyhadnot,
while 8 percentwereunsure.

I
Therewere associationsbetweenrecall of an Action Plan andexperienceon New Deal
Recollectionof an Action Plan was associatedwith greatersatisfactionin the NDPA I

advice offered.80 per Cent of thosecompletelysatisfiedwith the helpofferedby their
NDPA recalledan Action Plan, comparedto 56 percentof thosewho werecompletely
dissatisfied. I

Recollectionof an Action Plan washigheramongthoseon an Option at the time they I
were intervtewed. Eighty-two per cent of those on Options recalled completing an
Action Plancomparedwith 73 per centof thosestill on theGatewayand60 percentof
thoseno longer on New Deal. It may be that recall was higher amongOption takers U
becausetheir Options had featuredin thoseplans It is also possiblethat some late
entrantsto theGatewayhadyet to producean Action Plan. U

U
II

54 U

I



I

•
I
• Cha~iterThree

1 RecollectionofAction Planswasparticul~xlylow amongthosewho couldnot recallwhat

I wasdiscussedwith NDPAs (44per cent)~and thosewho saidthey hadnot beenreferred
to anythingby theirNDPA(62percent)

Participantsin consortiumunits of delivery were less likely to recall action plansthan
participantsin otherdelivery models. Si~ktypercentof participantsin consortiumareas
recalledthem, comparedto 72percentir~EmploymentServiceindividual contractareas,
73 per cent in joint partnerships,and70p~rcentin privatesectorled areas.

I
I Table319 Percentageof participantsrecallingan Action Plan, by measuresof socialdisadvantage

• Had ajobat somepoint beforeNew Deal 72
Never had a job before NewDeal 69
Problemswith reading. writing or numberssince~ge16 65
No reading,writing or numbersproblems sincea~e16 73

I Problems making it difficult to find or keepa Job)in pastyear 71
No job searchproblems 72
Drug/alcohol problems affect ability to find/keep~paidwork 61
No suchdrug/alcoholproblems 72

1 Ex-offender 67Not ex-offender 72
• No qualifications I 62

Qualifications 74
— Qualifying unemploymentspell<6 months 73
— Qualifying unemploymentspell 3+ years 67
— Loneparent 56
— Not lone parent 72

White 73
U Non-white
— Long-term health problem limiting work 70
— Long-termhealthproblem,not work-limiting 82

No long-term health problem 1 71
U Number of social disadvantages

0 76
U i I~ 72

2 70
• 3 65

4 58
U Base thoserecallinginterviewswith NDPAsai~dthoserecallinginterviewswith EmploymentServicestaff
— sinceentry to the programme

Therewere alsoindicationsthat recallof Action Planswaslower amongthosewith social
• disadvantages,althoughby no meansall indicatorsof socialdisadvantagepointedin this
. direction (TabLe 3.19). Recall of Ai~tionPlans fell amongthose with more social

disadvantages,and was lower amonj~those with literacy or numeracyproblems,no

U qualifications, drug or alcohol probldms, long-term health problems which were not
work-limiting, and among(oneparents~andex-offenders.On theother hand,recallof an

• Action Plandid not differ by whethertheparticipanthadajob at somepoint beforeNew
— Deal,or experienceofjob searchproblemsin the last year Jt is not possibleto tell from

— this surveydatawhetherthesedifferen~esreflectgenuinedifferences in the useof Action

I
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Plansacrossdifferent typesof participant,or whetherthesepatternsreflecta differential U
ability to recall. -

3.9 Referralsby theNewDeal PersonalAdviser

Having identified a participant’s needsNew Deal PersonalAdvisers may refer the
participantto an Option. Alternatively, the NDPA mayrefer the participantto another
personor agencyfor appropriatehelp and assistancein meetingidei~ufiedneeds. This U
sectionfocuseson referrals,otherthanthoseto Options.

In 54 per cent of caseswhere the respondentrecalled interviews with advisers,the
participanthadbeenreferred(Table3.20). Most commonly,participantswerereferredto
providersof training,coursesand work experienceat colleges,TECs and, in Scotland. U
LECs. Referralsto independentcareersadvice andjob searchskills courseswere also
quitecommon. U

Therewas a link betweentypesof referral and subsequentLabour market status. Not 1
surpnsingly,theself-employedweremuchmorelikely thanothersto havebeenreferred
to someoneto assist in becoming self-employed Those in full-time educationand
training and thoseon programmesat thesurveyinterviewwere more likely thanothersto I
have beensent to a college,TEC or LEC for coursesand training. The likelihood of
being referred at all was also associatedwith labour market status by the time of
interview. Referral rateswerelowestamongthoselooking afterthe family by thetime of

interview, perhapsreflectinga realisationthat theseparticipantswere aboutto leavethe
labourmarket,at leastfor a time I

The rateof referral did not differ greatly by delivery-type However,therewere some U
differencesin the rateof referral to vacanciesReferralsto employerswith vacanciesto
fill occurredin S percentof casesin consortium-runareas,comparedto 10 percentin ES
joint partnerships,12 per cent in EmploymentServiceindividual contracts,and 14 per
centin privatesector-ledareas.

U
Overall, only 12 per cent had been referred to employerswith vacanciesto fill,
confirming elementsof the qualitative evaluation which has indicated that, despite U
increasedemphasison placing youngpeopleinto jobs (Legardand Ritchie, 1999),job
referral rateswere relatively low.i9 In theirBirnungharncasestudy, Walshet al (1999)
foundthis wasdue, in part,to NDPA emphasison encouraginglong-termemployability
rather than short-term employment. However, they also suggest that job-matching
activity has been crowded out due to the intenseworkloadsNDPAs operatedunder
(Walsher aL, 1999:37).

______ U
‘9NDED dataon job referralsare notcomparablewith thesurveydaxa for two reasoi~.First, NDED

vacancydataincludereferralstojobsmrnally identifiedby claimantson vacancynoticeboardsWhere
respondentshadtakenthis initiative, they may not view follow-up on the vacancyasa NDPA referral
Secondly,survey respondentsare simply asked whether they have beenreferredto vacanciesby an NDPA
sinceentering the programme, whereasthe NDED records multiple referrals for individuals
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I Jobreferral ratesdiffered markedlyac~ossdifferenttypesof ~DPA participantin a way

• thatsuggestsNDPAs wereseekingto distinguishbetweenthe ‘job ready’ andthe lessjob
ready Jobreferral rateswerelower ar~ongthosewith work-limiting healthproblems(8

U per cent), basic literacy or numeracy problems (6 per cent), and drugs or alcohol

I
problems(8 percent). Jobreferral rat~swerelowest of all amongcurrentparticipantsin
theElF (2 percent),perhapsindicating thatthis groupof participantswas far from job

• ready This observationappliesto a le~serextentto thoseon the full-time educationand
trainingOption (8 percentof whom saidthey hadbeenreferredto ajob at somepoint),

• andthoseon the voluntarysectorOption (wherethefigure was 10 percent) In contrast,
20 percentof employmentOption participantssaidthey hadbeenreferredto jobs. Yet,

• therewasconsiderabledissatisfaction~mong employersaboutthe quality of NDPA job

I applicantssent to them, suggestingthat thejob matchingfunction wasbeingperformed
inadequately(WalshetaL, 1999 43-46).

I ‘F
Jobreferralratesalso variedconsiderablyacrossregions. In theEastMidlands and East

I Anglia region,job referral rateswere~ne-thirdof the ratein the South West (9 percent
against 27 per cent). Further analysiswill establishwhetherthis reflects diffenng

I participant populations,different ambient labour market conditions, or variations in

practiceatregional level

• Table3.20 NewDeal PersonalAdviserreferi~als

I % ofco_ces
None 46

• Collegc/TECJLECin courses/training/work‘ 19
tndepencientcareersadvice 14

I Jobscacchskillscourse 14
Employerswith vacanciesto fill 12

U Courseto improvereading/writing 5Mentor 4

U Someoneto assistin becomingself-employed 3
Healthadviser 2

i Specialistagencyto helpoffenders i~ 2

U Weightedbase 5646
Unwei~ztedbase 5683. Base those recalling interviews with NewIl~~lPersonal Advisers arid those recathngInterviews with
Employment Service staffsinceentry to the programme Note this is a multiple responsequesuonso that

the percentagesaddto morethan 100

U 3 10 Referralofparticipantswithspecialneeds

• As aresultof theircasestudyevaiuaLon,theTavistockInstitutenoted ‘The adequacyof
assessmentsundertakenby Personal~Advisers and consequentreferrals,in terms of the

U client’s attitude and motivation, h~avebeen widely questioned’ (Tavistock Institute,

• 1999). Particulardifficulties have ~risen in the caseof participantswith severebasic
skills needs,or seriouspersonalorsocialproblems.someprovidersof servicesassociated

U with Gatewayfelt clients’ basicneekisproblemshad not beenadequatelyidentified and

U
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tackled before placementwith them. This had resultedin inappropnatereferral and
problemsofnon-attendanceanddropout. I

Thesurveyshedsfurther light on referralsof participantswith specialneeds. First, there
is conflictingevidenceaboutthedegreeto which NDPAssoughtto priontiseparticipants
in most needwhenreferringthem to help Thosewith job searchproblemshad higher U
referral ratesthan thosewithout (57 against48 percent), asdid thosewith basic skills
probLems(58 against53 percent),andthosewith long-termhealthprobLems(58 against
53 percent) On theotherhand,therewereno differencesin referral ratesaccordingto
whetherthe participanthadqualifications,had ajob beforeNew Deal, or lived in social
rentedaccommodation.Whatis more, the referral rate for thosewith drug or alcohol U
problemswas only 46 percent, and referral ratesfell with longerqualifying spells of
unemployment.20 U

Thesecondpieceof evidencerelatesto referralto morespecialistassistancededicatedto
the needsof participantswith particularproblems. Therewere clear indications that
referralsreflectedspecialneeds,although therewere sizeablepercentagesof participants
admittingto specific problemswho hadnot beenreferredto appropriateassistance.For U
example,9 per cent of those with work-limiting long-term health problemshad been
referredto advisersoffering help with healthproblemsanddisability, comparedto 4 per 1
cent with long-termhealth problemswhich werenot work-lirnitmg, and I per centof
thosewith no healthproblems. Nine percentof ex-offenders,and 11 percentof those
with drugor alcohol problems,had beenreferredto specialistagenciesto helpoffenders

such asNACRO or the probationservice,comparedto 1 percentwhich the surveydid
not identify as ex-offenders Sixteen per cent of those with literacy or numeracy U
problemshadbeenreferredto readingorwriting courses,comparedto 2 percentof those
who did not admit to suchproblems

U3.11. Therole ofmentors
U

Mentorsarepeopleoffenng support and encouragement.They encompassindividuals
with a varietyof expertise,rangingfrom professionallyqualified counsellorsthroughto U
individualsof standingor expenenceworking for or knownby Gatewayprovidersto be
sourcesof valuable information and advice Only 4 per centof participantshad been
referred to mentors.2’ They were twice as common amongthose who were on the
employmentOption (8percent)andthoseon post~Opncmadvice(9 percent).

U
Almost half (45percent)of thosewhohadbeenreferredto mentorsviewedthemasvery
helpful. Anotherthirty eig~itpercentviewedthemasquitehelpful. 1
_____________ U
~ Thereferralratewas56 percentamongthosewith qualifying unemploymentspellsofunder12 months,
and48 percentamongthoseunemployedfor threeyearsor more PerhapsNDPAs werefunnellingscarce
resourcesto thosemostable to respondin the short-term,ratherthanmoredifficult to place participants
21 The incidenceofmentoring is likely to have nsensincea tendenngexerciseconductedin thesummerof
1998which led to the settingupofmore widespreadmentoring arrangements(TavistockInstitute, 1999-
it) The Institutesuggeststhat ‘Greaterimp1ementau~nand useof mentoringshouldalleviatethecrisis or
trouble-shootingnatureof muchOptionssupportwork at present’(1999.31)
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3.12. Tastersandshorrcourses

Dunngthe Gateway,New Deal parlicipantsareable to spendsome time exploring a
U courseof action,perhapsevenattendipga shortcourse,to seewhethertheywould like to

pursue the matter further Among these courses are ‘tasters’, intended to give
I participantsa tasteof an Option they~areconsidering The surveycontainsinformation
U on time spentwith employersto frnc~out aboutjobs, visiting or trying out a courseof

educationor training, goingon shortFoursesto improvebasicskills, andgoing on short
• coursesto learnhow to find jobs ora9plyfor them Half (52percent) recalleddoingone

or moreof these,anda sixth (18perc~ent)remembereddoing two ormore.
•
U Thosewith themostsubstantialparticipationin New Deal weremostlikely to havegoneon tastersand on averagethey wentOonmore A fifth (20 per cent)of those recalling

i NDPA interviewsonly had beenon tasters,comparedto 35 percent of thoserecallingperiodsofNDPA advice,and68 percentof thoserecallingadviceandOptions

Seventypercentof thoseon post-Op~ionadvicehadbeenon a taster,anda third (33 per
I cent)hadbeenon two or more. In contrast,only 40 percentof thosestill on theGateway

U
had been on tasters,with 14 per cent going on more than one. However, thosemost
likely of all to go on tasterswere those participatingin the full-time educationand

U trainingOption,82 percentof whom ~iadbeenon a laster.

U Table 3.21 Tastersandshortcourses

U % of cases
Typeof rasterorshorrcourse

U Time with employers to find out aboutkinds1ofjobs 16
Visiting or trying a courseof educationor ualrung 31
Goingon a short courseto improvebasicskills 13
Goingon a short courseto learnhow to find or apply for jobs 14

U Numberof tasters

• No tasters 52

Onecaster ii 31

U Two tasters 12
Threetasters 5

U Four tasters

U Weightedcases I 5646Unweiglued cases 5683

U Base those recalling interviews with New Deal Personal Advisers and those recallinginterviews with EmploymentServIce~Istaffsinceentry to the programme. Note this is a
• multiple response question so that thepercentagesaddto morethan100

• Visiting or trying out coursesof edt~cationor training were the mostpopularof the four
tastersrespondentswere askedabout,with participantstwice as likely to attend them as

U theothertasters Three-quarters(7~percent)of participantson the full-time education
and training Option had been o~ an education and training laster beforehand

• Nevertheless,theyonly madeup ath~rd(35 percent)of thosewho hadbeenon education

U and training tasters. EmploymentOption participantswere more likely thanothers on

•



U
U

ChapterThree

New Dealat the time of interview to havebeenwith employersto try out jobs, although
only 25 percenthaddone so, confirmingqualitativeresearchpointing to low usageof
employercasters(TavistockInstitute,1999: 24). Indeed,theyonly madeup a quarter(26
percent) of thosegoing on employertasters. They were also popularamongthoseon
post-Optionadvice, 24 percentof whom had been on an employertasterat some time
dunngtheirparticipationin New Deal I

The purposeof tastersis to give participantsan opportunityto ‘sample’an Option in the 1
expectationthat this will assisttheparticipant to choosethe ~nght’Option. In addition, U
in the caseof employertasters, it permits employersto get some idea as to how a
prospectivetraineemay perform. Onemight thereforeexpecta link betweengoing on •
tastersand subsequentsatisfactionwith an Option. In fact, therewas no association
Going on an employertastermadeno differenceto Option satisfactionamongthoseon U
theemployment,voluntarysectorandETPOptionsat thetimeof interview,andgoingon
an educationandtrainingcasterwasnot associatedwith higherOptionsatisfactionamong
thoseon thelull-time educationandtrainingOption at thesurveyinterview(Table3.22).

Table 3 ~Z Percentageof Options paiticipanis completely or very satisfied with their Option, by
participation on Optionstasters

— U
Employer Opnon, Employer Option, Full-rime Full-tune

voluntarysectoror Voluntalysectoror education or education or
ETF. with laster ETF, without :rauiuig Option, training Option.

faster with faster without raster
% completely or 64 65 57 65

very satisfied with
Option

Weightedbase 193 715 588 168
Unwe:ghred base 199 699 648 155 1
Base thoseon Optionsat timeof surveyinterview

3 13 Discussionswith NewDealPersonalAdvisers

U
DiscussionsbetweenNew DealPemonalAdvisersand theirNew Deal chentsmayrange
overmanyissuesastheadviserexploresthe participant’sneedsand explainswhatmight U

be on offer throughtheprogramme.

Around seven in ten participantshad discussedtheir experienceand what work they
might do in thefuture (Table3.23)~

Respondentsrecalleddiscussionsaboutwaysof looking forjobs in themajontyof cases.
However, despite the reonentationof NDYP to Jay greater emphasison placing
participants into unsubsidisedjobs (Hasluck, 1999), discussionsabout making job

~ Thoserecalhnginterviews with NewDeal PersonalAdviserswere askedto identify from a showcard
what theyhaddiscussedwith their advisers,and to mentionanythingelsethey had discussedwhich did not
appearon the card A similar questionwasaskedof those who recalledinterviews with Employment
Service staff since the beginning of September1998, although they could not recall discussionswith
someonecalledaNewDeal PersonalMvtscr.

60 1
I



I

• I

I
I Ch~pterThree

1 applicationswererecalledin only amin<~-Ityofcases.This maybe becauseadvisersonly
• raisedthis issuewith the more ‘job ready’ Certainly,thosewho were least ‘job ready’

were lesslikely to recalldiscussionsabc~utjob applications.For instance,30 percentof
• those who said they had drug or alcohd,l problemsrecalleddiscussingjob applications,

U
comparedwith 43 per cent of those~ithout suchproblems However, recall of job
applicationswas also low (35 per cent) amongthose with NVQ Level 4 or Level 5

• qualifications, perhaps indicating that tl~e identification of suitable vacancies for certain
typesof participantconstrainedNDPAs~bility to raisethesubject.

U
Table3 23 Issuesdiscussedwith New Deal Personal Advisers

• ______________________

1 %ofcase~c

I Your experiencearid skills 71
Whatwork youmightdo in the future 69
Whateducationor trainingyou might need 62
The possibility ofworking self-employed 17

• Differentways of looking for jobs 57
Making job applications I

• Your responsibilitiesasajob seeker 50
Different thingsyou could do on NewDeal 68

a Somethingelse 2Noneof these II

I Weighted base 5646

U Unwe~~dbase J 5683Base thoserecalling interviews with New Deal Personal Advisers and those recalling interviews with

EmploymentServicestaffsinceentry to the pkgramme Note. this is a multiple responsequestionso thatthepercentagesadd to more than 100.

U Participantson New Deal are subject to the requirementto seek paid work, yet

U discussionsaboutresponsibilitiesthey~facedasjob seekerswereonly recalledby half (50
percent) the respondents23 In fact, this finding is typical for a surveyof the claimant

V unemployed(McKay, Walker andYo~.ings.1997 59-60) Nevertheless,it is noteworthy

U that respondentswere more likely td recall discussionof educationand tramrngtheymight need and the things they co~ilddo on New Deal, than they were to recall

• discussionsofjob searchresponsibilitiesandwaysof looking forjobs This suggeststhat
NDPAsmayhavebeenplacingemph~.sison what theprogrammein general,andOptions

• in particular,hadto offer, ratherthanjob searchandjob searchrequirements

• Perhapssurpnsingly,thirty per cent1of participantsrecalling intel-views with NDPAs

U could not recall discussionsaboutthedifferent things theycoulddo on New Deal Thisfigure was40 per Cent amongnon-whiteethnic minonties,and40 per centamongthose
• with no qualifications.

• It is striking that the rank orderof iss~iesdiscussedremainedmoreor lessconstantacross
participants,irrespectiveof whereth~ywereon theprogrammeby the time of thesurvey
interview Discussionof experienc~and skills, and what could be done on New Deal

•
~Discussionsaboutjob searchrequirementswere leastlikely tobe recalledby thosewith basicskills

U problems(40 percent) and thosewith noqu~iificauons(42 per cent).
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usually ranked one or two, followed by future work, educationor training, ways of
looking for jobs, job searchresponsibilities,makingjob applications,and lastly, self-
employmetii24

I
What did differ, however,was the numberof issuesdiscussed.The numberof issues
discussedwith a New DealPersonalAdviser may give an indication of the intensityor 1
rangeoftheassistanceofferedby theadviser. Only 3 percentof participantscouldrecall
discussingnothingwith theiradviser. Nine in ten (89percent) recalleddiscussingmore
thanoneissue,includinghalf (48percent)recallingdiscussionof five ormoreissues

Table3 24 presentsthe meannumberof items discussedacrossa selectionof participant U
characteristicsto illustrate how the Intensity or range of support offered by NDPAs
varied.

Thosecurrentlyon theemploymentOption had discussedmore issueswith theirNDPA
than other respondents(with a meanof 4.9 items). Almost a third (31 per cent) had U
recalleddiscussingsevenor eight issueswith theNDPA, higherthan any othergroupof
participants.Thoseon theEnvironmentTaskForcerecalledfewer items discussedthan U
othersstill on theprogramme(meanof4.2)

Thosewith social disadvantagesthat are associatedwith tower employmentprospects
generallyrecalleddiscussionof fewer itemsthan thosewithout suchdisadvantagesFor
instance,the numberof Itemsdiscussedwas lower amonglone parents,the unqualified, U

those with numeracyor literacyproblemssinceage 16, thosewith no job pnorto New
Deal, and thosewho were suffering hardshipfollowing benefit sanctions. Those with U
problemswho recalleddiscussionovera broaderrangeof issuesincludedthosewith job
searchproblems,thosewith long-termhealthproblemsthat werenot work limiting, and
ex-offenders.

Thenumberof itemsrecalledfell with multiple disadvantageThis maybe ofconcernif U
it implies that thosein most needof help werereceiving less intensivesupport,or were
beingoffereda narrowerrangeof support.however,it is importantto bearin mind that
participants’ability to recalleventsor activities mayitself becorrelatedwith someof the
characteristicspresentedin thetable

U

U
I
U
U

U

24 Discussionaboutself-employmentwasmorecommonamongparticipantsaged22 OT over,thosewith a
driving hcenceand vehicleaccess,andthosewith NVQ Level 4 or 5 (24,24 and 30 per centTespectively)

62

U



I

U

I II

• ClLpter Three

Table3.24 Meannumberof itemsdiscussedwith NDPAs

I ____ ___ I

I ___ __

• _ __ _ _

~icatT -- - ___ ___

U _______________ ____ ______

__ Deliverytype
• ESindividualconu-act 4 4

ES joint partnership 4 2
I Consortium :

Privatesector-lcd 4 6
U _ __ _

• White 4.5
Black Caribbean I 4 1

• BlackAfrican I~ 41
Black Other 47

• Indian 39
Pakistarn 38

I Bangladeshi _____ 4 1
on- -1 ~ ~. ______-

____ -imi

I Noqualifications 40
Quaitficauons 4 ~

• ~ ~
• Drug/alcoholproblemsaffectability to findfk~ep paid work 4 3

U Benefitstopped/reducedleading to hardship~ ~
Benefit stopped/reduced,not leadingto hardship 4 6

I
Numberof socialdisadvantages
0 46

I 4.5
2 43

• 3 40
4 36

U Base thoseiccalling Interviews with l4cw~Deal PersonalAdvisers and those recalling interviews with
Employment Servicestaff sinceentryto the programme

U
•
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The number of items discussedwith NDPAs differed with other demographic U
characteristics. For instance,men recalledmore items than women, and the white —
majority recalledmorediscussionitemsthannon-whiteethnic groups,with theexception —

of BlacksotherthanCaiibbeansandAfricans. I

It is also notable that the number of items discussedwith NDPAs was lower in
consortiumdehveryareasthan It was in otherdelivery-types.

U

U

S

U
U

U
•
I

I
U
U

U
U

U
U
I
•
U
U
U
U

U
S
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1 4. Options Take-Up and Experience

U
Summary

U
— ~‘ Differences in Option entry according to individual characteristicswere quite few;
— suggestingthat eachOption hada wide mix of individualsenteringit, and that ‘streaming’
• was not very marked. The mastdistinctive patternof Option take-upwas found among

ethnicminorities Thesehadarelatively high rateof participationin fuji-time educationand

• trainrng but a relatively low r~teof participation in subsidisedemploymentand in ETF
Women were representedto the sameextent as men in the various Options, with the

• exceptionof ETFwheretheytook aconsiderablysmallerpart

I ~ Eighty sevenpercentof respon~entsweresatisfiedwith theirOptions,including62 percent

U who werecompletelyor very satisfiedSatisfactionwashigheston theemploymentOption
and lowest on ETR Simplecon~pansonsof satisfactionbetweenOptionsmaybemisleading

I becauseof differencesin thecharacteristicsof participantsenteringthem Nor should these
results be used as a means of~assessingthe effectivenessof Options, since there is no
necessarylink betweensatisfactionduring art Optionandsubsequentoutcomes

U ~ Sevenin tenstatedtheir Optioi~was what they really wantedto do (82 percenton the full

• time educationandtraining Option, 64 percenton the employmentOption, 59 per centon
thevoluntarysectoroption,and~46percenton EnvironmentTaskForce) Thegreatmajority

I of thosewho felt that the Option wasnot what they really wanted,would havepreferredto
be in a differentjob (if in one ~f the work basedOptions),or in a paid job (if in full time

• educationand training). NDYP may ha’~ebeenableto meet the preferencesof a greater
• proportionof participants,if it hadbeenpossible to provide a larger number andwider range

of placementsin subsidisedemployment However,this would not necessarilybe more
• effective,in termsof labourm~rketoutcomes Anotherwayof interpretingtheresultsis in

terms of the guidanceprocess~during the Gateway,which leads to selectionof Options
I Individualswho maketheirown vocationaldecisionsin an informedwayaremorelikely to

remaincommittedto them The fairly substantialminoritieswhosecurrentOptionwasnot
— ‘what they really wanted’ u~thcatesthat it was proving hard to achieve this client

commitmentwithin NDYP. A~mightbeexpected,therewerestill largerproportionsamong
the ‘early leavers’from Optioi~who felt that thoseOptionswerenot what they hadwanted

I Furthermore,nearlyone halfc~fthosecurrently on Optionsbelievedthat New Deal ‘pushed

peopleinto thingstheydidn’t ~/antto do’

U 1

•
U

I
U
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Summary(continued)

U
) Justover two-thirdsof participantsin work-based Options reported receiving training (73

per centon ETF, 71 per centon theemploymentOption,and53 percenton the voluntary U
sectorOption) This compareswith 49 per cent of leaversfor unsubsidisedjobs who
reportedreceiving training in those jobs, suggestingNDYP hasraisedthe chancesof
participantsreceivingtraining,by comparisonwith opportunitiesin thejob market.Where
respondentsfelt thattrainingwasabsent,therewasdisappointmentwith New Deal.

)~Eighty ninepercentof thosereceivingtrainingsaidtheyweresatisfiedwith it. Satisfaction
levelswere lower in FIF, but this hasto besetagainsttherelatively high proportionwho
reportedreceivingtrainIng U

> One-in-fiverespondentshad takenpart in Optionsthat hadendedby the time of thesurvey
interview. The ratioof these‘early leavers’ to continuingOptionscould give somecause
for concern,but astime goeson ‘early leavers’shouldbecomealesssignificantgroup Of U
thosewho hadendedan Option beforethesurveyinterview,55 percentremainedon New
Deal, usually on post-Option advice but in some caseson a further Option. Of the
minority who had left NewDeal from Options,abouttwiceasmanywere unemployedor
inactiveaswerein jobs.

I

I
II

U

I
U

U
a
U
U

U

a
U

U
I
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I Theprovisionof arangeof Optionsis oneofthemain innovativeconceptsin theNew

• Deal for YoungPeople. Forthe fir.~ttime, all 18-24yearolds areguaranteeda place
on a programmeinsteadof remaini~tgin long-termunemploymentOptions arealso

• compulsory,in the sensethat when~aparticipanthascompletedthe Gatewayperiod,
refusalof aplacecanresult in abenefitsanction.•

I The rangeof Options hasbeendescribedin ChapterTwo of this report,which alsooutlined participation in Options r~ioverall terms. This chapterprovides further
analysis of the characteristicsof th~setaking part in different kinds of Options, the

experiencesand perceptionsof parti~ipants,and thecontentof Optionsasreportedby
• them.

I Options becomeavailableafter a p~nodin theNew Deal Gateway,if the individual
— hasnot found ajob or left the prog~amxnefor anotherreason An importantpoint to
— bearin mind throughoutthe follow~ngfindings is that a substantialproportionof the

respondentsremainedin the New Deal Gatewayat the time of the surveyInterview,

and it is likely thatmanyof these‘~ill subsequentlyenterOptions Accordingly, the
I pictureof Optionentrypresentedhereis incomplete. Thecompletepictureof Option

entry will becomeavailablewith the additional information from the secondsurvey
1 intervIewin 2000.

1 Thepicture of Option completion~ndexitsavailablefrom this stageof thesurveyis

I also of courseincomplete.At six ~nonthsfrom entry to NDYP, most of the people
who haveleft an Optionare ‘early leavers’. This is becausethestandardperiodon an

1 Option is itself six months(or up 1~ooneyearon thefull-time educationandtraining

l Option),andOptions arepreceded~by a periodon the Gateway The experiencesofthese‘early leavers’areunlikely to~jberepresentativeofthefinal picturewhenaLl have

U left orcompletedtheirOptions In addition,a surveytaking placeat this early stageof the New Deal processtends tc~over-representearly leavers. The proportionof

I ‘early leavers’ from Options will ~becomesmallerat a laterstage,while thosewho

I spenda longertime on Optionswill becomeincreasinglytypical.
For this reason,a pooled analysisof Options including the ‘early leavers’ would at

I this stageprobablygive a misleadingpictureof Option experience. In addition,the
• views of peoplewho have completedan Option and are looking back on it are not

truly comparablewith thoseof pa~ticipantswho are in the midstof the programme.
Accordingly, much of the infor~iationpresentedin this Chapterfocuseson the
Options which respondentscurrentlyexperienced,ratherthan thosewhich had ended

• beforethe time of the surveyint&view Nonethe less,Options which had already
— ended by the time of the surve~are also of interest, and details about these are
— providedseparately. I

I I

4.1. Options thathaveended
•

The majority of New Deal activities which had endedbeforethe survey interview
• were periodson Gatewayratherthanperiodson Options But Table 4.1 showsthat
significant proportions of these~earlier activities had consistedof a subsidised

employmentOption or a fuH-tia~eeducation and training Option, while therewere
• smallerproportionswho had be~ion the voluntarysectorOption, the Environment

TaskForce,or assistedself-empliyment

•
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Table4.1 PastNewDeal spells

_____________________ •
S

Past Employment Option 14
PastVoluntarysectorOption 3 U
PastEnvironmentTaskForce 3
PastSelf-employmentOption 2 U
PastFull-time educauonltrainingOption 16
PastGateway 84

Weighted base 3303
Unweightedbase 3268
Base all respondentswho had a past New Deal spell Note Past New Deal scams is a multiple I
responsequestionsothatthepercentagesaddto morethan 100.

U
Converting the figures in Table4.1 to percentagesof all respondents,8 percenthad
beenon an employmentOption which had ended,and 9 percenthadbeenon a full- 1
time education arid training Option which had ended.In total about one in five
respondentssaidthat theyhadpassedthroughan Option which wasnow at an end. It
is possiblethat someof thesecaseswere in fact ‘tasterpenods’(short trials, rather
than real Option placements).However, therewere very few caseswhere people
reportedmorethantwo Options in total, whereasif ‘tasters’ wereoften included,the U
proportionwould havebeenexpectedto behigher.

42 Current positionof Option leavers

Table42 (a) PastNewDeal spells,by cwrentNew Dealstatus

Past Past vol PastETF Past FT Pa.u self-
empOption Option edJtr Option employment

__~ption
%

EmploymentOption 14 12 4 11 8
Voluntary seciorOption 2 7 3 2 1
EnvironmentTaskForce 1 3 12
Self-employmentOption
Full-time education/training 7 8 7 4 4
Option
Post-Optionadvice 38 36 27 39 36
Left NewDeal 38 34 47 43 51

Weighted base 459 105 90 545 61 U
Unwerghsedbase 448 J 18 83 546 60

Base.aH respondentswhohadaPastNew DealOptionspell •
There is someevidencefrom previous research,both in Britain and some other
countries, to suggestthat labour market programmesare more effective when the
participantscompletethem or at leaststayon them for a substantialperiod (Auspos,
Riccio arid White, 1999: 37-38,76) This constitutesone reasonwhy ‘early leavers’ I
from programmesmaygiveconcern However,NDYPhasunusualflexibility to draw
people whose initial Option endsprematurelyback into supportedjob searchor U
furtherOptions. So ‘early leavers’ maybeat lessof a disadvantagethan in previous

U
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U programmes Evenso,peoplewho le~ivean Option aftera shorttime andthenmove

• to anotherOptionmayconsumeadditionalresources

• To Investigatetheseissuesfurther, Table 4 2(a) tracks thosewho had beenon an
Option, now ended,into what they v~eredoing at the time of the survey interview

• Re-cyclingthroughOptions wascertainlynot the main resultof ‘early leaving’ A
minonty of aboutonein five of thos~’twho had beenon an Option which hadended,

were now either in thesameOptionafterabreak,orhad movedto a different Option
• Someslight tendencyto ‘migrate’ to~iardsthe employmentOption is discerniblein

the table,but the actualnumbersof moversinvolvedaresmall. In termsof thewhole
U sampleof respondents,all the ‘repeat~Options’amountedto just over4 percent In

termsof thosecurrentlyon Optionsat ~hetime ofthesurveyinterview, theyamounted
• to one in seven(14 percent)of Optionsplaces It is possiblethat astime passesa
• largerproportionof theOption leaverswill re-enterfurtherOptions.

• Four in five of thosewith earlierOptionswereeithernot currentiyon New Dealat all.
or on ‘post-Option advice’ within New Deal. Post-Optionadvice’ meansa periodof

• job search advice and assistance,s~milarto the Gateway penod but following

I termination of an Option. All told., ~hosewho had left New Deal after an Optionamounted to 9 per cent of all respo~idents,while those who were in post-Option
U adviceamountedto 7 per centof all~respondents Adding the 7 percent in post-

Option advice to the 4 per centon lepeat Options,there were 11 per cent of all
• respondentsstill in NDYP afterexiting an Option, and 9 per cent who had exited

NIDYP aswell asexiting an Option ~Convertingthis into proportionsof the ‘early
U leavers’ from Options,55 percentwerestill in NDYP and45 percentoutsideNDYP.

U Table4.2(b) Past NewDcaJspells,by current’Iabourmarketstatus

PastempOption Pastvol Option PastETF Past FT ed/li Past self-

I Option employmentOption

U %

On NewDeal 62 66 53 57 49
• Lcft New Deal 38 34 47 43 51

-employed ii 10 8 15 25
I • -unemployed 24 19 24 22 18

-other 3 5 16 6 7•
Weighted base 459 105 90 545 61

• Un~ç~ghiedbase 448 118 83 546 60
Base all respondentswhohada PastNew DealOptionspell

I If many of the early exits from Op~.ionsarid NDYP are to move into jobs, the
interpretationmay be quite positive. ~(lt is relevant that job search is a continuing

• requirementfor participantsin all the Options) Accordinglythe labourmarketstatus
of thosewho had left New Deal altogethermay be of particularinterest,andTable

• 4.2(b)breaksdown this groupfurther ~The 45 percentno longeron NewDealdivide
into 13 per cent flOW in employment,22 per cent unemployed,and 10 per cent

U inactive As proportionsof all respondents,thesefiguresconvertto 6 percent, 10 per
• centand5 percentrespectively.

•
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The table also showshow far the labourmarketstatusvariedby the type of Option •
that had ended.The proportion moving into jobs was lowest for thoseexiting the
EnvironmentTaskForce. Exits to inactivity wereratherhigh from this Option Exits
to jobs werehighestfrom thefull-time educationandtrainingOption (apart from the
very small group who had been on the self-employmentOption). The overall
proportionin unemploymentshowedrelatively little variationacrossformerOptions. U

Overall, then, the majority of peoplewho had ended an Option before the survey
interview remainedon New Deal,usuallyon post-Optionadvicebut in somecaseson
a furtherOption. OfthoseleavingNew Deal,abouttwiceasmanywereunemployed
or inactiveaswerernjobs. U

4.3 Who takes whichOptions~ U

The question consideredin this section is whether there are differences in the
characteristicsofthosetaking part in thevariousOptions.The main emphasisis upon
currentparticipationin Options. However,informationon Optionswhich haveended
is alsoseparatelyprovided

Theissueof ‘who goesinto which Option?’ is of centralimportanceto theevaluation. 1
Chancesof gettingjobs dependon individual characteristics,and unlesstheseare
takeninto accountonecannotsayhow much an Option hasimprovedparticipants’
prospects.Accordingly, this topic will be the focus of multivariate analysisin the U
secondstageof theresearch.

U
At this stage,however,suchan analysisis not feasible This is primanly becausethe
processof enteringOptions,asmentionedearlier,was incompleteat the time of the
survey, with one quarterof the respondentsstill on the Gateway The analysis
presentedhere,therefore,is exploratory,descriptiveanalysis. Theaim is to flag any
apparentdifferencesto give some‘feel’ for the degreeof selection(or self-selection)
into eachOption

Theapparentdifferencesrevealedby this exploratoryanalysisshould be viewedwith
greatcaution. The attributesconsideredwill oftenbecorrelated,andthedifferences
betweenOptions may becomemuch smalleror much largerwhen adjustedto take
accountof intercorrelations

UI

The characteristicsconsideredinclude manywhich have been shown, in previous
research,to affect thechancesof leavingunemploymentandfinding ajob. Theyare- I

Gender,age; ethnicity; period of unemploymenton entry to NDYP, whetherthe
individual has ever been in paid work; limiting health problem or disability;
educational qualification; vocational qualification; problems of numeracy and
literacy;andresponsibilityfor housingcosts. U

Resultsare reportedonly wherethereis indication of a differencebetweenOptions U
which could be of practical significance. In the following section,if there is no
commenton a characteristicnoted in the abovelist, this indicatesthat there is no
apparent associationbetween the characteristicand participation in any of the

U
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I Options Here the presentationtakesone characteristicat a time, but in the final

• sectionof thechapter,theresultsare’~lsosummarisedfor eachOption

• 43.1. Gender

U Womenwereaslikely asmento be ~nOptionsat thetime of thesurveyinterview(28

U percent in eachcase;Table 4 3(a)).~However,they were slightly more likely not tobe on New Deal than men(45 per1cent against39 per cent). Thus, conditional on
• beingin New Deal, womenwere slightly more likely to be on Options at thetime of

thesurvey However,womenwere~slightlyless likely thanmen to have beenon an
• Option that hadended.

U Table4 3(a) Gender,by currentNew Deal status

• Male Female

—
• Gateway 25 21

Option 28 28
• Post-Optionadvice 7 6

LeftNewDeal 39 45

WeLghred base 4281 1729
• Unwe~gftredbase 4252 1758

Base all respondents 1

U
Table4 3(b) Gendcr,by currentNew Dcai~Opuonstatus

U __________
Male FemaleU %~I

Gateway 25 21
• EmploymentOption 10 i 12

VoluntarysectorOption 3 3
I EnvironmentTaskForce 3 1

Self-employmentOption * I

• Full-time educationhtrainingOption 13~ 12
Post-Optionadvice 7 ~I 6

I Left NewDeal 39~ 45

• Weighiedbase 4281 1729
Unwe~ghIedbase 4252 /758

• Base all respondents

• Table4 3(b) showstheproportion~of womenandmenin eachtypeof Option. These

proportionswere sinular exceptthat fewer women were in the EnvironmentTask
I Force(Ef1-~)Option (1 percentagainst3 percent). Additionally, 2 percentof men

~ beenon an E~FOption befc~etheir current status,whereasthe proportion for

— womenwascloseto zero(Table4i4)

•
•
•
•

II 1
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Table44 Gender,by PastNewDeal Option status U

Male Female U

PastGateway 46 46 U
PastEmploymentOption 8 7
PastVoluntary work Option 2 2
Past Environment Task Force 2
PastSelf-employmentOption I I U
PastFull-time education/trainingOption 9 10
NoPasiNewDeal 44 47

Weightedbase 4281 1729 1
Unw~ghie4base 4252 1758
Base all respondents Note Past New Deal status is a multiple responsequestion so that the
percentagesaddto morethan 100

U
43.2 Ethntcuy

U
A smallerproportionof theethnicminoritieswason Optionsatthe time of thesurvey
interview thanin thecaseof thewhite majority (23 percentagainst29 percent;Table
4 5(a)) 1

Table43(a) Ethnicity, by currentNewDealstatus U

- white Non-white ethnic

Gateway 23 28 U
Option 29 23

Post-Optionadvice 7 6

LeftNewDeal 40 44

Weighi’e4base 5002 998
Unweightedbase 4635 1357
Base all respondents Excludes 18 unweightedcaseswnh ethnicity missing

U
Table45(b) Ethnicity, by currentNewDeal Optionstatus

____________ U
white Non-whiteeihjnc

I
Gateway 23 28
Employment Option 11 5
Voluntary sectorOption 3 2
Environment Task Force 3 *

Self-employmentOption *

Full-timeeciucationhiraimngOption 12 16
Post-Optionadvice 7 6
Left NewDeal 40 44

Weightedbase 5002 998
Unweightedbase 4635 1357
Baseall respondents,excluding 18 unweightedcaseswith ethnicitymissing U

As shownin Table 4.5(b), the largest difference was in the subsidisedemployment
Option, where5 per centof ethnic minonties and 11 percentof whites were talung
part. In addition,whereas3 percentof thewhitesweretakingpart in E1’P, virtually U
none of the ethnic minority respondentswas doing so Conversely,a larger
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U proportion of the ethnic rninonties~wastaking part in the full-time educationand

• tralnrngOption (16percent,against12 percentin thecaseof whites).

U Table 4 6. Ethnicity, by PastNewDeal Optionstatus -

U white Non-whiteethnic

• PastGateway 47 41
PastEmploymentOption 8 5

U FastVoluntary work Option 2~ I
PastEnvironmentTaskForce 2 0

I PastSell-employmentOption I IPastfull-time education/trainingOption 9 &

U NoPastNewDeal 4:4 52

U Weightedbase 5002 998Unweightedbase 4635 1357

a Base all respondents,c~cludrng18 unweighted caseswith ethnicity missing Note PastNew Dealstatuss a multiple respoasequestionsoth~tthe percentagesadd to more than 100

Membersof theethnicnimorities~yerealso lesslikely thanwhitesto havetakenpart

• in an Option which hadendedby thetimeof thesurvey(Table46). This reflectsthe
factthat participantsfrom non-whiteethnicminoritiesweremorelikely than whitesto

U leavethe programmeearly (seeC~hapterSix). Nearly ashigh a proportionof ethnic
— minoritiesaswhites hadtakenpart~ina fuil-time educationandtrainingOption which
— had ended. However,only 5 per~entof minorities,asagainst8 percentof whites,

• hadtakenpart in an employment~ption. Theethnic minonty participationratehad
alsobeenlower in thevoluntarywork Optionandin theETFOption

•
Groupsfrom the Indiansub-conti~ientseemedsomewhatless likely than othersto be

U on Optionsat thetime ofthesurv~y(Indianarid Bangladeshi19 percent,Palastani22
— percent) However,themterpret~uonof this finding is not clear, sincegroupsfrom
— theIndiansub-continentwere particularlylikely not to be on New Deal at all At the

• time of the survey,58 per centof the Indian group,49 per cent of the Bangladeshi
group, and 46 per cent of the Pakistani group were out of New Deal The

• correspondingproportionwas40, percentfor the white groupand below40 percent

I for theremainingethnicgroups.

U 43.3. Qual~fyingperiodofunen~p1oyment

• The qualifying periodof unemploymentrefers to the time spentin the unemployed
spellup to entry to NDYP, asre~alledby therespondent. Resultswith this variable

• should be treatedwith someca&ion due to the high percentageof respondentswho

U wereunableto recall theirspell length.

• At thetime of thesurvey interview, thosereportingthe longestqualifying penodsof
unemployment(threeyearsor d~ore)were the mostlikely to be on an Option (38per

U cent, against26-31 percent in (other qualifying penods,Table 4.7(a)) Therewas
howeverno overall relationshipbetweenlength of qualifying period and proportion

U onOptions.

U I
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Table4 7(a)~ Lengthofqualifying spell of unemployment, by currentNewDealstatus U

Less 6 miks or 12 mthsor 18 mths or 2 years or More than 3
than 6 mare but more but more but more but years
in:hs less than less than less than 2 less than 3

12mths I8mth.s years _years
% %

Gateway 24 25 22 25 24 24
Option 26 28 31 29 29 38
Post-Optionadvice 7 6 7 5 9 7
Left NewDeal 43 40 40 40 37 32 U
Weiglue4base 1589 1527 627 3J2 309 377 1
Unweightedbase 1583 1448 631 306 334 379
Basedon the79 percentof caseswith reliable and precisedate information The21 pet cent without U
accuratedata included 15 per cent with a start dateearlier thanthe beginning of August 1998; 2 per
cent with a startdate beginning after I” August 1998,and4 per centwhere we only knew the year in U
which the event began.

Thosewith qualifying periodsof threeyearsor morewereparticularlylikely to be in
the full-time educationand training Option (19 percent,against 11-14per cent in U
other qualifying periods;Table 47(b)). This accountedfor much of the overall
differencein currentOptionparticipation

U
Table4 7(b) Lengthofqualifying spell of unemployment, by currentNew Deal Optionstatus

I
Less 6 ,nths or 12 ,nths or 18 mths or 2 years or More than 3

than 6 more but more but more but more but years

mths less than test than less than 2 less than 3
I2niths )8rnths years years

4% 4% % 4% 4%
Gateway 24 25 22 25 24 24 U
Employment Option 10 II 13 10 11 10
Voluntary sector 2 2 4 2 5 5
Option
Environment Task 2 2 * 3 3 4
Force
Self-employment * * 1
Option
Fuil-ume 11 13 14 14 11 19
education/training
Option
Post-Optionadvice 7 6 7 5 9 7
Left NewDeal 43 40 40 40 37 32

Weightedbase 1589 1527 627 312 309 377
Unweightedbase - 1583 1448 631 — 306 334 379
Basedon the 79 percentof caseswith reliableand precisedateinformation. The21 percentwithout
accuratedata included 15 per cent with a start dateearlierthan the begmnmgof August [99L 2 per
centwith a startdatebeginningafter 1~August 1998.and 4 per centwherewe only knew the year in
which the eventbegan

Table4.8 showsthecorrespondingresultsfor Optionswhich hadendedby thetime of
the survey. There was no clear indication that those with the longestqualifying
periodswere more likely to have beenon Options which had ended.. Their higher
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U Option participationoverall seemslargely attributableto taking part in the full-time
• educationandtrainingOption with possiblya longeraveragecompletiontime

• Table4 8 Lengthof qualifying spellof unemployment.~yPastNewDeal Optionstatus

U Less 6 mt/is or 12 mt/is or 18 mr/is or 2 years or More than 3
than 6 more but more but more but more but years

U mt/is less than less than less than 2 less than 3
J2mths 18 mt/is years years

U 4%
PastGateway 49 45 48 48 44 39

U PastEmp Option 8 8 6 8 6 7
PastVol Option 2 1 2 1 6 0

U PastETF 1 2 1 0 2 1
PastSelf-employment 1 1 0 0 1 1

• Option
PastFTed/siOption 9 8 9 7 10 10

I No PastNew Deal 42 47 44 45 45 50

U Weightedbase /589 1527 627 312 309 377
Unwe:ghtedbase 1583 1448 631 3~5 334 — 379

• Basedon the79 percentof caseswith reliableandprecisedate information The 21 percentwithout
— accurate data included 15 per cent with a start dateearlier than the beginningof August 1998.2 per
— centwith a startdatebeginningafter 1~August 1998,and4 per cent wherewe only knew the year in
— which the eventbegan Note PastNew Deal statusis a multiple responsequestionso that the

percentagesadd to more than 100

• 434: Nopreviousjob

• Thosewith no previousjob arelikely to havelong periodsof unemployment,andvice
versa,so this analystsmay overlapconsiderablywith the previousset In fact, the

U patternof resultsis similar Thosewith no previousjob weresomewhatmore likely
— to be currently on an Option (32 per cent against 27 per cent) This was largely
— accountedfor by a largerproportionon the full-time educationand training Option
• (16percentagainst12 percent)(Table4 9).

U Table49 Everhad work, by currentNewDeal Option status

I No Pastwork HadPastwork
4% 4%$ Gateway 23 24

Employment Option 11 10

U Voluntary sectorOption 4 3
EnvironmentTaskForce 2 2

• Self-employmentOption 0 *

Full-timeeducation/trainingOption 16 12

a Post-Option advice 8 7
Left NewDeal 37 43

Weightedbase 1837 4173
• Unweightedbase /960 4050

Base all respondentsNote work includesany part-timeor full-time jobor self-employment

U
However,therewasno evidencethat thosewith no previousjob were more likely to

have beenon an Optionwhich hadended(Table4.10)

I
U
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Table4 10 Everhadwork, by PastNewDealOptionstatus I

No Pastwork Had Pastwork U
4%

PastGateway 44 47 U
PastEmployment Option 8 8
PastVoluntary work Option 2 1
PastEnvironmentTaskForce 1 2

Past Self-employmentOption 1 1 I
Pastfull-time education/trainingOption 10 9
NopastNewDeal 46 44 I
Weightedbase 1837 4173
Unweightedbase 1 9s5() 4050
Base all respondentsNote work includesanypart-timeor full-time job or self-employmentPastNew U
Dealstatusis amultiple responsequestionsothat thepercentagesadd to morethan 100

U
4.3.5: Work-limitinghealthproblem

Thosewith a work-limiting health problemor disability affecting both the kind and
amountof work theycoulddo wereless likely thanothergroupsto beon an Optionat
the time of the survey interview, but this was in keeping with a low proportion
remainingon NDYP. In this group,21 percent were on an Option and48 percent
werestill onNDYP, against29 percentand60 percentrespectivelyfor thosewithout U
health problems(Table4.11(a)). Thosewith a non-limiting health problem,or one
which affectedonly thekind of work done,wereaslikely to be ott anOptionaswere
peoplewith no healthproblem.

Table4 11(a) Impactof healthproblemson ability to work, by currentNewDeal status

No health Health Health Health Health
problem problem problem problem problem

affectsKind affects affects affects U
and amount Kind of Amount of Neither
ofwork work only work only

4% 4% 4% U
Gateway 24 18 26 (24) 22
Option 29 21 28 (41) 29
Post-Option advice 7 9 6 (6) 9
Left NewDeal 40 53 39 (29) 41

Weightedbase 4933 496 235 (18) 328
Unweightedbase 4962 466 254 (21) 307
Base all respondents U

As shownin Table4.11(b),thosewith a limitation affectingboth kind andamountof U
work wererelatively unlikely to be on theemploymentOption (6 percent,against11
per centfor thosewithout anyhealthproblem). Thosewith a healthproblemthat did I
not limit theircapacityfor work werealsolesslikely to be on theemploymentOption
(7 per cent). However,they wereslightly morelikely to beon thefull-time education
andtraining Option (16percent,against10-13percentamongothergroups).

I
I
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U Table4 11(b) Impactof healthproblemson ability to work. by currentNewDealOptionstatus

• No health Health Health Health Health
— problem problem problem problem problem
• affects Kind affects affects affects

and amount Kind of Amount of Neither
1 of work work only work only

• 4% 4% 4% 4%
Gateway 24 18 26 (24) 22

U EmploymentOption 11 6 10 (9) 7
Voluntary sectorOption 3 3 4 (7) 4

I EnvironmentTaskForce 2 1 1
Self-employmentOption

U Full-time education/training 13 10 13 (24) 16
Option

U Post-Optionadvice 7 9 6 (6) 9
LcftNew Deal 40 53 39 (29) 41

— Weightedbase 4933 496 235 (18) 328

U Unweightedbase 4962 466 254 (21) 307
Base all respondents

U
Turning to penods on Options before the survey interview, there were no clear

U associationswith healthlimitations.

4 3 6 Educationalqualifications

This analysis considers the highest educational qualification reported by the

I respondent. Scottishqualificationswereclassifiedseparately.Therewereonly a few
clearassociationsbetweenqualificationandOption take-up

U Table4 12 Highestacademicqualification,by NewDeal Option status
Gateway Employ- Volunra~y ETF FT Post- Left

U merit sector education Option New
— Option Option and advice Deal
— training

% 4% 4% 4% 4% 4%
U GCSE(D,E,F,G) 24 28 29 20 25 24 22

GCSE(A,B.C) 26 29 25 12 30 22 26
U A level / AS level 4 6 8 6 4 6

Degree or higher I 2 5 2 1 3
U degree

SCE standardgrade 5 7 4 3 4 6 7

• SCEordinary grade* I * 2 * 1
SCEJSLC/SUPE 1 2 1 1 *

• highergrade
Other academic 1 1 2 4 4 3 2
qualification
NO academic 36 26 25 60 28 37 33
qualification

U Weightedbase 1423 621 170 127 776 416 2468
Unweighzedbase 1485 606 173 133 825 428 2353

U Base all respondentsexcept 6 unweightedcaseson self-employmentOption Note SCE standard
grade-includesstandardlevel 1.2,3,SCEordinarygrade includespasses.or gradesA.B.C
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At the timeof thesurveyinterview, thosewith noeducationalqualificationsformeda I
particularly largeelementin the ETF Option (64) percent), and high peitentagesof
thoseon Gatewayand post-Optionadvice(Table4.12).Among thosewith advanced
or higherqualifications therewasa slight over-representationin the voluntarysector U
OptiOn.

U
Table 4.13 providesthecorrespondingresultsfor Optionsthat had endedby thetime
of the survey Differencesby qualification were slight, but there was again a I
tendencyfor the ETF Option to contain a disproportionatenumberof thosewith no
qualifications. Therewas also someindication that peoplewith advancedor higher
qualificationsweremorelikely to havetnedself-employmentbutgiven it up

Table4 13 Highestacademicqualification,by PastOptionstatus

Past Past emp Past PastElF Past PastSelf- No
Gateway Option Vol Option FT edltr Emp Past

~p~on Option NewDeal U
4% 4% 4% 4% 4% 4% 4%

GCSE(D, E, F. G) 25 28 27 22 25 18 23
GCSE(A,B,C) 27 28 25 13 27 19 26
A level / AS level 5 3 4 5 5 15 5
Degree or higher 3 1 2 1 1 15 2
degree U
SCEstandardgrade 7 6 2 7 6 1 5
SCEordinary grade* I * 1 0 0 0 1
SCE/SLC/SUPE 1 1 3 0 0 0 1
htghei grade
Other academic 2 1 6 4 3 2 2
qualification
NO academic 30 32 31 48 33 29 35
quahficarion

Weightedbase 2775 456 105 90 545 61 2707

Un weightedbase 2715 447 118 83 546 60 2742 U
Base all respondents Note SCE standardgrade includes standardlevel 1.2,3, SCEordinarygrade
includespasses,or gradesA.B.C U

43.7. Literacyor numeracyproblems

At thetime of the surveyinterview, therewasa slight indicationthat thosewho had
hadliteracyor numeracyproblemsat somepoint sinceage 16 weremorerepresented I
in the full-time educationandtrainingOption (16-17per cent,agaInst12 percent for
thosewithout suchproblems;Table4.14) 5

Therewasalso someindication that thosewith either literacyor numeracyproblems U
were more likely to be in post-Optionadviceaftera terminatedOption (table4.15),
with 9-il percentin this statuscomparedwith 6 percentfor thosewithout literacyor
numeracy problems. This perhaps suggestsa greater tendency for those with U

educational deficits to terminateOptionsearly.

U

U
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• Table4 14 Litcracy andnumcracyproblems,by cwrentNewDeal Optionstatus

5 No hieracy or Numeracy Literacy Both Literacy
numeracy problemsonly problemsonly and ‘uuneracy

• problems problems
4% 4% 4% 4%5 Gateway 24 22 24 23

EmploymentOption 11 9 8 8
• VoluntarysectorOption 3 1 3 4

EnvironmentTaskForce 2 2 4 3

I Full-time education/training 12 16 16 17Option

U Post-Optionadvice 6 11 9 10Left New Deal 42 38 36 35

• Weightedbase 4672 266 595 477

U Un~ghtcdbase 4667 253 600 490Base all respondents.Note nuineracy problemsare any problems with the numbers or simple
— arithmeticsinceage 16. literacyproblemsare anyproblemswith readingor writing Englishsinceage
— 16

U Table4 15 Literacyandnumeracyproblems,by PastNewDeal Optionstatus

I - No literacy or Numerrtcy Literacy Both Literacy

numeracy problemsonly problemsonly and numeracy
— problems problems
_ 4% 4% 4% 4%
• PastGateway 47 48 45 38
__ PastEmploymentOption 7 ii 6 10
• PastVoluntarywork Option 2 3 2 3

PastEnvironmentTaskForce 2 2 2
U PastFull-time education/training 8 14 11 13

Option
• PastSelf-employmentOption I * 2 1

NoPastNcwDeal 45 40 46 49
U

Weightedbase 4672 266 595 477
5 Unwcightedbase 4667 253 600 490

Base. all respondents.Note. PastNew Deal Status is a multiple responsequestionso that the
U percentagesaddto more than 100

I This was confirmed by an analysisof Options that had endedby the time of the
— interview (Table 4.15).This showedthat thosewith literacy or numeracyproblems
— more often had a prior period on the full-time education and training Option

• Whereas8 per cent of thosewithout literacy and numeracyproblemshad a pnor
periodon full-time educationandtraining,theproportionwas11-14percentfor those

• with various literacy and numeracyproblems. This may be interpretedin several

U ways It is possible,for example,that thosehaving an unsuccessfuleducationandtraining placementmaybecomemoreawareof literacyand numeracyproblems It is
• alsopossiblethat suchproblemsaffect progresson theOptionandleadto termination.

I
•
U
I
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4.4. Participants‘perceptionsofcurrentOptions U
U

In the preceding section, Options were compared in terms of some of the
charactensticsof thosewho participatein them. The following sectionsfocus on U
how participantsperceivedandassessedtheirOptionexpenence,focusinguponthose
who wereparticipatingin an Option at the time of the surveyinterview.t It doesnot I
include information about Options which had earlier been tenmnated(theseare
consideredlater in the chapter) Later we will look more closely at someof the
contentofferedin eachOption. U

A limitation of theresults,at this stage,is that at the time of the surveyinterview a I
substantial proportion of respondentsremained on Gateway and had not yet
expenencedOptions (seeChapterTwo) Theresultsare thereforeincompleteatthis
stage

Oneshould also cautionagainstusing the resultsof questionsaboutsatisfactionand
otherperceptionsto judgethe effectivenessof Optionsor therelativeeffectivenessof
one Option againstanother. It is worth spendingsome time developingthis point U
beforediscussingtheresultsthemselves

Expressionsof satisfactionor dissatisfactioncannotin generalbe equatedwith the U
effectivenessor ineffectivenessof a programme. For example,if 70 per centof
respondentsexpressthat they aresatisfiedwith a programme,it doesnot follow that U
this groupdid betterin their own tennsby taking part in that programmethan if they

had not takenpart (or if they had takenpart in adifferent way) Nordoesit follow U
that if 30 percentsaytheyaredissatisfied,theywereworseoff in their own termsby
taking part in the programmethan if they had not taken part. Still less doesan
expressionof satisfactionor dissatisfactionindicatethat individualshavedonebetter U
or worse in zerm~sof the aims oftheprogramme,which may not correspondto their
personalaims I

Although theprecedingparagraphis probablyself-evident,it is worth listing a few of
thereasonswhy satisfactionhasno necessaryrelationshipwith effectiveness: U

- Measuringeffectivenessinvolves a ‘counterfactual’(what would havehappenedif
the individual did not take part) and it is difficult for individuals to think or express
themselvesin theseterms.

- Evenif theydo think in thesetermsand evenif theybasetheirjudgementon this
kind of comparison,they may lack the information to makean accuratejudgement.
(How would they know that they would havefared differently, if they had done
somethingelse?). U

- Thebehaviourof individuals maybe influencedby a programmein waysof which U
they are unaware,or which they do not wish to acknowledge. For example,a
programmemay achievea positive effect by imposinga sanctionon an individual,
leavingtheindividual better-off,but dissatisfiedwith theprogramme.

UThesub-sampleto which thissetof questionsappliesconsistedof28 percentofall respondents

I
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U
• - Satisfactionoften involvesa comparisonof whatonereceiveswith whatoneexpects

to receive. As aresult, thosewith low expectationsare particularlylikely to express
• themselvesassatisfied.

I It may seemthat theseproblemscan be avoidedby asking individuals to makea

directjudgementaboutwhethertheprogrammehasbeenhelpful to them, aswasdone
in this survey However, it remainsvery doubtful whetherindividuals answerthis

I questionin termsof a ‘counterfactual’ It is more likely that theywill comparetheir
position after being in the programmefor some time with their position before

U entenngthe programme They may well have made some progressdunng the
— programme,but from the viewpoint of an evaluationof effectiveness,thecrucial issue
— is whetherthis progressis greaterthanwould havebeenachievedin the absenceof

• the programme(or by taking a different route within the programme) Moreover,
their judgementmay be biasedby actual outcomes(as shown in the analysisof

I satisfaction~withNOPA advice preSentedin ChapterThree),making them attribute
helpfulnessto theprogrammewhenthings haveturnedoutbetter thanthey expected

• but not whenthings haveturnedout worsethan they expected. Theirjudgementof
— helpfulnessmayalsobebiasedby the amountor apparentcostof theassistancewhich
— theyhavereceived For example,thosewho getsenton an expensivecourseof full-

• time education may feel they havereceivedmuch more than thosewho areassisted
into an unsubsidisedjob dunngthe Gateway,but it is possiblethat the latter is the

• moreeffectiveassistancefor them

S Even though satisfactionlevels or perceivedhelpfulnesscannotbe equatedwith

U
effectiveness,it may be of interestto know which partsof the programmearemore
appreciatedand which parts are less appreciated. In pnnciple, it is possible toa comparesatisfaction levels or perceivedhelpfulnessof the programmebetween
programmeelementssuchasthe Options However,simplecomparisonsmay well

• be very misleading,becausethe peoplewho takepart in eachOptionhavea different
mix of characteristics(seethelast section),andone will not becomparinglike with

• like. Also, at this stageof thesample’sexperience,somepeoplehavebeenlongerin
• Optionsthanothers,andsomeremainin Optionswhile othershaveleft for something

else. In short,theproblemof comparingsatisfactionmeasuresacrossOptionsis no

• less complex than the task of assessingthe relativeperformanceof the Options in
terms of employmentand other labour market outcomes. It cannot be done with

• simpledescriptivedata.

• Comparisonsbetweengroupsof participants— suchasmenandwomen,or thosewith

• different levels of qualifications— run into still greatercomplications. To compare
satisfaction with NDYP betweenmen and women, for example,one would have to

• takeaccountof different proportionsof menandwomenin the GatewayandOptions
(for instance,a very low proportion of women in ElF). Additionally, apparent

I differences-rnsatisfactionor otherperceptionsbetweenmenand womencouldresult
from other differences,such as different levels of qualification, or different job

— opportunities between the sexes A sound method of dealing with these
• complicationswould be to makecomparisonsbetweenmenand womenonly within

eachpart of NDYP (e g., aremen moresatisfiedwith womenwithin the Employer
• Option’7), but with statisticalcontrolsfor othercharacteristicswhich influenceentry to

each of the Options being compared. To answerquestionsabout the relative
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effectivenessof NDYP asa whole for menand women,would require somelund of
integrationacrossthevariouscomparisonswhich couldbe madein this way.

Evidently, the comparisonsbetweenOptions or between groups with different
characteristics,cannotbe undertakenat thepresentdescriptivestageof the research

How thenshould the informationprovidedin this chapterbe interpretedand useda
present? Thereadermaybeableto form a ‘commonsense’judgementof theresults
againstpnor expectationsfor the programme,taking into accountthe natureof the
client groupand the stagewhich they had reachedin NDYP whenthe surveytook
place. Suchjudgementswould perhapsin partbe informedby previousexpenence
of customersatisfactionsurveys, and in part by observationsof this and other
programmesin action The authorsdo not havethis kind of information,so it would U
be inappropnateto offer anyopinionson how well NDYP is doing in the eyesof its
customers. From theviewpoint of theresearchteam,theinformation is of interestfor
different reasons It providesa baselineagainstwhich changein satisfactioncanbe
measuredat thefollow-up interview in 2000(andthesechangemeasureswill makeit
considerablyeasierto draw conclusions). It also indicatesthe main sourcesof U
variation in satisfaction,which will help in thedesignof a morerigorousanalysisat
the nextstageof the research U

With this warning in mind, the following sectionpresentsrespondents’satisfaction
with Options.

4 5: Overall satisfactionwith Options U

Table4 16 Satisfactionwith NewDeal Option U
_______ U
Completelysatisfied 30
Very satisfied 32
Fairly satisfied 25

Neither satisfied 4
nor Dissatisfied
Fairly dissatisfied 4 U
Very dissatisfied 3
Completclydissatisfied 2 U
Tooearly to say
No opinion *

Weightedbase 1683
Unweighted base 1719
Base thosecurrently on aNewDeal Option Note includesself-employmentOption

Themajority (62 percent)of Option participantswereeither‘completely’ or ‘very’
satisfiedwith Options,and87 percentexpressedpositivesatisfactionto somedegree
(Fable4.16). Thirty percentdeclaredthemselves‘completelysatisfied’,comparedto
32 percentwho were‘very satisfied’,and ‘fairly satisfied’by 25 percent. Sonearly
two in three(62 per cent)were eithercompletelyor very satisfiedand 87 per cent
expressedpositivesatisfactionto somedegree Conversely,13 percent(aboutonein U
eight) were either dissatisfiedto somedegree(9 per cent)or non-committal(4 per
cent).

U
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• Table 4 17 shows the break-downof results on overall satisfactionby the type of
• Option Assistancewith self-employment,whichwas includedin thebasefiguresin

Table4 16, hastoo few participantsto be separatelyanalysedhere

U
Table 4 17 OptionSatisfaction,by Option

U
Employment Voluntarysector ETF FT education

• Option Option and u~ainirig

• Completelysatisfied 33 25 18 29
Very satisfied 36 39 28 29

Fairly satisfied 19 20 34 29
Neithersatisfied 3 5 5 4

U nor Dissatisfied
Fairly dissatisfied 3 8 5 3

• Verydissatisfied 3 1 4 3
Completelydissatisfied 1 2 5 1

• Toocarlyto say 1 1 1 2
No opinion I * *

— Weightedbase 620 167 127 761
• Unweightedbase 604 169 133 807

Base thosecurrently ona NewDeal Option

U
Thegreatestsatisfactionappearedto attachto subsidisedemployment,which hadthe

• highestproportionof thoseexpressingcompletesatisfaction,or sayingthat theywere

U eithercompletelyorvery satisfied Therewaslittle differencein satisfactionbetweenthevoluntaryandfull-time educationandtrainingOptions TheETF Option hadthe
U lowestsatisfactionratings,with 18 percent ‘completelysatisfied’ (against25-33per

cent in the otherOptions),46 per cent either ‘completely’ or ‘very’ satisfied (against

• 58-69per centin theotherOptions), and 80 percent ‘completely’, ‘very’ or ‘fairly’
satisfied(against84-88percentin theotherOptions) Differencesof this magnitude

• mayturn out to be non-significantonce the varying charactensticsof participantsin
eachtypeof Option havebeenproperlytakeninto accountby multivanatestatistical
methods.

Table 4 18 Meansatisfactionby CurrentOption

. Mean

U
EmploymentOption 2.20

U Environment Task Force 2 84
VoluntarysectorOption 240

Full-time education andtrainingOption 2 35

Base thosecurrentlyon a New DealOption, excluding ‘no opinion’
and ‘too earlyto say’on satisfactionquestionNote Lowscoreindicateshigh satisfaction

U
The comparison between Options can also be made by scaling the responses

• numencally,from I for completelysatisfiedto 7 for completelydissatisfied. The
small numbernot giving areply on thescalehavebeenexcluded. A low averagefor a

sub-group indicatesa high level of satisfaction.Theresultsof this exerciseareshown
• in Table 4 18. It confirms that subsidisedemploymentproducedthe most satisfied

U
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ratingson average,with full-time educationand training and voluntarywork close 1
together,andElF somewhatbehind.2

4.6 Training within work-basedOptions

Oneof thewaysin which participantsmayjudgeOptionsis asatrainIngopportunity U
The intention in establishingNDYP was to offer opportunitiesfor educationand
training to all thosetaking part in Options. Thosewho took part in the work-based
Options (subsidisedemployment,voluntarywork, ETF or assistedself-employment)
were askedfirst whetherthey had receivedor were receivingtraining, andthenhow
satisfiedthey were with training (if any) Of course,reportsof training dependon
individual judgementabout what constitutesa significant amount of training, and
participants’ judgementswould not necessarilyagreewith thoseof a placement S
provideror of an independentinspector

Overall two thirds (68 per cent) of those in the work-basedOptions regarded
themselvesasgetting training for thework whiJeonethird (32percent) felt that they
did not, confirming qualitative researchindicating that training was often lacking U
(Woodfield, Turnerand Ritchie, 1999). On breakingdown the resultsby type of
Option, therewasacleardifferencebetweensubsidisedemploymentandETF on the U
onehand(11-73 percentreportingtraining),andvoluntarywork on theother(53 per
centreportingtraining) (Table4 19).

S
Table 4 19 Receipt of training,by Option

IEmploymentOption Voluntarysector ETF
Option

Yes 71 53 73 5
No 29 46 27
Don’tKnow * 1 0

Weightedbase 620 167 127
Unwerghi’edbase 604 169 133
Note thosecurrentlyon aNewDeal work-basedOption

The relativeresultsfor ELF andthe voluntarysectorOptionareconsistentwith those
reportednearthe end of ChapterTwo, concerningrespondents’self-classificationof

their current employmentstatus. There It was found that 21 per cent on ETF U
participantsclassifiedthemselvesas in full-time educationor training, whereasthe
percentagein thecaseof thevoluntarysectorOptionwas 15 percent(seeTable2 7).

I
Thosesayingthey receivedtrainingwerethenaskedto statehow longthis hadlasted
or (if still continuing)wasgoing to last. Themajority of thosegettingtraining (62per U
cent)replied that the training wascontinuousor ongoing, ratherthan giving a time
period(Table4.20).

U
______________ U
2Thequalitativeresearchfrom Pathfinder areas also indicatedthat theemploymentOptionwasviewed

favourably(Woodfield.TurnerandRitchie, 1999) However,thevoluntarysectorOption wasgrouped

with ETFasoneof the two lessattractiveOptions Thefindings herearcnotsoclear Cut
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U
Table4 20 Length oftraining

I
— Lessthana week 10
— t-2weeks 5

I~

3weeks 2

4weeks
Over one month, up to 3 3

U Over 3 months, up to 6 10
Over6 months 6

Training ongoingfcontinuous 62
Don’t know

U
Weighied base 625

I Unweighzedbase 601
Base thosecurrentlyon a New Deal work.basecfOptionswho arereceivingtraining

U The suggestionwas that for theseparticipantstraining was an element runningthrough the Option. A further 10 per cent said that their training lasted for 3-6u months,and6 percentthat it lastedfor morethan six months. So for nearlyfour in
five (78 percent)of thosereceivingtraining, it seemedto form a substantialelement

• of theirOption. On theotherhand,10 percentof thosereceivingtrainingsaidthat it

lastedless than a week, and five per cent for 1-2 weeks,a ratherbrief exposureto

training

I Although therewere differencesby Option in whether training was reportedat all,

• there were no clear differencesbetweenthe Options in the time for which training
continued.

I
4 7: Satisfactionwith training within work-basedOptions

U If peoplegot trainingon theirwork-basedOptions,they weremostlysatisfiedwith it

As shownin Table4.21,30 persaidthey werecompletelysatisfied,71 percenteither
• completelyor very satisfied,and89 percenteithercompletely,veryor fairly satisfied.

Six percentexpresseddissatisfactionwith theirtraining.
U

Breaking this down by type of work-basedOption, a slightly higherproportionsaid
U that they were completelyor very satisfiedwith training amongthosein subsiclised
• employmentorvoluntarywork (72-73percent)thanin ETF (62 per cent;Table4 22)

A higherproportionin ELF said theywere ‘fairly satisfied’ However,in interpreting
• theseresultsit should be recalledthat theproportionssayingthat they receivedany

training was higher in ETF than in voluntarywork. It should also be noted that
• qualitative researchrevealedwidespreadcriticism of training provision in Pathfinder

Options(Woodfield,TurnerandRitchie, 1999). It maybe that trainingprovisionhad
improveda year or so after national roll-out of NI)YP. Alternatively, reasonable

• levelsof satisfactionalongsideseriouscriticismsof training provision may point to
relatively low expectationsregarding the trainIng participantsexpect to find on a

• governmenttrainingprogramme

U
U
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Table421 Satisfactionwith training receivedtodo the work U
______ U
Completelysatisfied 30 U
Very satisfied 41
Fairly satisfied 18 U
Neithersatisfied 2
norDissatisfied
Fairly dissatisfied 4
Verydissatisfied I U
Completelydissatisfied I
Toocarlyto say 2
No opinion

Weighted base 625
Unwe:ghzed base 60)
Base those currently on a NewDeal work-basedOption, whoare receivingtraining

I
Table4.22. Satisfactionwith training receivedto do the work, by Option

I
EmploymentOption Voluntary sector ETF

Option

Completely satisfied 29 34 29
Very satisfied 43 39 33
Fairlysatisfied 18 16 24
Neithersatisfied 2 4 2
norDissatisfied
Fairlydissatisfied 3 5 S
Very dissatisfied 1 1 2
Completelydissatisfied 2 I
Tooearly to say 2 1 4

Weightedbase 438 88 93 —
Unweighsedbase 422 89 87 —
Base those currently on aNew Deal work.basedOption who receivedtraining lasting more than a

weekor thatis continuous

4 & Do Optionsaccordwithpersonalpreferences’ U
U

An alternativemethod of assessingparticipants’ feelingsabout Optionswas to ask
themwhetherthecurrentOption waswhat theyreallywantedto do. Thisquestionis I

specially relevantto NDYP becauseof its aim of offering choiceto individuals in
developingtheirown pathwaysout of unemployment

Table4.23 Is thisNew DealOption whatwasreally wanted”

Yes 70
No 23
Not sure 6

Weighted base 1683
Unwesghted base 1719
Base thosecurrentlyon a NewDeal OptionNote includesSelf-employmentOption

U
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U Of thosepeopleon Options at thetimeof thesurveyIntervIew,70 percentstatedthat

U the Option was what theyreally wantedto do, while 23 percentsaid that it was not
and6 percentwerenot sure(Table4.23).

U -

Breakingthis down by typeof Option (Table4 24), 82 percentof thoseon the full-
I tIme education arid training Option were doing what they warned to, while the

U proportionsweremarkedly lower for subsidisedemployment(64 percent),voluntarywork (59percent),andETF (46percent).3

Table4 24 Is this New DealOption whatwasreally wanted9,by Option

I
Emp~oymenz Volunraiy secror ETF FT education
Option Option and training

To To

1 Yes 64 59 46 82No 30 33 43 13

a Notsure 7 9 11 5

I Weighted base 620 167 127 761
Unweigluedbase 604 169 133 807

U Base thosecurrentlyon a NewDeal Option.

• It is notable that whereas the overall satisfaction question placed subsidised
employmentslightly aheadof full-time educationand training, the question about

U getting one’spreferencereversedthis order Voluntary work andETF camein the
sameorder on thepresentquestionastheydid on satisfaction with theirOption.

4 9~ Whatdid theyreally wantto do’

• If someonesaid that they were not doing what they wantedto, they were askedto
specify what they would havepreferred.4 This questionseemsa particularly simple

U anddirect wayof explainingandinterpretingindividual aspirations.

• Table425.Whatwasreallywantedinstead

• To

I Workinadifferenijob 57

U Work asself-employed 7
Work for thevoluntary sector

To go into full-time educationand training 9
Go into a different coursethan whatdoing on fuiltime educationand tralnrng 11

U
Work in a paidjob insteadwhatdoingon fulI.umeeducationandtraining 14
Somethingclseldon’tknow 7

• Weighted base 493
Unweightedbase 516

I Base thosecurrentlyon a NewDealOption, who didn’t really wantto do it

U _____________

~Otherresearchhas identified ETF astheOptionwith thehighest proportionof mandatoryreferrals

(Tavistock Institute.1999)

I U ~ Consequently,it wasaskedof just one in twelveof all respondents,or a little lessthanone in threeof
thoseon Options at thetimeof thesurvey interview.

U
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Considenng all thecurrentparticipantsin Optionstogether,most of the disappointed I
preferencesrelatedto jobs (Table4.25). Some57 percentsaid that theywantedto S
work in a different job to the one they weredoing, 14 percentwantedto work in a
paidjob, and 7 percent wantedto work asself-employed. Most of the remaining U
answersconcernededucationand training: 9 per centwantedto go on the full-time
educationandtraining Option, and 11 percentwantedto go on a different courseto I
theonetheyhad.

Table 4 26 breaksdown theseresults by thetype of Option which peoplewereon I
Thosewho wantedto work in a differentjob, the largestcategoryby far, camefrom
all the work-basedOptions,and many of thesewere from within the employment I
Option Thosewho wanteda paidjob cameentirely from the full-time educationand
training Option, becausethis answerwasnot presentedto thosealreadytaking part in I
awork-basedOption

Table 4 26 What wasreallywanted instead,by Option

Employment - Voluntarysector fTF FT edi~carion

Op~on Option andtrauwis
To To To To 5

Work in a differentjob 79 69 78
Work asself-employed 10 13 6
Work for the voluntary sector * 6 *

To go into full-time education and 10 14 17 I
training
Go into a different coursethan what NA NA NA 42
doing on full-Lime educationand —

training
WOTk in a paid job insteadof what NA NA NA 52

doing on fufi-time education and
training

Something elseidon’t know 8 4 5 9

Weightedbase 225 69 69 30
Unweighzedbase 216 77 72 151 1
Base thosecurrently on a New Deal Option, who didn’t really want to do it. Note NA means not
applicable U

Theseresponsessuggestthat a higherproportionof NDYP participantswould have U
beenableto follow their preferencesif therehadbeenagreateravailabilityof places
on the subsidisedemploymentOption. This howeveris not the sameassayingthat
theywouldhavefaredbetteron theemploymentOption.

In the survey Interview, a broader question was also asked of all respondentsto U
indicatetheir agreementordisagreementwith thestatement~OnNewDealpeopleare
pushedinto things they don’t want to do”. Among thoseparticipatingin Options,
opinion wasdivided nearly50-50on this issue. And they were muchmore likely to U
agreewith the statement,if they said that their currentOption was not what they
wantedto do. Among thosecurrently doingwhat theywantedto, 35 percentagreed U
with the statement,but this rose to 59 per cent amongthosenot doing what they
wantedto

I
U
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5 The resultsof this broader question therefore extend those of the earlier question
which specifically relatedto the currentOption It seemsthat in many cases,New
Deal hasnot been able to win the agreementand commitmentof participantsto the

U processesof placement

4 10. Training and attitudes to work-based Options

U Disappointmentabout training may be anotherreasonfor adverseattitudestowards
• Options This will beparticularlyso if training seemsimportantto youngpeoplewho

aretrying to get a foot-hold in employment.

A quite strongassociationwasfoundwhentrainingwasrelatedto whetherthecurrent
activity was what the participantreally wanted to do. The proportion who gave a

• positive reply was67 percentif theyhadreceivedtraining,but 47 percentif theyhad
not It seemsthen that thereceiptornon-receiptof training is associatedwith abouta

I 20 percentagepoint shift in overall feelingstowardsthe Option Again, this result
mustbe viewedwith cautIon Onereasonis that therecipientsof training may differ

I from thenon-recipientsand this couldaffect theirexpenencesandtheirperceptionsin
— avarietyof ways. The other is that satisfactionor dissatisfactionmayitself influence
— replies about training or other featuresof Options In other words, a dissatisfied
• customermaydiscountthe servicesthat havebeenprovidedandbe unwilling to give

credit forthem.
U

Table4 27 Satisfactionwith Option, by whether really wantedto do the Option

Yes No Nor sure

S To To
Completelysatisfied 36 15 ii

• Very satisfied 34 26 37
Fairly satisfied 21 30 1

Neither satisfied 2 9 5
nor Dissatisfied

5 Fairly dissatisfied 2 9 4
Very dissatisfied 2 6

• Completelydissatisfied 1 4 0
Toocarlytosay 1

Noopinion * 2

• Weightedbase 1182 395 105
Unweightedbase 1198 423 98

5 Base thosecurrentlyon a New DealOption

U It is of some interest to examine the relationship between the question about
satisfaction and the questionaboutgetting the Option one really wantedto do As
I would be expected,those not doing what they really wanted were more likely to be

I dissatisfiedwith their Option (19 per cent expressingdissatisfaction, against 5 per
cent amongthosedoing what they really wanted,Table 4.27). Therewas also a

5 smallerproportionamongthem who statedthat they werecompletelyor very satisfied
(41 per cent, against70 percentamongthosedoing what they really wanted).

I.
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4.11• Attitudes towards Optionsthathaveended I

As explainedabove, about one-in-fiveof the respondentshad beenthroughan Option
pnor to their presentactivity, and it seemslikely that thesewere Options that had U

terminated early. Onepossiblereasonfor earlyterminationis a lack of fit between

individual expectationsand the Option placement To the extent that this has
occurred,one would find a relatively high level of dissatisfaction with Options that
endedearly.

Table 4 28 Satisfaction with PastNew Deal Option,by PastOption
I

Past Past Past Past Past Self-
Employment Voluntary ETF FT education employment
Option sector and training Option

Option 5
% % To To To

Completelysatisfied 16 24 14 19 (48) 5
Verysatisfied 19 20 24 18 (24)
Fairly satisfied 21 21 18 26 (12)
Neithersatisfied 7 8 7 8 (4)
nor Dissatisfied
Fairly dissatisfied 12 13 21 12 (0)

Very dissatisfied 12 2 8 8 (0)
Completelydissatisfied 10 12 8 9 (8)
Too earlytosay 1 0 * (4)
Noopinion 1 1 0 1 0

Weighted base 354 94 81 471 14 I
Unweighiedbase 354 103 74 469 17
Base thosewith a PastNewDeal Option

Table 4.28 examines this by looking at satisfaction ratings for Options which had
cometo an endby the time of the survey. The number of peoplewith a previousself-
employmentOptionwastoo small for analysis

U
For the subsidisedemployment Option, 34 per cent expressedsome degree of
dissatisfaction, for voluntary work the proportion was27 percent,for E~Fit was 37 U
per cent,and for full-time educationand training, it was 29 percent. These were I
much higher levels of dissatisfaction than the correspondingfigures for current
Options. These findings are Consistentwith the notion that dissatisfaction may result U
from a lack of fit betweenthe individual’s expectations and the Option placement.
However, the fact that an individual has had an unsatisfactory placement doesnot U
indicate that an alternativeplacementwould have beenmore successful One hasto
takeinto accounthow difficult or easyit would be tofind an effectiveplacementfor a
personof a particulartype. 5

As might be expected,people who had left Options by the time of the survey I
interview were relatively unlikely to say that that former Option waswhat they really
wantedto do The proportionswere in the range42-46 percent for the threework-
basedOptions, rising to 67 per cent for full-time education and training These
figuresarearound 15 percentagepointslower than in thecaseof current Options.

I

I
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• It wasshownabove,for currentOptions, that thosenot reportingreceipt of training

U weremorelikely to be dissatisfiedordisappointed. In thecaseof Optionswhich had
endedearly, receiptof trainingwas reportedconsiderablylessoften than in the case

• of currentOptions

U > In the employmentOption. 38 per cent of ‘early leavers’ reportedreceipt of

I training (against71 percentof currentplacements);> amongETF ‘early leavers’, 43 per cent reportedtraining, against73 per cent
• currently;

in the voluntarywork Option, the correspondingresultswere40 per centand 53
• per centrespectively

• This evidencemaysuggestthat a perceivedlackof trainingwasone of thereasonsfor

I Options endingearly But thereare alsoseveralotherpossibleinterpretations Forexample, where there was an obvious mismatchbetweenthe participant and the

I placement,iraining may not havebeeninitiated becauseof the otherproblems Or
again,someonewith an unsuccessfulplacementmay not wish to give credit for the

I training provided Interpretationssuch as thesecan be more reliably disentangled
whenresultsfrom thefollow-up surveyarcavailable.

4 12 SubsidisedemploymentOption

• This sectionprovidesadditional informationaboutsubsidisedjobs, which were held
by just over 10 percentof the respondentsat the time of the surveyinterview To
provideacontextin consideringthis information,parallelinformationis alsoprovided
concerning unsubsidisedemployment, which was held by 15 per cent of the

I respondentsat the time of the surveyinterview. It should be emphasised,however,
that differencesbetweentheattributesof subsidisedandunsubsidisedjobs only give a
partial picture. The peopleentering the two kinds of employmentmay themselves
havedifferent charactensticsorneeds.

• 4 12 1 Earnings

U Thedistribution of net(take-home)hourly earningsin the subsidisedjobs areshown
• in Table 4.29 Thesehourly earningsare calculatedfrom questionsabout pay

received in a week or other pay period, and actual weekly hours during the pay
• period.

U Those in subsidisedjobs tendedto earn lessthan thosein unsubsidisedjobs About

U onein four (26 percent)of thosein subsidisedjobs hadtake-homeratesof payof lessthan£2.50perhourin thereferencepayperiod,whereasthecorrespondingproportion
• for those in unsubsidisedjobs was 8 percent. It is possiblethatsomeof the lowest

hourly earningsfigures (e.g, below £1 per hour) are unreliable, resulting from
U confusionsin reportingpay periodsor weekly hours, and theseoccur more in the

reports from the subsidisedjobs But the differences in earningsdistnbutions
U between the subsidisedand unsubsidisedjobs are too large to be attributed to

U
U
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Table429 Hourly lake-homepay,by currentjob status U

New Deal employmentOption unsubsidisedjob I
%

kssthanE250 26 8
£250-E349 32 32
£35O-~449 iS 31 U
£450-f.549 3 8
£55O-~E949 1 5 U
£950-i. 1 1
Gets training allowancelnotsure * 0 U
Missingdata 20 14

Weightedbase 620 916
Unweightedbase 605 843
Base all respondentscurrently in asubsidisedNewDeal employmentOption or an unsubsidisedjob

The largestproportionof hourly earnings,for both groupsofjobs, was in the band
£2.50-~349 This is thebandcontainingthe nationalminimum wage(f3.60perhour,
gross) and the youth and training equivalent(~3.20per hour gross), which were
introducedin April 1999. The next largestproportion was in the band£3.50-4.49
Thirteen per centof unsubsidisedjobs yielded earningsof £4 50 per houror more,
while thecorrespondingfigure for subsidisedjobs was5 percent

The chief practical interestof these findings is in what they suggest about the
importanceof wage coststo employerswho offer subsidisedemploymentplaces
Wage costs may be particularly important for these employersbecauseof the
requirementto providesignificantamountsof training.5 As wasshownearlier,about
sevenin 10 of theparticipantsin theemploymentOption reportedreceivingtraining.

4 12.2:Weeklyhours U

Themedianof hoursworked(thehourswith 50percentaboveand50 percentbelow)
was 37 for those in subsidisedjobs, and virtually the same (38) for those in
unsubsidisedjobs The lower andupperquartiles(containingthemiddle 50 percent
of thedistnbution)for thosein subsidisedjobs were30 and40 hoursrespectively,and I
this was thesamefor the unsubsidisedjobs. From theseresults,it alsoappearsthat
onequarterof the subsidisedjobs (andalsoof the unsubsidisedjobs) were part-time,
wherepart-timeis definedas lessthan 30 hoursperweek.

4 12.3. Occupations U

Table 4 30 shows the proportions of jobs in various broad occupational groups U
(definedby the StandardOccupationalClassification).Therewerefive occupational
groupswith more than 10 percentof the respondentswho werein subsidisedjobs.
In descendingorderof magnitude,thesewere:

- Craft andrelated(skilled manualjobs) (23percent) U

- Other(unskilledjobs,mostly in service industries) (19percent)

UI

~Itis noteworthythatthe training subsidy is widely viewedby employersas insufficientcompensation
for training costs(Elam andSnape,1999) U
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U
- Clericalandsecretarial(17percent)

• - Personalandprotectiveservices(11 percent)

U - Sales(which includesmanykindsof retail work) (11 percent)

I • Table4 30 Major Occupation,by jobstatus

U New Deal employment unsubsidisedjob
Option

I %
Managers& administrators 4 2

U professionals 1 1
Associateprof & technical 6 2

1 Clerical & secretarial 17 13
Craft&related 23 10
Personal& protective services 11 14
Sales ii 14

• Plant& machineoperators 9 19
Otherne.c. 19 24

U Missing * 1

• We,gluedbase 620 916
Unweightedbase 605 843
Base all respondentscurrentlyin a subsidised1~4ewDealemploymentOptionor an unsubsidisedjob
Note StandardOccupational Ciassification

U
The unsubsidisedjobs differed from the subsichsedin havinga higherproportion in

U ‘other’ (which was the largestcategory)and in ‘plant andmachineoperators’(semi-
skilled manual jobs), but a considerablylower proportion in ‘craft and related’

• Therewere alsosmall but fairly consistentdifferencesin thewhite-collaroccupations,
• with higherproportionsin thesubsidisecijobs.

U Overall,the unsubsidisedjobs appearedto be at rathera lower level of skill than the
subsidisedjobs. Furtherconfirmationof this point is madedifficult becausethereis

U no direct means of converting occupational calegones into levels of skill (for
‘ example,salesjobs include both skilled and semi-skilledwork) Rowever,a visual

inspection of the job frequencies by 3-digit occupational codes revealed linie

i indication that thebroad impressiongiven in thetableis misleading Takingthe ‘craft
andrelated’ category,for instance,therewasonly one largegroupof subsidisedjobs

• which may havebeensemi-skilledratherthan skilled (gardenersandgroundsmen;23
of thesubsidisedplacementswere in thiscategory). Most of theremainingjobs were

U spreadacross a wide range of manual skills in the building, motor repair, and
— maintenancecrafts. Of course,New Deal participantswould probably be helping
— skilled workers ratherthan havingdirect responsibility for skilled work. Yet this

situationcouldwell provideopportunitiesfor learningandskill development.

• While substantialnumbersof the subsidisedplacementswerefound in routinetypes
of work, theywereunder-representedthererelativeto thosetaking unsubsidisedjobs.

in particular, far lower proportionsof subsidisedjobs were found in semi-skilled
factory work such as assemblyand packing, or as kitchen porters, cleaners,and
generallabourers

U
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U
Someof theotherjobs wheresubsidisedplacementswereunder-representedincluded
cooks,waiters/waitresses,andbarstaff; andcheck-outoperatorsandsalesassistants.

4 12.4. Industries
I

The distribution of subsidisedjobs by industrial group (Standard Industrial
Classification)is shownin Table4.31 Thesejobs werewidely distributedacrossall
types of industries,with only one industry group — Group G, wholesaleand retail
distribution, and motor repair— having a particularlyhigh proportion (19 percent).
Unsubsidisedjobs werealso widely distributedacrossindustries,andagainGroupG
had thehighestproportion(22percent)

U
Table4 31 Major Industry Group,by job status

New Deal employment unsubsidisedjob
Option U

Agriculture, hunting,& forestry 2 1 U
Fishing 0 *

Mining & quarrying * *

Manufacturing 11 17
Electricity,gas& watersupply I *

Construction 10 7
Wholesale& retail trade; repair of motor 19 22 1
vehicles
Hotels& restaurants 6 10 U

Transport, storage& communication 5 5
Financialintei-rnediation 1 2
Real estate,renting & businessactivities 8 7
Public admin & defence,compulsorysocial 5 3
security
Education 3 2
Health & socialwork 7 6
Other community & personal service 9 6
activities
Privatehouseholdswith employedpersons 1 1
Othernecormissing 13 10

Weightedbase 620 916 U
(Jnwezglue4base 605 843
Base all respondentscurrently in a subsidisedNewDeal employmentOptionor an unsubsidisedjob
Note StandardIndustrialClassification

4.12.5 Sizeofworkplace

It is known that manyattributesof jobs,suchaspay, are associatedwith thesizeof U
the establishmentor workplace. Those in employmentwere askedto place their
workplaceinto oneof severalsize bands,and the results are shown in Table 4.32
Nearly one half of those in subsidiscdjobs describedthemselvesas in workplaces
with under 11 employees(47 per cent; this becomes58 per centif thoseunableto
answerareexcluded).A further15 percentplacedtheirworkplacesin the 11-24size
band. Sothegreatmajority of subsidisedjobs werein small workplaces.

U
I
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Table4 32 Workplace size,by job status

New Deal employment Option unsubs IdLsed job

—
47 27

— 11-24 [5 13
— 25-49 7 12
— 50-99 5 9
— 100-499 5 12
— 500-i- 3 7
— Don’t know 19 21

• Weightedbase 620 916. Un weightedbase 605 843
Base all respondentscunentlyin a subsidisedNewDeal employmentOptionor anunsubsidisedjob

A largeproportion of unsubsidisedjobs was also in small workplacesbut higher
proportions were in medium-sized workplaces (100-499 employees) or large
workplaces(500-plusemployees).

U
4.126 Contractualstatus

I
Table 4 33 Work contracL by jobstatus

New Deal employment unsubs:dised job
— Option
— %

U Permanent 48 67
Seasonal/temporaryor casual 14 17

U
Undercontractfor a limited periodof time 21 9
Someotherway it is not permanent 14 6
Don’t know 2 1

Weightedbase 617 916
• Unwç~ghiedbase 603 843

U Base all respondentscurrently in a subsidisedNewDeal employmentOption or an unsubsidisedjob
Thosein jobs wereaskeda questionfrom theLabour ForceSurveyconcerningtheir

U perceptionof the permanentortemporarynatureof theiremploymentcontract. Under
• the subsidisedemployment Option, subsidy to the employer terminatesafter six

months The medium-termimpactof theemploymentOption may be muchaffected
• by the proportion of participantswho are afterwards kept on by employerson an

unsubsidisedemploymentcontract. Although participants’ perceptionsmay not be
I accurate,theygive someindicationof theprospectsfor continuingemployment.
— Nearly onehalf (48percent)of thosein subsidisedjobs regardedtheseaspermanent,
— while virtually the same proportIon (49 per cent) saw their placementsas being
• temporary or Impermanentin some way (Table 4.33). The split in the caseof

unsubsidisedjobs wastwo-thirdspermanent,andone-thirdnon-penuianent
U

4 12 7 Trainingfor the job

— As noted earlier, 71 per cent of those in subsidisedjobs regardedthemselvesas
— getting trainingwhile 29 percentdid not It is notablethat of thosein unsubsidised

U jobs,thecorrespondingproportionswere49percentand51 percent, Thus, entryto a
subsidised job appearedto increase the chances of receiving training quite

U
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substantially This might result in part from the natureof the occupationsbeing I
entered,which wasdiscussedearlierin this section,aswell asfrom the requirements
on employerswho takepart in NDYP.

4.13. The voluntarysectorandETF Options U

Two percentof the respondentswere in a voluntarysectorOption at the time of the U
surveyinterview, arid 3 percentwereon the ETF Option. Characteristicsof people
takingtheseOptionsaregivenin Section4.3 U

4.13.1. Training allowanceor earnings~’ U

Most of the participants in theseOptions saw themselvesas getting a training
allowanceratherthan a wage (80 percentfor voluntary work and 86 per cent for
ETF). In the case of voluntary work., a further 11 per cent did not provide
information aboutearnings,and those few who did report earningsin most cases U
indicatedthattake-homepay rateswerebelow£250perhour. In the caseofETF, the
minonty reporting take-homepay gave figures between£1.50 and £4 50 per hour I
(Table4.34). U

Table 434- Hourly take-homepay,by ETFIvolunt.arywork Options

ElF option Voluntary sector

Qp!ion

lessthan~25O 5 9
£Z30-f349 5
£350-f449 3 *

Getstrainingallowance/norsure 86 80
Missingdata 1 [1

Weighted base 127 168 S
Unweiglued base 133 170 -

Base.all respondentscurrently in anEnvironmentTaskForceoravoluntarywork Option

Participantswere alsoaskedif they receivedany additional allowancesto coverthe I
expensesof work suchastravel. Nearlyonehalf (49 percentfor voluntarywork, 46 U
percent for ElF) said that they did, while with the exceptionof a few who were
unsure— theremaindersaidthat theydid not. U

4.13.2. flours ofwork U

Nearly all those on ETF worked between30-39 hours per week, with the largest
proportion (40 per cent)working for 30 hours All ETF work was,therefore,full- 5
time. Twenty-onepercentof voluntarysectorOption participantsreportedthat they
workedfor lessthan30 hoursandtheusual figure given in thesecaseswas24 hours. U

However the majonty (65 percentof thoseon voluntarywork) workedfor 30 hours, I
andthelongestweeklyhoursin thisOptionwere40.

I
It is not obviouswhy therewasthis differencein hoursworkedon thevoluntaryand
ETF Options. Onethoughtis that participantsmaynot regardhoursspentin training I
aspart of the working week, but in that caseone would expect shorterhoursto be U

U
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U reportedfrom ~TF ratherthanvoluntarywork, since considerablymoreof the ETF

• participantsregardedthemselvesasreceivingtraining

4 133 OccLlpatzons

I U As in the caseof thoseon the subsidisedemploymentOption, thosein the voluntary
and ETF Options were asked details of their work and classified to a broad
occupationalgroup Theresultsof this areshownin Table 4.35 Voluntary sector

I Option participantswere quite widely spreadacrosstheoccupationalgroups,with the
largest numberin salesoccupations(26 per cent)and ‘other’ occupations(most of

U which is unskilledwork in services)(20percent) The picturefor ETF wasdifferent,
— with mostparticipantsbeingclassifiedto one of two occupationalgroups ‘craft and
• related’, a skilled manual category(49 per Cent), or ‘other’ occupations,a largely
• unskilled category (41 per cent) The large proportion of ETF participantsin

activitiesrelatedto skilled manualwork may be connectedwith theearlier finding of

U relativelyhigh levelsof training reportedfrom this Option

U Table 4 35 Major Occupation,by ElF/voluntarywork Options

U ElF option Voluntary sector
qprion

I
Managers & administrators 0 1

• Professionals 2 2
Associateprof’ & technicai 1 9

U Clencal& secretanal 5 15
Craft& related 49 12
Personal& protectiveservices 1 12
Saks * 26

U Plant & machine operators * 1Othernec 41 20
• Missing * I

U Weightedbase 127 170
Un weighted base 133 — 173
Base all respondentscurrently in an Environment TaskForce or a voluntary sectorOption
Note StandardOccupational classification

I 4134~Indusines

I
Thejobs in theseoccupationswere also codedto the industrial classification (Table

U 4.36). VoluntarysectorOption participantswereconcentratedin two industrygroups,
health and socialwork (43 percent), andwholesale,retail arid motorrepair(20 per
cent) ETF wassomewhatmorewidely distributedby type ofindustrial activity, with

5 29 percent in ‘other communityandpersonalserviceactivities’, and21 per cent in
eachof agricultureandconstniciion Theseheadingsarenot very informative,but the

U numbersin theseOptionsarenot largeenoughto permit a moredetailedbreakdown
of industry.

U
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Table 4.36 Major Industry,byFrF/voluntarywork Options - I

ElF option Voluntary sector
Option

Agriculture, hunting & forestry 21 8
Fishing 0 0
Mining & quarrying 0 0
Manufacturing I *

Electricity, gas& watersupply
Construction 21 3
Wholesale& retail trade~repair of motor * 20
vehicles I
Hotels& restaurants 0 0
Transport,storage& communication 1 1 U
Financialintermediation
Real estate,renting& businessactivities 5 1 1
Public adnun& defence,compulsorysocial 8 2
security U
Education * 7
Health& socialwork 1 43
Other community & personal service 29 10
activities
Pnvatehouseholdswith employedpersons 0 2
Othern e.c or missing 12 3 1

Weighied base 118 156
Unweiglued base 116 158
Baseall respondentscurrently rn an EnvironmentTaskForceor a voluntarysectorOption

Note StandardIndustrial Classification
U

4.13 5~Sizeofworkplace

Table4 37 Workplacesize,by ETF/voluntarywork Options

ETFoption Voluntary sector
— Option U

<11 46 53 U
11-24 16 21
25.49 7 9 5
50-99 1 2
100-499 7 0 I
500-i- • o
Don’t know 23 15

Weighted bose 127 167
Unweig~edbase 1.33
Base.all respondentscurrentlyin an EnvironmentTaskForceor avoluntarywork Option. U

The majority of participantsin both typesof Optionssaw themselvesasworking in U
small workplaces(Table 4.37) Nearly threein four on the voluntarysectorOption
were in workplaceswith less than 25 employeesand the proportionwasnearly two
thirds in the caseof ETF. However,some 7 per centof ETF participantswere in
mediumsizedworkplaceswith 100-499employees Substantialproportions(15per
centfor voluntarysectorOption, 23 percentfor ETF) did not know thesizeof their

U
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I workplace and it is possible that these may have included some workplacesof

• relatively largesize

1 4.13.6 Training

U It wasreportedearlierthat 53 percenton the voluntarysectorOption and73 percent
— on the ElF Option saw themselvesas receiving trainrng for their work. The

proportion in unsubsidisedjobs who reportedreceiving training was49 per cent,a
• proportionsimilar to thatfor voluntarywork and lower thanthat for ETF

• 4.14 Full-time educationandtraining Option

U Thirteen per cent of respondentswere participatingin the full-time educationand
training Option at the time of the survey interview, making it the most common

— Option Charactensticsofpeopletaking thisOption aregiven in Section4.3

U
4 /4 1 Qualijfi carton aim

U
Thosetakingpart wereaskedif theircoursewould leadto a qualification To this, 91
percent answered ‘yes’, while 3 per centsaid ‘no’ and7 percentwereunsureor gave
no answer

5 Table4 38 Qualification aim ofNewDeal full-time educationand trainingOption

5 QuaLification g_the course

• NVQorSVQ Level 1, orGNVQ Foundation 20
City and Guilds Craft, or Intermediate,or OrdinaryPart 1 6

• NVQ or SVQ Level 2, or GNVQ Intermediate 34
NVQ or SVQ Level 3 , or ONVQ Advanced 7

— RSA or Pitnians qualification - Level I *

— RSA or Pitmans qualification - Level 2llnterrnediate
— RSA or Pimiansqualification- Level3/Advanced *

— Other technical or businessqualification/certificate 4
— Otherrecognisedvocationalqualification 9
— GCSES(GeneralCertificateofSecondaryEducation)

a SCE (ScottishCertificateof Education)StandardgradeOthereducationalqualifications 3

Missing! not answered/don’t know 15
Weighted base 776

• Unweightedbase 825
Base all respondentscurrentlyin New Deal full-time educationand training Option wherethe course

U resultsin a qualification

U From detailsof coursesprovidedby therespondents,thequalificationsoughtcouldbe

• identifiedin 68 percentof cases~‘ Thebreakdownis shownin Table4.38. Onethird
(34 per cent) of those taking this Option were aiming for NVQ/SVQ level 2, or

U GNVQ intermediate,anda further20 percentwere aiming for NVQ/SVQ level I or

‘Figuresfor contractstatusarenot provided for voluntary sectorOption and ETFOptionparticipants

I becausethequestion is only askedfor a smallsubsetof thesecases
‘ In 17 per centof casesthe information wastoovagueto becodedtoa qualification level,andin 15

U percentof casesno answerwasgivenat all
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GNVQ Foundation. The 6 per cent taking City & Guilds Craft, Intermediateor
Ordinary might be groupedwith theNVQ/SVQ level 2 Therewere 7 percentwho
wereclearlystudyingat a level higherthanNVQ/SVQ level 2.

I
4.14.2: Subjectof course

U
Table4 39.SubjectofNew Deal full-time education& trainingOption

I
Key skills/basicskills 2
Personalskills
Job searchskills 1
For learning difficulties * U
Activity / survival
Sports/recTeauonat 2
MedicalCare I
Childcare 2
Other care/ socialor communitywork 3
Catei-rng / food/hospitality 4 U
Art/graphicdesign 2
Media/ journalism a
Travel/ tounsm 1
Teaching * a
Trade/ generalworkmanship to
Mechanics/ carcare 4
Driving
Fork lift truckoperationI warehousing
Engineering 7
Businessskills I accountancy/ clerical / word-processing/ admin/ secretarial/ law 13
IT I computer skills 21
Retail/ sales 2
Customerservices 2 U
BeautykosmeticsI hairdressing 1
Music I musictechnology/danceI performingarts 3 U
Arts / humanities/ literature 5
Sciencc/ maths 3 U
Army pre-selecuon 1
Environmentaltaskforce I U
Other 6
Don’t know / missing 3

Weighted base 776 U
Unweiglued base 825
Baseall respondentscurrentlyin NewDeal full-time educationandtrainingOption

The descnpuonsof their course subjectsgiven by participantswere coded to 30 I
headings.5There were three subject groups with more than 10 per cent of the
educationandtrainingparticipants:

U
- 11 andcomputer(21 percent)

U
- Tradeandgeneralworkmanship(16percent)

a . , IAll but 3 per centofcoursesubjectswerecodable,though6 percentfell into anuscdilancousother
category

100



U
I

ChapterFour

• - ~usmessandadministrative(13 percent)

U No othersubjectaccountedfor morethan7 percentoftheparticipants(Table4 39)

4 14.3 Weeklyhourson thecourse

I
Nearly one half (48 percent)of the educationandtrainingparticipantsreportedthat

U they spent30 hours a week on their courses One in five (20 per cent) reported

U spendingless than 30 hours,and one in four (25 per cent) reportedspendingmorethan30 hours. Sevenpercentdid notprovideinformationabouthours

4 144:Purposeofcourse
U

Participantswere also askedwhether their coursewas related to a future job they
U hopedto do. Seventypercentsawit in theseterms,while 23 percentdid nothavea

i particularjob in view(Table4 40).

• Table440 Is full-time educationandtraining Optionjob-related”

•
- Relatesto currencjob 1
Relatesto a futurejobwhichrespondenthopesto do 70
Not leadingto a particularjob 23

U Don’t know 2Missing 3

U Weighiedbase 776

U Unweighiedbase 825
Base thosecurrentlyon full-time educationand trainingOption

U 4 14 5 Reasonsfor dzssansfacrzonwith course

Almost Six-in-ten (58percent) ofthoseon thefull-time educationandtrainingOption

• were ‘completely’ or ‘very’ satisfiedwith theirOption (Table4.17) Ninepercentof
those on the full-time education and training Option expressedsome degreeof

I dissatisfactionwith their course,and in thesecases,theywere askedto give reasons
for theirdissatisfaction Someparticipantsgavemorethanone reason,while one-in-
five gaveno specific reasonorcouldnot explain theirdissatisfaction.Thecomments

U were quite variedbut therewere threespecific headingsundereachof which more
than 10 percentofthe dissatisfiedrespondentswereplaced:

U
- The courseis not what I wanted,or is inappropriatefor meor my job needs(18 per

U cent)

- The courseis inappropriatefor my age,or is at thewrong level, ortherearestudents

U of differentstandardsbeingtrainedtogether(13 percent)

U - Thecourseofferspoorquality training,orI amnot learningfrom thecourse(12per

cent).

U
U
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in addition, nine per cent were dissatisfiedwith the course becauseof their own
learning difficulties, and eight percent werecritical of the disruptive behaviourof
othersin theirclass.

4.15 OverviewofOptions

a
Thissectiongivesanoverviewof eachOption,drawingon resultsreportedearlierto
compareexpenencesof Options. I

4.15 1: SubsidisedemploymentOption 1

The subsidisedemploymentOption appearedto be on balancethe most attractiveto
NDYP participants. Thoseon this Option recordedthehighestlevelsof satisfaction,
and a largeproportionof thosewho felt that they were not doing what they really
wantedspecifiedemploymentastheirpreference,which suggestsunsatisfieddemand
for placeson the Option However, a substantialminority of those on the
employmentOption would haveliked a different kind of work, and therehad been
sigrnficant numbersof ‘early leavers’ from employmentplacements. There may
thereforehavebeensomedifficulties in matchingindividuals to subsidisedjobs, as
well assomeshortageof places

Many of the jobs in the employmentOption locatedin small establishments.A
possible interpretationis that the employmentOption hasbeen attractive to some
small businesses,which are in a positionto offer learningopportunitiesand training
alongside skilled employees, in return for low labour costs Conversely, the
employmentOption appearsto have been less attractive (at this stage) to larger
establishmentsand those employersrequinng semi-skilled labour, who are more
likely to takeon youngunemployedpeoplein unsubsidisedjobs

Many of the wage subsidyjobs were in occupationsinvolving craft, clerical or a
administrativeskills. Fourfifths offeredcontinuoustrainingprovision which would
support personaldevelopment. Also, one half of the participantsexpectedtheir
employmentto Continuebeyondtheshort-term,a factorwhich will becrucial for the
eventualemploymentimpact. Theseappearto beencouragingfeatures. U

On the other hand, wageswere on averagelower than in unsubsidisedjobs. Both 1
subsidisedandunsubsidisedjobs werewidely spreadacrossindustriesso differences
cannotbe attributedto that factor. Themedium-termeffect of this Option is likely to

depend, not only onwhetherparticipantsare ableto continuein employment,but also U
on whethertheyareableto get pay increasesasa resultof thetraining andexperience
which theyhavegained. U

Therewill be someconcernthat both ethnic minonty participants,and thosewith 1
work-limiting healthproblems,had below-averagechancesof entry to the Option a
However, it wastoo earlyin the researchto reachanyconclusionsasto whetherthis
representeddiscrimination. U

I

U
a
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U
• 4 15.2 Thevoluntarysectorand ETFOptions

• Apart from subsidisedemployment, two other Options were based upon work
experzence~thevoluntarysectorOption and theEnvironmentTask Force.Entrantsto

U ETFand voluntarysectorOptionscontrastedin theirqualificationlevel The majonty

U of ETF participantswerewithout educationalqualifications,whereastherewassome
slight tendencyfor voluntary work to attract the better-qualified.This may in part

• reflect the different natureof the work experienceon offer in the two Options,with
ETF chiefly focusing on manual work (of varying skill levels), whereasvoluntary

• work constituteda wider mix with substantialretail and serviceelements These
differencesmayalsoexplainthe low participationof womenin the ETFOption

For both theseOptions,andsomewhatmoresofor the latter, the levelsof satisfaction
were lower than In the caseof the employmentOption, andsmallerproportionsfelt

• that theyweregettingthechanceto do what theywanted

However, asmanyETF participantsreportedreceivingtrarnmgasin the caseof the
employment Option, and the proportion exceededone half in the voluntary work

U Option as well. Theseappearquite high levelsof training comparedwith previous
workexperienceprogrammes Also, the periodof training did not appearinferior in
ETFandvoluntarywork by comparisonwith theemploymentOption

U
Jobsin the voluntary work Option werewidely spreadacrossdifferent occupational

I groups,but tendedto be concentratedby rndustry in ‘health and social work’ and
‘wholesale, retail and repair’ Jobs in the EnvironmentTask Force were highly

concentrated in two occupationalgroups ‘craft andrelated’ (largely a skilled manual

1 group),and ‘other’ (mainly unskilled). Theywere concentratedby industry in ‘other
communityandpersonalservices’,construction,andagnculture

U
4 15 3 Thefull-rime educationand training Option

U
In 91 per centof cases,participantsin the full-time educationarid training Option
reportedth’at their course led to a qualification. In about six-in-ten cases, the

• qualification aim wasat NVQ/SVQ levels I or 2, or equivalents. In 7 per centof
cases,ii w~sat a level higherthanNVQISVQlevel 2 Onethird of the respondents

U working fc} a qualification provided insufficient information for its level to be
deterrruned~

U
Thesubjectsof thecourseswere varied,and theone majorclusterconcernedIT and

computerskills (21 percentof courses).
I

The full-time educationarid training Option was the largest. It was similar to the
• employmeiiiOption in its participants’ levelsof satisfaction,and it was leastaffected

U of any Opñon by participantswho felt that they were not doing what they wanted
However, although current participants appeared contented, the Option had

• experienceda substantialdegreeof ‘early leaving’ This was associatedto some
extentwith a largeintakeof youngpeoplewith low educationalqualifications,or with

• literacyandnumeracyproblems.

U
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U
4.16: Reflectionson training andtheexpectationsofchoice •
Overall, thereare two practical issueshighlighted by the findings of this chapter. U
Oneis clients’ expectationsof training,andtheotheris theirexpectationsof choice.

U
NDYP appearsto have providedtraining for the majonty of the participantson the
work-basedOptions. But whererespondentsfelt that trainingwasabsent,therealso U

tended to be disappointmentwith theprogramme,anda feelingthat this wasnot what
waswanted. It maybe relevantthat thefull-time educationandtraining Option was
leastaffectedby theseadverseperceptions The resultscould be interpretedin a
variety of ways One of the possibleinteqiretationsis that New Deal has raised
expectationsof training,or that suchexpectationshavebeenraisedgenerallyamong U
youngworkersby othermeans,including mediaattentionto the issue. Accordingly,
clients may be more readyto be critical if training is absentor is providedat a level U
which falls below their expectations. This of courseis not an easyissueto address i
sincethedelivery of trainingdependson largenumbersof providersof vanedtypes.
It seemslikely nonethe less that it will have an importantbearingon how clients U
judgeNew Deal.

U
Theissueof client choicein New Deal is acomplexone. NDYP offersawiderrange
of Options than in anypreviousBritish labourmarketprogramme,and in that sense
choice (and probably the expectationof choice) hasbeenincreased. In practice,
however,large proportionsof the participantsin Options perceiveconstraintrather

than choice. This appliesto aboutone thirdof thoseon work-basedOptions,when U
they considerwhat they are currently doing, and to aboutone third on all Options,
whentheyconsiderNew Deal asa whole This mayalsohaveadverserepercussions I
on clients’ commitmentto the Options they enter, and henceto retention in and
completionof theirplacements.

U
U
U
U
U

U
U
U
U
I
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5 Employability

U Summary

> Six monthsafter enteringNew Deal, perhapsthe acid testof whetherthe programmehas
• improvedthe employability of those who remainon the programmeand those who have

alreadyleft for unemployment,is whetherthey thought it had improvedtheir chancesof

I gettingagoodjob Half (52percent)agreedthat it had, but thepercentagevariedmarkedly
with differentexperiencesof the programme Positiveperceptionsof New Deal’s impacton

S the prospectsof getting a goodjob were linked to moreactive participationand positive

I perceptionsof N]DPA advice Views wereleastpositivewhererespondentshadalreadylefttheprogrammefor unemployment,highlightingtheproblemof earlydrop out Employment
i Option participantsandthoseon the F1ETOption were most likely to saytheirprospects

hadimproved
U

~ Not surprisingly so early on in the programme,respondentsperceivedNDYP as most
U beneficial in improving their employability through help with job search skills and

U
confidencebuildmg, ratherthan through the acquisition of qualifications,work skills and
work experience.However,ETF and voluntarysectorOption participantsthoughtNDYP
hadbeenmosthelpful in obtainingwork experience Thoseon thefull time educationand
training Option emphasisedimproving and acquinngskills. Even at this early stage,

• sizeableminonuessaidNew Dealhadhelpedthem get work experience,improveskills or
learnnew skills.

U

U
~> One-quarterof participantsandex-New Deal unemployedsaid New Deal had not helped

them with look for work, increaseconfidence,improveskills, learnnew skills, orget work
• experience.It is thereforeunlikely that programmeparticipationhasdonemuchto improve

the employability of this sizeable minonty of participants. New Deal appearedleast
• effective in reachingparticipantsfrom certain disadvantagedgroups. Ex-offenders,lone

parents, the unqualified, those with drug or alcohol problems, and the multiply
U disadvantagedwere among those least likely to say New Deal had helped increase

I employability in anyof theseways Thesewere also amongtheparticipantsleastlikely toagreethat New Dealhadimprovedtheirprospectsof gettinga goodjob. However,it would
• be wrong to conclude that disadvantagedparticipantswere less likely to benefit from

participation. In the first place, somedisadvantagedparticipants,suchasthose with very
U long unemploymentspells, were among the most likely to agree that New Deal had

improvedtheirchancesof gettinga goodjob Secondly,onemust takeaccountof diffenng
• job andpersonalexpectationswheninterpretingresponsesto suchquestions

> Low job searchintensity is associatedwith participation on Options, particularly the
• employment and full-time education arid trainIng Options. However, in other respects,

Option participantsexhibit attitudesandbehaviourconsistentwith high employability. For
• example,job searchefficacyis higheramongOptionparticipants,andhighestof all among

U
employmentOptionpamcipants.With theexceptionof thoseon thefull-time educationand
trainingOption,Optionparticipantsalsoexhibit thegreatestwageflexibility, in terms of the

• extent to which theywoulddroptheirtargetwages.

U
inc
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U
U

Summary (continued)
U

> The chapteranalysesSIX aspectsof employabihtyjob searchintensity; searchefficacy. non-
financial employmentcommitment; feelingsaboutbeing out of work; wage flexibility; and non-
wageflexibility. Some of thesemeasuresarepositively correlated,but eachmeasuresa distinct
facet of employability, and thereis no simple relationshipbetweenrespondents’scoreson one
measureandscoreson othermeasures.Consequently,it is not possibleto generafiseaboutthelow 5
employabilityof certaingroupsunlessoneis preparedto simplify by overlookingdivergentscores
acrossdifferent items. That said, somecharacteristicsemergedas being associatedwith poor U
employability. Thosewith low searchintensity and searchefficacyscoresare likely to be among
those with the furthest distance to travel to obtain employment. They included the poorly
qualified, the very long-term unemployed,those with basic skill problems, drug or alcohol
problems,no job experiencebefore New Deal, work-limiting health problems,and the multiply
disadvantaged.

> Wageand non-wagejob searchflexibility aremoreambiguousmeasuresof employability in the
sensethat, althoughflexibility may improveimmediatejob chances,it maynot effecta goodjob
matchleadingto better longer-termemploymentprospects. Furthermore,somegroupstradeoff
wageflexibility arid non-wageflexibility, in addition, thosewith high expectationsoften score 5
highly on job searchefficacy and have relatively high earningpotential, both factorsthat can
improvejob chances I

U
I

U
I

I
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• New Deal for YoungPeoplehastwo broadaims

(i) movingparticipantsinto employmentasquickly aspossible
• (ii) improving the longer-term ‘employability’ of those who are not job ready by

removingbamersto employmentandenhancingjob searchandworkskills

NDYP sharesthe first aim with a numberof labourmarketprogrammeswhich havebeen
— devisedin the last two decades However, the emphasison improving ‘employability’,

a while not uniqueto theNDYP, is whatdistinguishesit from earlierprogrammes.Indeed,
at the inception of the programme,the Departmentfor Education and Employment

• maintainedthat ‘quality, continuityand an emphasison employability are the hallmarks
of NewDeal which setit apart’ (Departmentfor EducationandEmploymentOperational

I Vision, paragraph2 11)

5 The precise meaning of ‘employability’ is contested,and its usage differs among
• commentatorsand organisations) The conceptof employability used in this study is

two—fold The first componentis concernedwith the objectiveof ‘client job readiness’.
U ‘Job readiness’is indicatedby individuals’ motivation andself-esteem,andtheir level of

searchintensity overtime, aswell astheirprofessedor actuallabourmarketflexibility (in
• terms of occupation,hours and pay). Labour market flexibility implies an ability to
• adjust expectationsin the ligh of labour market conditions, a determiningfactor in

individuals’ job prospectswhenjob expectationsdonot matchavailablejobs.Thesecond
I 5 component of employability covers the qualities required to face labour market

uncertaintyandfuture job loss: againflexibility and searchskills maybe important,but
U the more significant factor is likely to be the acquisition of ‘human capital’ which

U enhancesearningspotential. This humancapital, which may be job-specific,or moregenerally a?pllcable.arises through work experienceand training and qualifications
• acquisition.

U Thus, improving employability meansremoving barriers to job entry and, over the
longer-term,to retainingemployment, in practicalterms, theNDYP seeksto achievethis

• by.

(a) providingjob searchassistanceNew Deal participantsaresubjectto the job search
• requirementsthat apply to all claimantsof the Jobseeker’sAllowance. As shownin

ChapterThree,waysto find jobs,makingjob applicationsand responsibilitiesto seek
• work were important featuresof discussionswith New Deal PersonalAdvisers.

Participantshadalsoattended‘tasters’ to assIstthem with theirjob search,andsome
U hadbeenreferredtojob searchskills coursesby theirAdvisers.

U (b) offering work experience:work experienceis offered to particIpantsthrough theemployment,voluntarysectorandE’IT Options In addition,participantscansample
• jobsin ‘tasters’ beforedecidingon whetherto takean Option.

Forrecentcontributionson themeaningandrelevanceof employability seeCBI (1999),Hillageand
• Pollard(1998)

2 Oneof thepracticaladvantagesof conceivingemployability in this way is that it is not difficult to

measureusingresponsesto thestandardsortsof questionsaskedin programmeevaluations
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(c) improving qualifications: as well as the full-time educationand training Option,

which offerscoursesleadmgto recognisedvocationalqualifications,participationon
otherOptions is dependentupon the provideror employeroffering formal training
leading to recognisedvocationalqualifications through the equivalentof a day a
week’straining.

(d) tackling other bamersto employment: throughoutthe prograxrmic,but especially U
during the Gateway,participantsare able to obtain help in tackling barriers to
employmentasdiverseasliteracy or numeracyproblems,thmugli to homelessness
and alcohol or drugs problems This often entails referral to specialist agencies i
following initial assessmentby aNDPA.

I
Ultimately, NDYP’s successwill bejudged,in largepart, by the extent to which it has

contributedto improvedjob prospectsamongits participants~ The mostdirect measure I
of thissuccesswill bemovementintojobs. But asecondmeasureof successis theextent
to which thosewho remainout of work have,nevertheless,beenmoved ‘closer’ to work,
as measuredby their work motivation, self-esteem,job searcheffectiveness,labour a
marketflexibility and soon. This is whathasbeentermed ‘distancetravelled’ towards
work by the unemployed. The quantitativesurveyof individuals participatingin the
programmeis the only componentof the evaluationwhich can map ‘distancetravelled’
and the role played by the programme. It can do so by comparing rnchviduals’ U
employabilityat the first and secondsurveyinterviewsusing identical measuresat both
pointsin time. With these‘change’ variablesasthedependentvariables,analyseswill
thenestablishwhetherelementsin theprogrammehavecontributedto that changeand,if
so,how

I
No attempthasbeenmadeat this stageto devisea definitive measureof employability.
This would bepremature.Instead,a rangeofjob searchandattitudinaldatais presented I
which bearson participants’employability It is reasonableto assumefrom previous
evaluationresearchthat thesemeasureswill predictmovementinto work, but it will only
be apparentwhetherand,if so,how, theydo sooncethesecondwave dataareavailable.

Analysesin this chapterexcludeprogrammeleaverswho were in paidwork by the time U
of interview, since their employabihty is self-evident, and leavers who were
economicallymaclive at the time of the survey interview.4 It focuseson thosestill
participatingin New Deal, and leaverswho wereeitherunemployedor on a government
programme.

U
At present,only thefirst wavedataarc available5,so it is riot possibleto link elementsof
programmeparticipationwith changesin employability. The purposeof this chapteris U

~ft is thepurposeofthemacro-evaluationto establishif any suchimprovementis at theexpenseofothers
m the labour marketand,if so, whattheoverall net impactof NDYP hasbeen U

Thecharacteristicsof thoseleavingtheprogrammefor different labourmarketdestinationsarcdiscussed
in ChapterSix. Thoseclassifyingthemselvesaseconomicallyinactivemay havethe furthestdistanceto
travel,and includegroupssuchasthoseon themarginsof work who areof particularpolicy interest
Analysisof movementsin andout of economicinactivity will form partof the wave two analysis.
Movementsfrom inactivity to activity would clearlyrepresenta gain inemployability
~Analysisof thesecondwavedatawill beginin Summer2000,with findingsavailablein Autumn 2000
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I simply to introducethemeasureswhich go to makeup employabilityandconsiderwhich

• participantsseemto havethefurthestdistanceto travel to get into jobs, andwho is most
‘employable’9 Thechapterbeginswith an accountofjob searchactivity, including job

• searchintensity This is followed by a sectionon mcbviduals’perceptionsof theirability
to find jobs and becomegoodemployees The third sectioncoverswork commitment

• and feelingsaboutbeingout of work. Then the chapterturns to job searchflexibility,
— including wage expectations.The final section assessesthe contnbution participants
— thoughtNew Dealhadalreadymadeto aspectsoftheiremployability

U 5.1. Jobsearchactivity

U
British evaluationshave identified positive Impacts of job searchassistanceon job

I outcomes(Ausposet aL, 1999) However,it is asyet unclearhow job searchassistance
— improvesjob prospectsin Britain (White and Bryson, 1996) For example,the Restart

programmeincreasedtransition ratesto employment,but with no discernibleeffect on

I job searchpatterns(White arid Lakey,1992) Furthermore,theeffectsof somejob search
assistanceprogrammeshavebeenvariable betweensub-groupsof participants,and the

reasons for this arenot yet understood(White et a!, 1997).

I There is evidencefrom the Netherlandsthat job searchassistanceakin to that offered
underGatewaycan leadto more rapidtransitionsto employmentthan would otherwise
be thecase,via an increasedintensItyof searchby participants(Ausposet a!, 1999 67)

• Although researchin Britain suggeststhat the returns to intensifyingjob searchwere

small in theBritish labourmarketof the 1980sarid early 1990s(WhiteandBryson, 1996;
U Dawes,1993),thesestudiesdid not focusspecificallyon young people.

I This sectionpresentsthreemeasuresof job searchzntensity~whetherrespondentswere

• seekingwork at the timeof thesurveyinterview, the numberofjob searchmethodsthey

wereusing,andthenumberof applicationstheymade.

U
5 1 1: Whethercurrentlysearchingfor work

For thoseout of work, somedegreeof job searchis necessaryif they are to enterpaid

I work — unless,that is, theyare approachedby an employer,or waiting to takeup a job.
• In fact, two-thirds (65percent)of thoseon New Deal at the time of the surveysaid they

were currentlylookingfor ajob at thetime of the surveyinterview A further29 percent
• had searchedat sometime during the previousnine months The remaining5 percent

recalledno job searchin the lastnine months The figures for the unemployedthat had
U left New Dealwereonly a little bit different, at73, 21 and 5 percentrespectively6

U
U _____________

6 In thisChapter.unemployedNew Deal Icaversincludesall who gavetheir currentmain activity as

‘unemployed,claimingunemploymentbenefits’,‘unemployed,notclaiming unemploymentbenefits’,and

I ‘on a govcrnmentlTEC/LECprogramme’ Respondentswereasked ‘Are you actively looking forajob. orfor a changeof job. at present7’ Someof thoseidentifyingtheir mainactivity as unemployment
neverthelessanswered‘no’ to the job searchquestion
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AlthoughNew Deal participantsaresubjectto requirementsto seekwork, therehasbeen
concernthatOptionsparticipationresultsin lower job searcheffort. Qualitativeresearch
suggeststhatjob searcheffort falls earlyon in Optionparticipationwhenparticipantsare
focussedon the acquisition of work experience,skills and qualifications, but that it
sometimesrises towards the endof Options placement(O’Connor et a!, 1999 35).
Table 5.1 confirms that job search effort was lower among Option participants, U
particularly thoseon the employmentand full-time educationand training Options
However,Gatewayand post-Optionadviceparticipantswere more likely to be seeking S
work thanNew Deal leaverswho wereunemployed

Table5 1 CurrentNewDeal status, byjob searchstatus

Gateway Emp Op Vol Op ETF FT ed/ir Post-Option E.x-ND,
advice unemployed

I
Currently 83 30 68 68 49 86 73
searching
In last 9 15 64 27 27 14 13 21
months
No recent2 5 5 6 37 1 5
search

Weighted base 1423 621 170 127 776 418 1107
Uriwe~gh:ed 1485 606 173 133 133 429 1070
base

Base: all still on NewDeal at interview, plus New Deal leaverswho wereunemployedor on a government
programmeat interview

Elevenpercentof unemployedNew Deal leaverswho werenot seekingwork at thetime
of the survey interview, and 7 per cent of those on the programmewho were not
searchingfor work saidthey wereeitherwaiting to start a job or waiting to hearabouta
job applicationafterinterview (Table12) Waiting for New Dealplacementswas not a
major contributor to job searchinactivity, accountingfor 12 per cent of New Deal I
participantswho werenot searching,and9 percentof thosewho hadleft the programme
andwereunemployedbutnot searching.7

U
U
I
U
I

U
7This finding points to the difficulties in categoricallydefining ca-NewDeal participantsas Icavers,since
somewereexpectingto return to the programmeshortly it is likely that in somecases,they wereofficially —
participatingin theprogramme.but becausetheywereawaitingplacement,theyviewedthemselvesas —
unemployed,but noton the programme
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U Table5 2 NewDeal status,by reasonsfor not searchingfor work

U On New Deal Ex-New Deal, unemployed
Wait,ng to

I Startajob alreadyoffered 3 8
Hearaboutan application post-interview 4 3

• Starta Ni) employerplacement 2 1
Start a ND self-employedplacement 2 4
5 Start a ND voluntary sector Option 1 1

placement
5 Starta ND ETF placement 1 0

Starta ND FT editrainingplacement 6 3
5 Noneof these 80 79

Don’t know * 2

Weightedbase 1231 293
• Un~ç~ghredbase 1294 288

Base New DeaJ participantsand unemployed New Deal leavers not seeking work at Lime of survey
5 interview

I 5.1 2: Job searchmethods

I Thenumberofjob searchmethodsusedby unemployedpeopleover afour-weekperiod

L is a common measureof job search intensity in programmeevaluations. Out of amaximumof sevenmethods,the average(mean)numberof methodsusedby New Deal
5 participantsat the time of the surveyinterviewwas 2.2. This comparedwith 2.5 among

the ex-New Deal unemployed(Table 53) Thoseon Gatewayandpost-Optionadvice
• searchedmore intensively than other programme participantsand the ex-New Deal

unemployed(Table5 4).

Table 5 3 NewDeal status,by numberof job searchmethodsusedat time of surveyinterview

I On New Deal Ex-New Deal, unemployed
— Number of searchmethods
— 0 35 27

I
i 6 6
2 12 12
3 iS 20

I 4 16 20

U 5-7 14 15
Meannumberofmethods 22 25

U
Weighted base 3542 1107

I Unwevg!ued base 3657 1070
Base all NewDeal participantsand ex-NewDeal unemployed at time of survey interview

U The mix ofjob searchmethodsusedby respondentsrevealspatternsof job search. It isstriking that the rank order of job search methods used is sirmiar regardlessof

• respondents’currentNew Deal status(Table 5 5) Looking in papersand magazines
always rankedfirst and contactingthe Jobcentresecond,exceptin thecaseof thoseon

U
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post—Option advicewherecontactingthe Jobcentrewas the most usedmethod. Using U
friendsand relatives,shopwindows,andemployercontactsusuallyranked3, 4, or 5, and
pnvateagenciesalwayscame last. This rankingappliedacrossdifferentdelivery types.

Table5 4 Meannumberof job searchmethods usedat timeofsurveyinterview,by NewDeal status
I

Meannumberof methods Weightedbase

Gateway 2 9 1423 U
Employment Option 0 9 621
Voluntary sectorOption 2 1 170 1
ETF 22 127
Fufl-time educationandtraining 1 4 776 U
Post-Option advice 3 1 418
Ex—NewDeal unemployed 25 _1 107
Baseall NewDeal participantsandex-NewDeal unemployedat timeof surveyinterview

ITable5.5 New Dealstatus,by typeofjob searchmethodsused

U
Gateway E.’np Option Vol Option ETF P7’ eduir Post— Ex-ND

Option Opuon unerap 5
Advice

% % U
Papers 73 26 63 59 42 72 65
Jobcentre 67 18 49 45 29 73 51
orESoffice
Fnendsetc 56 17 33 41 23 60 50

Contacted 38 10 22 33 17 4.0 31
cmploycrs
direct
Shops or 36 10 35 25 17 37 32
noticeboard
S
Jobagency iS 3 8 15 9 20 18
Other 3 2 * 5 3 4 2
None 18 70 33 33 51 14 27 1
Weighted 1423 621 170 127 776 418 1107 U
base
Unweighted 1485 606 173 133 825 429 1070 U
base
Baseall New Deal participantsandex-NewDeal unemployedat timeof surveyinterview U

U
I
U
U
U

U
U
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U Table5 6 Meannumberof job searchmethodsused

• -~-~~:.:_

• _

U Ethnicity
White 2 2 3873

• Black Caribbean 23 1B3
Black African 2 4 81

I ~1ackOther 2 7 53
Indian 2 4 79

• Pakistani 2 2 207
Bangladeshi 2 6 55

U ~eiuf - ~

‘U Loneparent - 13 75

Not loneparent 2 3 4574

U
in

U Qualifications
None 22 1211

U ~ Level 1-2 2.2 2628NVQLcve1 3 24 337
— NVQLeve14-5 24 174
— Other qualifications 2 1 229
• till

U
Drugor alcoholproblems 1 9 138

No drugor alcohol roblerns 2i 4511

•
U Benefit stopped/reducedsinceND entry 2 6 971

No benefitsto /reduction 2 1 3678
U

Job before New Deal 24 3176
• Nojob beforeNew Deal 2 0 1473

I II- -

5 Numberof socialdisadvantages
0 24 902

• 1 22 1739
2 2.2 1307‘5 3 22 585

4 17 73

I -

I
U . -

U Base all NewDeal participantsand cx-Ncw Dealunemployedat timeof surveyinterview

I

I 113

U



U

I
ChapterFive U

Table 5.6 showsthemeannumberofjob searchmethodsusedin thefour weekperiodup
to thesurveyinterview by arangeof individual charactenstics.

• Therearesomeindicationsthat searchintensitywas higheramongthosewho might
be ableto commandhigherwages(thosewith previouswork experienceand higher
qualifications),but thedifferenceswerenot large8

• The number of searchmethodsusedfell with multiple disadvantage,but not all
disadvantageswere associatedwith the useof fewersearchmei:hods. Lone parents
andthosewith drugor alcoholproblemsusedthe lowestnumberofsearchmethods. a

• Therewas no evidenceof lower job searchmethod usageamongthe longer-term
unemployedrespondents. U

• Thosewho hadexperiencedbenefitstoppagesor reductionssinceentenn~New Deal
wereusing moresearchmethodsthanthosewithout benefitstopsor reductions U

5.1.3 Numberofjob applications 1

Thethird measureof job searchintensity is thenumberof job applicationsrespondents
madein thefour weeksbeforethe surveymterviewfHalf (49percent)of thoseon New I
Deal at the surveyinterview hadmadeno job applicationsin the previousfour weeks,a
quarter(25 percent)hadmadebetweenoneandfour, andthe remaining25 percenthad I
made five or more The ex-New Deal unemployedwere a little more likely to have
appliedfor jobs, the figures being41, 30 and 29 per centrespectively. Again, search
effort variedby New Deal status:thoseon the Gatewayand post-Option advicewere U
more likely to havemadejob applicationsthanothers(Table5 7) Onceagain,therewas
an associationbetweenOption participationand lower searchactivity. Those on post- I
Option advicewerethemostactivejob applicants

Tablc 5 7 Numberofjob applicationsin four weeksbeforesurveyinterview

Gateway Emp Op Vol Op ETF FT ed’~ram Post-Op Er-ND

advice unemp
% %

o 31 80 48 47 67 29 41
1-4 33 10 32 25 18 36 30
5+ 36 10 20 27 15 35 29

Weighted 1423 621 170 127 776 418 1107 U
base
Unwred base 1485 606 173 133 825 429 1070 1

Base all New Deal participants and ex-New Deal unemployed at time of survey interview

U
U

~Previousresearchshowsthatjob searchintensity increaseswith the expectedfinancialreturnsto working I
(Whiteetal. i994).
~The question statedthatapplications included ‘filling in application forms,telephoning,writing or visiting
a potentialemployer’
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U Table 5 8 Percentageof New Deal participantsand ex-New Deal unemployedmakingjob apphcauorisin
thefour weeksbeforesurveyinterview

• Ethnicity
White 52 3873

• BlackCaribbean 58 183
Black African 61 81

• BlackOther 61 53
Indian 65 79

• Pa)ustam 52 207
Bangladeshi _______ 73 55

• ___________

1 Loneparent 39 75
Not loneparent 53 4574

U ___

I ~ 48 1211
• NVQ Levcl 1-2 53 2628

— I NVQ Level4-5 65 174
— Otherqualificanons 55 229

Drug or alcohol problems 41 138
I No drugor alcoholproblems 53 4511

U ~ _

Benefit stopped/reducedsinceND enu~y 62 971
• No benefitstop/reduction 51 3678

U ____

Job before NewDeal 56 3176
• No oh beforeNewDeal 47 1473

- 0 ______________

• ______ 9
--

Numberof socialdisadvantages:
0 59 902

U 1 55 1739
2 50 1307

U 3 50 5854 41 73

• __ _______ ____

I __ _ _ _

• __ __ _

U Base-all New Dealparticipantsandex-New Deal unemployed at time of surveyinterview

U
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Table 5 8 shows the percentageof respondentsmaking one or morejob applicatrnnsin
thefour weeksbeforethesurveyinterview.

U
• Many of thosegroupswith low job searchintensity on the searchmethodsindicator

also hadlow searchintensity accordingto the applicationsmeasure.Theseincluded U
thosewith children,literacyornumeracyproblems,drugor alcoholproblems,no job
pnorto New Deal,work-limiting long-termillness,women,whites andloneparents.

• The relationshipbetweenhigherqualificationsandhighersearchintensity, although U
detectablewith the searchmethodsmeasure,was moreapparentwhen using thejob
applicationmeasure U

• Similarly, the relationshipbetweenmultiple disadvantageand low searchintensity,
detectablewith the searchmethodsmeasure,wasmore apparentwhenusingthejob
applicationmeasure.

• As well asusing moresearchmethods,thosewho hadexperiencedbenefitstoppages
or reductionssinceenteringNew Deal weremakingmorejob applicationsthan those U
without benefitstopsorreductions

• Thejob applicationmeasureof searchintensity indicateslower searcheffort among I
thosewith qualifying unemploymentspellsof threeyearsor mare,althoughtherewas
no evidenceof a reductionin thenumberof searchmethodsused.Thesefindingsare
reminiscentof White et al’s (1994 173-176) finding that someof the long-term
unemployedoften ‘go throughthe motions...but (their] activities tend to fall shortof
producingjob applications’ (White et al., 1994’ 173). Alternatively, they may have U
high job expectationswhich meansthey rarely encountervacanciesthey wish to
apply for

5.2. Jobsearchefficacy

U
The questionnairecontains a batch of attitudinal statementsrelating to individuals’
perceptionsof theirownability to searchfor jobs,theirfeelingsaboutbeingunemployed, U
and their perceptionsaboutthe qualitiesthey had to offer employers Responseswere
coded along a six-point scale identifying how strongly each respondentagreedor
disagreedwith fourteenstatements~ Thesequestionsare replicatedin the wave two
questionnaire,permittinganalysesof attitudinal changebetweenthe sixth and fifteenth
month after New Deal entry. Analysts of participants’ changingorientation towards U
work and their own ability to obtain it will be fundamentalto understanding‘distance
travelled’ towards employability This section and the following section describe U
orientationsto job searchandwork motivationrespectivelyusing thewaveoneattitudinal a
data.

U
U

_______ U
ID Thefrequencydistributionsfor thesestatementsaregiven in theappendixof tables Responsesranged

from ‘strongly agree’to ‘strongly disagree’,with thesixth codebeing ‘no opinion’

U
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1
• A single index representing‘job search efficacy scale’ emerged from analysesof

responsesto the fourteenattitudinal statements.~ The scalecomprisesresponsesto the
U following five statements:

- I know thebestway(s)to applyfor thekind of work I want
- I know how to write a goodapplicationletter

• - I do well atjob interviewswhenI get them
- I havelots of expenencerelevantto work

• - I havemanywork relatedstills thatwould makemeagoodemployee.

U How strongly respondentsagreedwith thesestatementsestablishesthe degreeto which
U they felt capableof finding a job themselvesand performingwell in a job. Figure 5 1

plots thejob searchefficacyscoresof thoseon theprogrammeat the time of the survey
• interview (the broken line) and the e,-New Deal unemployed Respondentswere

clusteredtowardsthe positive end of the scale,with thoseon the programmescoring
I morepositively thantheex-NewDeal unemployed.

U
Figure 5 1 Job search efficacy

1 ‘2 —

U ‘0 ‘I’: :
Stausat ,nterv,ew

I.,U 2 On ND

— 0 .-“~ E4.MC,.ur~’1P— -aoo -‘20 40 40 120 2.CO

porn - CO .~ 160

Ca,~i u~ by WEIGIff

1 Thosewith low job searchefficacy tendedto makefewerjob applicationsand usefewer

U searchmethods,althoughthere was no differencein the searchintensity of thosewithmedium and high search efficacy (Table 5.9) 12 However, this relationshipdid not

always hold in particular,despitesearchingmore intensively,thoseon Gatewaywere
more likely to score‘low’ on thejob searchefficacymeasurethan thoseon Options (30

• percentand 23 percentrespectively).’3 Searchefficacy was highestamongthosewith

U ~ Itemsfor the scalewereselectedusingfactor analysis Principalcomponentsanalysisinitially identified
. ii asthesinglefactor with an Eigenvalueof above2 It accountedfor 25 percentof the vanance in the

scores(or thefourteenstatements TheCronbachalphafor theselecteditems is 0 77 Thescalepresented

I runsfrom —2. low job searchefficacy,to +2,high job searchefficacy The scalewas constructedby takingthemeanof the five attitudesreferredto in thetext Thescalewasthencentredaroundzeroand multiplied
— by—i
• 12 Scoresof —2 0 to 0 3 denotelow job searchefficacy,scoresbetween0 4 and 1 2 denote mediumjob

searchefficacy, andscoresbetween1 3 and 2 0 denotehighjob searchefficacy
~~Thecorrespondingfigures for thoseon post-Option adviceand the ex-NewDeal unemployedwere26
and 35 pcrcentrespectively
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U
the lowestsearchIntensity,namelyemploymentOption participants:18 percentscored
‘low’ on thesearchefficacymeasure.14

.

Table 5 9 Associationbetweenjob searchefficacy and job search intensity among New Deal participants 1
andex-NewDeal unemployed

Low search efficacy Medium search efficacy fl~ghsearch efficacy
%

Number of job applications in —
Iast4weeks
0 56 44 43
1-4 26 27 25 U
5+ 18 29 31

Mean number of search 2 0 2 4 2 4
methodsusedinlast4weeks I
Weightedbase 1319 1954 1375 I
Unweighredbase 1412 1998 1317
Base.alt NewDeal participantsandex-NewDeal unemployedat time of surveyinterview U

It is likely that thosewith low job searchefficacy will be amongthose with the furthest I
distanceto travel to obtain employment. Table 5 10 identifieswho had low job search
efficacy. U

UI

. The following charactensticswereassociatedwith low searchefficacyand low job
searchintensityscores,no or low quahficaiions,literacy or numeracyproblems,drug I
or alcohol problems,work-limiting long-term health problems,no job before New
Deal entry, lone parenthood. Being a woman and having children were also I
associatedwith low searchefficacy andlow searchintensity

• Jobsearchintensity was lower amongthosewith multiple socialdisadvantages,but
the link betweenmultiple disadvantageand low search efficacy was even more

marked.
• Long-termunemploymentwas linked to lowerjob searchintensity,but only for those I

who had been unemployedfor three years or more before entering New Deal.
However, the link betweenlong-term unemploymentand low job searchefficacy
becameapparentearlierin participants’unemploymentspells. Thosewith qualifying I

spells of 18 monthsor more had lowerjob searchefficacy than those with shorter
unemploymentspells.

• Somegroupshad low job searchefficacy, even though they did not have low job
searchintenstty. Theseincluded:youngerparticipants,BlackAfricans, singlepeople, U
ex-offenders,andthosewith job searchproblemsin the lastyear. U

• Job searchefficacy was marginally lower among those who had been subject to
benefit penaltiessince entenngNew Deal, although they searchedmore intensively
thanthosewho hadnot hadbenefitstopsorreductions.

U
___________ U’
~‘ The correspondingfigures for other Options participants were voluntary sectorOption 27 percent.ETF

29 percentandfull-time educationand trainingOption25 per cent

U
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I Table 5 10 Percentageof NewDeal participantsandex-NewDeal unemployedwith low searchefficacy

I ____ _____ _____

Age
18-20years 32 2027

I 21-22years 27 1279
23+years 24 1337

U
•
U I

I Ba~ag~j
Children 29 432

U Noctuldren 25 4217-‘ fi.ne.

U Marned/livingasmamed 23 608
Single.divorcedor se arated 29 4041

U

U
U .~

Reading.writingor numeracyproblemssinceage16 49 1110
U No problems 22 3539

•
Ex-offerider 37 424

— Not ex’~ffender 28 4225
— Isto -

U Jobsearchproblemsin lastyear 31 3264
No obsearch robiems 23 1385

• - ‘C -

a Work-liming tong-termhealthproblem 34 538healthproblem,not work limiting 30 259
No ion -termhealth roblem 27 3852

I
U
I Lengthofqualifying spell of unemployment<6months 24 1209

6-Il months 24 1i66
I 12—I7inonchs 24 473

18—23 months 29 252
U 24-35months 37 249

3ómonths+ 37 317
U Base all NewDeal participantsandcx-NewDeal unemployedat time of survey interview

U
U
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53’ Non-financialworkcommurnent
- U

Somearguethat ‘employmentcommitmentis likely to be oneof the major factorsthat
determinelong-termemployability’ (Galheet at., 1994 j79)15 The authorsarguethat
this is becausepeopleinterestedin work for work’s sake,ratherthan for the pecuniary S
rewardsit offers,aremore likely to makesatisfactoryemployeesfor employers. They
mayalsobe more willing to put in work effort beyondwhat is formally required. Using U
the standardmeasureof non-financialemploymentcommitmentcontainedin the NI)YP
survey~,earliersurveyshave founda higherproportion of the unemployedwould wish
to continuework evenif therewere no financial necessitythan is the casefor peoplein
work (Gallie eza], 1994 179)

U
Strong employmentcommitmentwas associatedwith higher searchintensity among
those participating on New Deal at the tune of the survey and the ex-New Deal I
unemployed,but the associationswere not especiallystrong Fifty-six percentof those
who strongly agreedthat they would still want to work even if they could live
comfortablywithout the incomehadappliedfor jobsin thefourweeksbeforethe survey
interview,comparedto 51 percentof thosewho stronglydisagreedEighteenpercentof
thosestrongly agreeinghadusedfive or moresearchmethodsin that period,comparedto 5
ntne per cent of those strongly disagreetng. Employment commitment was also
associatedwith job searchefficacy:39 percentof thosewho stronglyagreedtheywould U
still work had high job searchefficacy, comparedwith 27 per centof thosestrongly
disagreeing.

Non-financial employmentcommitmentwasstrongestamongNew Deal participantson
post-Optionadvice,46 per centof whom strongly agreedthat they would still want to
work even if they had enough money to live comfortably. There were no great
differencesin employmentcommitmentbetweenthoseon Gateway,Optionsor the ex- I
New Dealunemployed,wherethefigures were36, 39 and38 percentrespectively.Table

5 11 identifiesthosemoststronglycommittedto employmentfor non-financialreasons

U
• Women have higher employment commitment than men. Earlier studies have

identified increasingemploymentcommitmentamongwomen sincethe early 1980s U
(Gatheet al.. 1998. 189) such that, by the early 1990s, there was no significant

differencein thecommitmentof menandwomen(Gailie et al, 1994: 182)

I
15 The impact of employmentcommitmenton job acqwsrnon is, however,lessclear Evidence from the

1980ssuggeststhat employmentcommitmenthadno significant effect on job acquisitionamong
unemployedmen andwomen,with theexceptionofunemployedclaimantswho werenot seekingwork
(Gallie and Vogler, 1994) More recentevaluationTesearchidentifieda significantnegativeassociation
betweenjob acqwsitionandemployment commitmentamongsamplesof Work Tnals.JobclubandJIG
participantsand matchedcomparisongroups(Whiteci aL, 1997). However,this associationin cross-
sectionaldatais consistentwith higherwork commitmentamongtheunemployed,discussedbelow
t6Respondentswereaskedhow stronglythey agreedor disagreedwith the statement. ‘Even if 1 had enough
moneyto hvecomfortablyfor therestof my life, I wouldsuit wantto work’ This statementisidentical to
theoneused in earlierstudiessuch asthe Social Changeand Economic Life Initiative (GaIlie and Vogler,
1994)andEmployment in Bntain (Gallie ci aL, 1998)

I
I -,4’%
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U
• Table 5 II Percentageof New Deal participantsawl ex-NewDeal unemployedstrongly agreeingwith the

statement ‘Even if I haveenoughmoneyto Live comfortably for the restof my life, I would still want to
• work’

U
U 0Age

18-20years 37 2027
U 2i-22years 37 1279

23+ years 42 1337
U
I B

I

Children 41 432

• No children 38 4217
I Mamed/livuigasmarried 43 608

Sin It. divorcedor ed 38 4041

U
U
U

Reading.wnting or nuineracyproblemssinceage16 45 1110
• No roblems 36 3539

Ei-offender 35 424
Not tx-offender 39 4225

I Job searchproblemsin lastyear 38 3264

No ob search mblcms 38 1385

I
— Woiic-bnunglong-term healthproblem 41 538
— Long-termhealthproblem, not work limiting 37 259

No Ion -termhealth roblem 38 3852

U
I

Lcngthof qualifying spellof unemployment
U <6momhs 39 1209

6-11 months 35 1166

I 12-. 17 months 40 473
18—23 months 42 252

— 24-35months 39 249
— 36months+ 35 317

Base all NewDealparticipantsandex-NewDealunemployedattime of surveyinterview

U
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Employmentcommitmentincreasedwith age, a finding consistentwith the small
amountof researchon employmentcommitmentamongyoung unemployedpeople I
(Jackson, 1994 112-117; Galhe et a!., 1994. 181) Initially this occurs in the
transition to adulthood,whereuponyoung people acquire an adult economicand
social identity. At that point, paid work offers the prospectof independentliving. S
This is followed by movementinto parenthoodwhensupportingdependentchildren
acts as a fillip to independent income generation. However, employment U
commitmentfalls after age25 (Gaflie et a!., 1998: 192-195). Thetablesuggeststhat
employmentcommitmentwas a little higher amongthose with children (with the
exceptionof loneparents),andamongthosewith partners

• Employmentcommitment was lower amongthe white majonty than amongnon-
whiteethnic minorities(36percentagainst49 percent)

• Employment commitment was higher among those with higher qualifications, a
finding consistentwith previousresearch(Gaiheet al., 1998: 194) 1

• Therewas no simple associationbetweenmeasuresof social and labour market U
disadvantageand levels of employmentcommitment. For example,there were no
associationsbetweenhigh commitmentand healthproblemsor poor work histones.
andemploymentcommitmentdid not declinemarkedlywith longerqualifying spells
of unemploymentor multiple social disadvantage.However,thosewith literacy or U
numeracyproblemshad high employmentcommitment,while those with drug or
alcoholproblemshadparticularlylow employmentcommitment U

54 Feelingsaboutbeingour ofwork I

Themirror imageof employmentcommitmentis the feeling the unemployedhaveabout
being out of work All respondentswereasked ‘Some peopledo not really mind being U
out of work Others feel it is Just aboutthe worst thing that everhappenedto them
Would you look at this cardarid tell me which numbershowsyourown feelingsabout I
beingout of work9’ Answerswerescoredon a ninepoint scalerunning from ‘I do not
really mind beingout of work’ to ‘Being out of work is just about the worst thing that
everhappenedto me’

This ‘anti-unemployment’ measure was associated with the other componentsof I
employability referredto above. Respondentslending to the view that unemployment

was the worstthing thathadhappenedto themsearchedmore intensively,hadhigherjob
searchefficacy, andexhibitedstrongeremploymentcommitment However,the measure
is worthyof considerationin its own nght simply becauseit is a directmeasureof how
respondentswere feeling abouttheir unemploymentat the time of thesurvey interview U
The presumption is that those leastcomfortablewith their unemploymentwere most
likely to do whatevertheycouldto get a job Overaquarter(27percent)of thosewho, 1
at the time of the surveyinterview, wereeitheron New Deal or unemployedhavingleft
New Deal, said it was the worst thing that had happenedto them. This figure was
identical for thoseon Gateway,Options andpost-Optionadvice. However,therewere
big differencesacrossOption participants.Thoseon ETF and thevoluntarysectorOption
were less likely than thoseon the employment arid full-time educationand training U
Options to saythat beingout of work was the worse thing that had ever happenedto

I
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$ them. The figures were 18, 17, 33 and 26 per cent respectively.The percentageof

respondentssayingbeingoutof work was thewirst thing that had happenedto themfell
• with longerqualifying spellsof unemployment(29per centamongthosewith spellsof
• under12 months,falling to 22 percentamongthosewith spellsof threeyearsor more)

This is consistentwith researchby psychologistswhohavepointedto resignedadaptation

a to prolongedunemployment(Jackson,1994: 113)

1 55 Jobsearchflexibility

U If theunemployedare flexible aboutthe vacanciesthey will consider,theymayincrease

a their chancesof employmentby increasingthe pooi of vacanciesthey are preparedto
apply for and by increasingthe likelihood of acceptingjob offers This flexibility may

I relate to pay, or non-pay featuresof a job suchashours, occupation,contractduration,
andlocation

I
U

The natureof jobs available to the unemployedchangedmarkedly in the 1990g. with
pan-time,self-employedandtemporaryworkopportunitiesreplacingfull-time job offers,

• trendswhich havecontributedto declining real wagesin jobs first enteredon leaving
unemployment(Greggand Wadsworth,1997) Recentevaluationresearchindicatesthat

5 theseshiftsin labourdemandmayhaveplacedapremiumon job searchflexibility. In the
rnid-1990s, high wageexpectationsdid not adverselyaffect claimants’job prospects

U Whatdid matterwere the hours unemployedclaimantsexpectedto work Jobchances
fell with iricrea.sedhoursexpectations(White et al, 1997: 72ff) This finding held for
maleentryto full-time andpart-timejobs,andfemaLeentryto part-timejobs.

U
The following sectionsconsiderthe wageand non-wagejob searchflexibility of NDYP

U participantsin the periodthroughto thefirst surveyinterview Thesecondwave datawill

U
permit analysesof changesin searchflexibility overtame,andan assessmentof the value
of search flexibility at wave one in entering jobs and remaining in empLoyment

subsequently.’1

• 5.5 1: Wageexpectations

• Thosewho had soughtwork in the ninemonthsbefore the surveyinterview were asked

I what wagetheysought— referred to hereastheir ‘target’ wage— andtheminimum wagethey would accept.~If job seekersmaintaintargetand minimum acceptablewagesthat

• areaboveentrywages— thewagesofferedin jobswhich seekerstend to enteron leaving

U ~ Claimants’ability to hold ontojobs in the longer-term dependson effectinga goodjob match Failureto

U do somay mcreasethe likelihoodof voluntaryqwtsthroughemployeejob dissatisfactionor involuntaryquitsthroughemployerdissatisfactionwith performance Sotheremay bea tradeoff betweenjob search

U flexibility which leadstoearlyjob entry,andlonger-termjob prospects
‘~Respondentswereaskedto namewagesnetof tax and otherdeductions,andsayhow many hoursper

S weektheyexpectedto work for the wage Analysespresentedin this sectionareconfined to thosestill onthe programmeand theex-NewDeal unemployed who providedvalid netwageandhours t~garesCases

U areexcludedwhcrc the net hourly rateexceedsa valuefive standarddevLatlonsfrom the mean,namely£13 42 in the caseofthetargetwageand £10.57 in the caseof theminimumacceptablewage Resultsarc
presentedin termsof nethourly rates
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U
unemployment— then theymayimpair theirjob prospects.Ontheotherhand,job search
theorysuggeststhat searcheffort is higherwherethe rewardsfrom working aregreater, U
in which case there should be an associationbetweenjob search intensity and target
wages In fact, those making no applications in the four weeks before the survey
interview and thosemaking 5 or moreapplications(table 5.12)held the highesttarget
and minimum wages. This suggeststwo groups of job seekers.those with high
expectationswhocouldnot find vacanciesworth applyrngfor, andthosewho werehighly S
dnven, who wanteda good wageand were making everyeffort to get it Target and
minimumacceptablewagesalsorosewith job searchefficacy,so that thosewho felt best
ableto get ajob wereconfidentenoughto commandhigherwages

Table5 12 Associationsbetweenjob searchmeasuresand wageexpectations S

Mean target Weighied base Mean minimum Weighted base 5
wage wagç
£r per hour £s per hour I

Numberof job applicationsin 4
weeksbeforeinterview
0 435 1646 347 1596
1-4 4 19 10~1 3.39 1061
5÷ 437 1102 348 1085

Jobsearchefficacy
Low 418 1013 333 964
Medium 428 1653 344 1625
High 447 1165 337 1157

Base New Deal participantsand ex-New Deal unemployedat time of survey interview with valid wage
andhoursdata. Excludescaseswith meanwagesover 5 standarddeviationsfrom themean

Thoseon New Dealat thetime of the surveyinterview hadslightly higheraveragehourly U
targetwagesthantheunemployedwho hadleft New Deal(f4.34against£4 22),but their U
minimum hourly acceptablerateswerevirtually identical (E3.45 and £3.47respectively)
However, there was considerablevariation in the target wages among New Deal U
participants(Table 5.13). Averagetarget wageswere highest amongparticipantson
Options,and lowest amongthoseon post-Optionadvice(f4 46 and£4 15 respectively).
Participantson the full-time educationandtrainingOption hadthe highesttargetwages,
followed by thoseon theemploymentandvoluntarysectorOptions Thoseon ETF had
targetwagesas low asGatewayparticipants’targetwages.

A different story emergesfrom analysisof minimum acceptablewages. Options I
participants,with the exceptionof thoseon the full-lime educationand tramingOption,
who had the highest minimum acceptablewagesof all, held the lowest minimum
acceptablewages Participantson theemploymentandvoluntarysectorOptionsshowed U
thegreatestwageflexibility in termsof theamounttheywerepreparedto dropfrom their
target wages. Both groupsset their minimum acceptablewagesover £1 below their
targetwages.

I
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U Table5 13 Meantarget and minimum acceptablenethourly ratesamongNew Deal participantsand cx-
NewDeal unemployed,by currentNewDeal status

Mean target wage Weighted base Mean minimum ~ Weighted base
• per hour £s per hour

Gateway 4 28 1227 3 44 1204

• EmploymentOption 442 515 3 35 504
Voluntary sector 438 132 336 131

• Option
ETF 427 110 334 108

• FT education and 4 54 547 3 62 535
trainingOption

5 Post-Optionadvice 4 iS 377 3 43 370
Ex-New Deal 422 916 3 47 888

5 unemployed
Base New Deal participantsand ex-NewDeal unemployedat time of survey interview with valid wage

5 and hoursdata Excludescaseswith meanwagesover5 standarddeviationsfrom themcan

U Caution should be exereisedin drawing inferencesfrom this cross-sectionaldescriptive
analysis. As shownbelow, wageexpectationsare an indicatorof humancapital,which

U itself mayinfluencecurrentNewDeal status.However,currentstatusmayalsoinfluence

• wageexpectations

• Table 5 14 shows variations in average target and minimum acceptablewages by
individual characteristics

U
I s Hourly target and minimum acceptable wages varied with demographiccharacteristicsarid householdcircumstances Wageexpectationswere higheramong
I men,older people,and non-whites (with the exceptionof Pakistanis) Target and

minimumacceptablewageswere higherwhere respondentshadsomeresponsibility

• for Iheir housingcostsarid dependentchildren
• Targetand minimum wageswere higheramongthosewith higherearningpotential

S Those with qualificationsat NVQ Level 3 or abovehad higherwage expectations
than thosewith lower or no qualifications Dnving licenceholders sought higher
wagesthan thosewithout licences However,althoughthose with work experience

• can usually be expectedto commandhigherwagesthan those with no pnor work
expenence,those with jobs beforeenteringNew Deal had similar target wagesto

I thosewith no prior work expenence Their minimum acceptablewageswere only

S marginallyhigher• Targetwagesfell amongthosewab longerqualifying spellsof unemployment The
• relatively low target wagesamong those with qualifying unemploymentspells of

under six monthsmay be due to the fact that this group includes voluntary early
U entrantsto the programme,manyof whom had special needs. However,minimum

acceptablewagesdid not fall with the length of the qualifying unemploymentspell,
• althoughthey did dip amongthosewith unemploymentspells of 2-3 years. These
• findings suggest that young unemployed claimants adjust their target wages

U
U
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downwardswith 1engthenm~unemployment,but are less inclined to lower their
rnrnimumacceptablewages.’~

• Minimum acceptablewagesfell with multiple social disadvantage,but therewasno
simple relationshipbetweensocialdisadvantageand wageexpectations.Thosewith
basicskill problemshadhighertargetwagesthan thosewith no basicskill problems,
althoughtherewasnodifferencein the nunirnumacceptablewagestheysought. Ex-
offendershadhighertargetandminimumwagesthanotherrespondents.On theother I
hand,thosewith drugor alcoholproblemshadlower targetandminimumwagesthan
thosewithoutsuchproblems

• Target wageswere lowest in Walesand the South West of England,andhighest in
London and the South East. Along with the North Eastof England,Walesandthe
SouthWestalsohadthelowestminimumacceptablewages. U

• Therewere sizeabledifferencesin targetand minimum wagesacrossdifferentNew
Dealdelivery types. 1

Table5 14 Targetand minimumacceptablenet hourly wagesamongparticipantsand ex-ND unemployed

Men 437 2845 350 2798

414 986 332

White 420 3192 337 3121
Black Canbbean 520 150 393 147 5
BlackAfrican 554 66 435 67
BlackOther 490 43 400 43
indian 466 66 371 66
Pakistani 418 175 345 169

None 4 24 979 3 39 952
NVQLeveI 1-2 423 2171 340 2126
NVQLeveI3 463 2’78 372 277
NVQI..tvel4-5 479 147 381 144

~

Drugor alcohol problems 4 13 113 3 38 113
No drug oralcohol problems 432 3718 345 3632 U

19 However,wnhoui the wave two longitudinal data one can not discountthepossibility of a compositional 1
effect,wherebythe longer-termunemployedareobservedashavinglower targetwagesthanthe shorter-
termunemployedbecausethey are different sortsof people

I
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coin Target Weighted Minimum Weighted base
• ~

Job bef~eNew Deal 4 31 2705 3 47 2651
No job beforeNewDeal 430 1127 3 41 1094

U
Numberof socialdisadvantages

• 0 437 777 351 770
434 1416 34.8 1387

U 2 423 1091 341 1057
3 428 4.61 337 448
4 447 55 333 53

•
•

Uis
U
• a-

Driving iicence.accessto vehicle 455 538 3 65 527
• Driving licence,no accessto vehicle 4 59 325 3 72 307

No driving licence 424 2968 3 39 2912

• -

U -~

U -~

U
Delivery type

U ES individual contract 4 37 2648 3 47 259!
ES joint parmership 4 14 676 3 34 658
Consortium 444 194 374 187

• Pnvatescctor 413 313 337 309

U
U
U .

I. a ~.5OUth

Base New Deal participantsandex-New Deal unemployedat time of survey interview with valid wage
andhoursdata Excludescaseswith meanwagesover 5 standarddeviationsfrom themean

•
55.2: Non-wageflexthilizy

Programme evaluationshavetendedto focus on four aspectsof non-wageflexibility’
hours, contractduration, geographicallocation, and occupational. Respondentswere

U

U
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askedaboutthe first threeof theseitems, irrespectiveof whetherthey had looked for a
job recently20 Themeasuresare based on the foflowing questions:

(a) Hoursflexibility ‘Are you preparedto acceptonly full-time work, or only part-time U
work, or areyou preparedto workeitherfull-time orpart-time?’

(b) Contractflexibility’ ‘Would you accepta short-termortemporaryjob?’
(c) Geographicalflexibility’ ‘Would you be preparedto move to adifferent areafor the U

sakeof ajob7’

Table 5 15 showsthe percentageof respondentsshowingnon-wageflexibility by New
Dealstatusat thetimeof thesurveyInterview

U
New Dealparticipantsand theex-NewDealunemployedweremost flexible with respect
to taking a short-termor temporaryjob: 64 per centwerepreparedto do so Just over U
half (53 percent) wereflexible on hours,and a third (36 percent)were geographically
flexible Thoseon post-Optionadviceexhibitedthe greatestnon-wageflexibility, while

those on Optionsshowedtheleastnon-wageflexibility. U

Table5 15. Non-wageflexibility amongcurrentNewDealparticipantsandcx-NewDealunemployed U

Gateway Options Post-Optionadvice Er-ND unemployed
% flexible on hours 57 47 55 57
% flexible on contract 66 57 74 67 1
% geographicallyflexible 33 37 43 33

Weightedbase 1423 1701 418 1107 U
Unweightedbase 1485 1743 429 1070
Base New Deal participants and ex-NewDeal unemployedattime ofsurvey interview Note flexible on
hoursif preparedto work full-time or part-time, flexible on contract if preparedto accept a short-termor
temporaryjob, geographically flexible if preparedto moveto a different area for a job

U
Table 5 16’ Non-wageflexibility among Optionsparticipants

I
Employment Voluntary ETF FT education and training
OotI~T sectorOption _~tion

%flexiblc on hours 41 50 52 50
% flexible on contract 52 56 56 61
% geographicallyflexible 35 25 40 40

Weightedbase 621 170 127 776 U
Unweightedbase 606 173 133 825 U
EaseOptionsparticipantsat time of surveyinterview Note flexible on hours if preparedto work full-
timeor pan-time,flexible on contractif preparedto accepta short-termor temporaryjob, geographically 5
flexible if preparedto moveto adifferentarea for ajob

EmploymentOption participantswere less likely thanother Option participantsto be
flexible over hoursor contractduration (fable 5.16). Thoseon the full-time education U

~ A measureof occupationalflexibility canbeconstructedfrom thequestion ‘Can you describethe kinds 1
ofjob you would accept9’ However,this questionwasonly askedof thosewhohad searchedfor work in —
thepreviousnine months,soiris not included in this analysis —

U
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U and training Option were most likely to considershort-termor temporarycontracts,

• perhapsbecausethese would fit in with their studies. Voluntary sector Option
participantsweretheleastgeographicallymobile.

U
An index of non-wageflexibility was constructedwith respondentsscoring I for each

U item on which theywereflexible A scoreof zeromeanstheywerenot fLexibleon anyof

U thethreeitems,while a scoreof 3 meanstheywereflexible on all threeitems 21 Thenon-.wageflexibility index wasnotassociatedwith targetor minimumacceptablewage levels,

U However, therewas a positive relationship betweennon-wage flexibility and wage
flexibility, as measuredby the extent to which respondentswere preparedto dropped

• below their target wage when stating their rmnimum acceptablewage Thosescoring
zeroon the non-wageflexibility index were preparedto drop 17.6 percent,comparedto

U 19.7 percentamongthosescoring3 on the index.

Non-wageflexibility wasalsopositively associatedwith greaterjob searchintensity and
• job searchefficacy(Table5.17)

Table 5.17 Non-wageflexibility and job searchintensity andefficacy amongNew Deal participantsand
ex-NewDeal unemployedat timeof surveyinterview

U
Inde~çgfnon-wage labourmarketfle.xibility

• 0 1 - 2 3
% making 5+ job 23 25 27 35
applications in 4
weeks before
surveyinterview
% using 3÷ job 43 48 51 57

U searchmethods in
4 weeks before

surveyinterview
% with high job 25 28 30 43
searchefficacy

— Weightedbase 493 2148 1590 418
— Unweightedbase 529 2144 1638 416

Base New Deal participantsand ex-NewDealunemployedat time ofsurvey interview Note figuresare
ccii percentages,not column percentages

Table5.18 showshownon-wageflexibility variedacrossrespondents.

U
. There is evidence that some groups traded off non-wage flexibility and wage

• flexibility. For instance,men were more flexible than women on the non-wage
• flexibility index, but theirwageexpectationswere higher. Older respondentswere

more Likely to be flexible than youngerpeopleon non-wageissues,but theirwage

a ___________

~ Althoughthis index is a Convenientway to rank respondentsaccordingto their non-wageflexibility, it is

importantto bear in mind that the threeitemsmeasureverydistinctaspectsofjob searchflexibility.
Furtheranalysisnot presentedherefound that geographicalflexibility wasnotcorrelatedwith hours
flcxibility, and was only poorly correlated with contract flexibility Hours andcontractflexibility were
stronglypositively correlated
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I



I

•
.

ChapterFive

U
expectationswere higher. Similarly, althoughtheysoughthigherwages,thosewith i
higherqualificationsalsoexhibitedgreaternon-wageflexibility ~

• Thirty-eight per centof non-white ethnic minontieshad high non-wageflexibility,
comparedto 44 per centof whites But a closerlook at different non-whiteethnic
groups revealsthat Black Canbbeans,Black Africans and Indians were just as U
flexible aswhites. PakistanisandBangladestuswho hadlow non-wageflexibility.

• Non-wageflexibility waslower amongthosewith qualifying unemploymentspellsof
two yearsor more.

• Thosewith experienceof jobs before entenngNew Deal had higher non-wage
flexibility than thosewithout work experience. If non-wageflexibility is a fixed U
charactenstic,this may explain why those with higher flexibility scoreswere more
likely to havehadjobs in thepast

• The most severelydisadvantaged— thosewith all four social disadvantages— had
lower non-wageflexibility scoresthanothers,but therewasno simple relationship
betweennon-wageflexibility andmarkersof socialdisadvantage. U

• Therewere markeddifferencesin non-wageflexibility acrossregions Flexibility
washighestin Scotland.andlowestin theMidlands andEastAnglia. U

Table 5 18’ Percentageof New Deal participantsand ex-New Deal unemployed with high non-wage
flexibility

_____________ ____ U
r~c -~-~-~

18-20 years 42 2027
21-22years 42 1279
23+years 47 1337

__ - .~- - I
______ - U

_ _____ _ U
____ 1~ ___________

Cluidren 44 432
No children 43 4217

Mamedltivingasmarried 45 608
Single.divorced, or separated 43 4041

____ _____ U

__ _______________________ U
U

Reading,writing ornun~racyproblemsinceage16 38 1110
No readin , wntrn ornu~rac lenis 45 3539

____________ U
~ Earlierstudiessuggestthatoccupationalflexibility falls amongthosewith higherqualifications. U
Occupationalflexibility is notcoveredin this index

U
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• Cont % with htg4 non-wageflexibility Weightedbase
Ex-offender 41 424

U Notex-offender ____________________________ 43 4225

U Jobsearchproblemin lastyear 44 3264

Dnving licence,no accessto vehicle 43 385

U No dnvinglicence 43 3641
Lengthofqualifying spellof unemployment
<6months 45 1209

U 6-Il months 1166
i2-17 months 45 473

U 18-23months 47 252
24-35 months 38 249

U onths 37 _______ 317

U ‘ ____

Responsibilityfor housingcosts

U SeLf 49 856
Partner 52 74
Sharedwith others 44 366

Parentslrelatives 42 2250

U
Othersresponsibility 41 284
Nohousingcosts 38 692
Not living in nvateresidence 42 119

• _ __ __ _ _ _

U _ _ _ _ __

4 — .- -

I — Region
Scotland 56 560

U Northeast 45 443
North wesi 41 707

U YorkshireandUumberside 44 773
Wales 43 204

U West Midlands 34 313EastMidlatids andEastAnglia 35 499
Southwest 43 65

I Londonandsoutheast 42 1086
Base New Deal participantsand ex-NewDeal unemployedat ume of surveyinterview Note high non-

U wageflexibility isa scoreof 2 or 3 on thenon-wageflexibility index

U
U
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5.6.’ PerceivedimpactofNewDeal on improvingemployabiliry

A ngorousappraisalof New Deal’simpacton participants’employabilitymustawaitthe
secondwavedatawhich will permit analysisof changeon themeasuresdiscussedabove.
However, respondentswere askedhow helpful New Deal had beenin increasingtheir
confidence,improving skills, learningnew skills, getting work expenence,and looking
for work. Whereparticipantsviewed New Deal ashelpful in theserespects,one may
arguethatparticipationhasimprovedemployability Thesectionbeginswith perhapsthe
mostdirect measureof New Deal’s impact on employability,namelytheextentto which
respondentsthoughtit had improvedtheirchancesof getting agood job. Again, analyses
areconfinedto thoseon the programmeat the time of the survey interview and the ex-
New Dealunemployed. •
If participantsbelieve a programmehas improvedtheirchancesof getting a good job,
even if they have yet to enterwork, it is arguablethat the programmehasassistedin
improving theiremployability However,therearedifficulties in interpretingthis measure U

as an indicatorof New Deal’s success.First, without somecomparisonwith another
programme with similar aims and partIcipant profile, it is difficult to interpret
percentagesagreeingthat the programmehad improvedtheirchancesof a goodjob as
either good or bad. Secondly,differencesacrossgroups of participantsmay reflect
genuinedifferencesof opinionaboutthe impactof the programme. However,they may U
also reflect differencesin expectationsabout what constitutesa ‘good job’ and the
chancesof getting one,regardlessof thehelpofferedby theprogramme In fact, thereis
astrongnegativecorrelationbetweenindividuals’ targetwagesandwhethertheythought • I

New Deal hadimprovedtheirchancesof gettingajob 23 This suggeststhat responsesto
this questionwereinfluencedby job expectationsThirdly, althoughit seemsself-evident U
that a successfulprogrammeshould assistall participants,thoseprogrammesof most
benefit to the labourmarketasa wholearethosethat disproportionatelyassistthoseleast U
ableto geta job without assistance.24Therefore,it is importantto considerwhatsortsof
peoplethoughtNew Dealhadimprovedtheirjob prospects.

Not surpnsingly,theextentto which participantsthoughtNew Deal had improvedtheir
chancesof getting a goodjob varied a greatdeal accordingto their experienceon the U
programme Overall, sixty percentof those still on the programmeat the time of the
surveyinterview agreedthatNew Dealhadimprovedtheirchancesofgetting a goodjob, I
comparedto only a quarter (26 per cent) of those who had left the programmefor
unemployment(Table 5.19). EmploymentOption participantswere the most likely to
think that New Deal hadincreasedtheirchancesof gettinga goodjob, followed by those
on the full-time educationand training Option Gatewayparticipantswere lesspositive
about the job impact of New Deal than other participants, perhapsbecausetheir U
involvementwith theprogrammewaslessadvanced.

~ Thosewho ‘strongly agreed’thatNewDeal had improved their chancesof gettinga goodjob hadmean
hourly net targetwagesof~425. compared to £449 amongthose who ‘strongly disagreed’
24 This is becausethoseleastwell placedto competein the labourmarketare less likely to substitute for

other workers whenentering work Of course,assisting the leastwell placed alsomakesfor amore
efficient programme, by minimising ‘deadweight’, that is, resourcesgoingto thosewho were mostlikely to
havegol ajobin anycase

U
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Table 5 19 Percentage‘strongly’ or ‘slightly’ agreeingthat New Deal had improved their chancesof
U getting a goodjob amongNewDeal participantsand ex-New Deal unemployed

• Weighted base

I Gateway 52 (19) 1423EmploymentOption 73 (40) 621
VoluntarysectorOption 61 (28) 170

U ETF 62(16) 127
Full-time education and trainingOption 65 (30) 776

I Post-Optionadvice 60(25) 418
Ex-NewDeal unempl~yed 26 (9) 1107

U Base New Deal participantsarid ex-New Deal unemployedat time of surveyinterview Note figures in

parentheses arepercentagesstrongly agreeingNew Deal improved their chancesof gettinga goodjob

— Therewasa strongpositive associationbetweensatisfaction with help offeredby NDPAs
— andperceptionsthat theprogrammehadimprovedchancesof gettingagoodjob. Almost

I half (47 percent)of thosecompletelysatisfiedwith NDPA helpsuvnglyagreedthat the
programmehadimprovedtheirchancesof getting a goodjob This figure fell to 34 per

I cent among those ‘very satisfied’ with NDPA help, 11 per cent amongthose ‘fairly

U satisfied’,andunder5 percentamongtheremainder.
Theview thatNew Deal improvedchancesof gettinga goodjob wasalsoassociatedwith
the recollectionof more Intensiveassistance Thosestrongly agreeingthat New Deal

U hadimprovedtheirchancesofgettinga goodjob were morelikely to recall referralsthan
otherparticipants,andrecalledmoretopicsbeingdiscussedwith NDPAs. Almost two-

• thirds(64percent)of thosestronglyagreeingthat NewDeal hadimprovedtheirchances
ofgettinga goodjob recalledreferralsby theirN1)PA to otheragenciesor individualsfor

help, comparedto 46 percentof thosewho stronglydisagreed3~Thosestronglyagreeing

U recalleda meanof 4 9 items discussedwith the NDPAs, comparedto 3 5 amongthose
stronglydisagreeing

I
Table 5.20 showsthepercentageof participantsagreeing‘strongly’ or ‘slightly’ with the
• statement‘New Deal hasimprovedmy chancesof getting a goodjob’. Thefigures in

parenthesesarethepercentagesstrongly agreeingwith thestatement.

U • Perceptionsof New Deal’s impacton job prospectsvaried markedly acrossethnic
groups Thoseleast likely to agreethat it would benefit them were Indians,Black

U Canbbeans,and ‘Other Blacks’, respondentsclassifying themselves as Black,
excludingCanbbeansandAfricans.

U • Somedisadvantagedgroupswere leastlikely to agreethat New Deal had improved
U their chancesof getting a good job. These included those with drug or alcohol

problems,ex-offenders,loneparents,thosewith no qualifications,andthosewith all
• foursocialdisadvantagesusedto constructthemultiple disadvantagescale.

However, judging by this criterion, the programmeappearsto be reaching some
I disadvantagedgroups For instance,the perceivedjob Impact of New Deal did not

U ~ There was a positiveassociationbetweenthemeannumberofreferralsmadeandperceptionsofa

U positiveimpact of New Deal on job prospects
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differ acrossthosewith and without literacy and numeracyproblems. Those with
longerqualifying spellsof unemploymentwere more likely to agreethat New Deal
hadimprovedtheirchancesofgettingagoodjob.

• There are further indications that expenenceson the programme influenced
perceptionsof the impactof theprogrammeon job prospects Perceptionsweremore U
positive in delivery areasin which the Employment Servicewas the sole or Joint
contractor. Wherebenefitshad beenstoppedor reducedperceptionsof New Deal’s I
job impactwasmorenegative U

Table5.20 Percentageof New Deal participantsand ex-New Deal unemployedagreeingthat New Deal
hadimprovedtheir chancesof getting a goodjob

- U~

Age U
18-2Oyears 54(21) 2027
21-22years 51(22) 1279 I
23+yeatS 52(24) 1337 U

U
I. U

Children 49 (24) 432
Nochildrrn 53(22) 4217

- -

Mamcdillvmgasmamed 50 (23) 608
Sin Ic. divorced,or separated 53 (22) 4041

U
I

U
Reading writing or numeracyproblemsince age 16 52 (22) ii iO
No reading.writing or numeracy roblems 52 (22) 3539 U

Ex-offenders 41(17) 424 U
Not ex-offenders 53 (22) 4225 U

Job searchproblem in last year SI (2i) 3264 U
Nojob searchproblems 52 (25) 1385

o ~Ne

Numberof socialdisadvantages
1) 52(23) 902 U
1 51(23) 1739
2 55(22) 1307 U
3 53 (20) 585
4 40(19) 73 1

U
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U __ ________

U Work-limiting long-termhea]thproblem 49 (17) 538
Long-termhealthproblem,notwork limiting 54(24) 259

I No_long-termheaithproblem 53 (23) 3852 _____

ths~’~ ___ ___ ________

U 8-. ___ ._-_- ________ I -

I -6~ -

Delivery type

I ES individual contract 53 (22) 3216ESJoint partncrship 54 (24) 832

U Consortium 43 (21) 228PrivateseCtor 49 (iS) 373

U _ ___

U ___ _______________

‘V. ____

U _ __

U a” ___ __

U Base New Deal participants and ex-NewDeal unemployed at time of surveyinterview Note figures in
parenthesesare percentages‘strongly agreeing’that New Deal increasedtheir chancesof getting a good

U job

U ParticipantsviewedNew Dealasimprovingtheir chancesof gettinga goodjob wherethe
— programmewashelping with theirconfidence, skills improvementand acquisitIon,and
— job search.Table 5.21 showsthe link betweentheoverall perceptionthat New Deal had

U improvedjob chancesand the help theprogrammeofferedwith thesespecific ‘distancetravelled’ measures.26For eachof the five measures,the percentageciting New Deal as

U helpful rosewith the likelihood of viewingNew Dealasbeneficialin getting a goodjob.

• Table 5.22 shows that, of the five ways in which New Deal could have improved
— employability, It W~SIts effect on looking for work which was cited most frequently,
— followed by improving confidence,then improving or learrnngnew skills, and fInally
• getting work experience This rank order applied across most demographic

characteristics.27

I
I

~ Respondentswereasked ‘HasNew Deal beenhelpful to you in anyof the following ways increasing

~our confidence,improvingyour skifls, learningnew skills, getting work experience,looking for work”’
There was no associationbetweensaying ‘yes’ to the question ‘Has New Deal increasedyour

confidence”’and meanjob searchefficacyscores(those answenng‘yes’ sconng077. andthoseanswenng
‘no’ scoring0 78) This suggeststhose answering ‘yes’ tendedto have lower confidencelevels in the first
place ThosesayingNew Deal had helpedwith looking for work were searchingmore intensivelythan
other groups, with the exceptionof thosewho said New Dealhadhelpedthem with nothing

U
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Table 5 21. New Deal impact on ‘distance travelled’ by perceivedjob Impactamongthoseon NewDeal at
time of survey interview andex-NewDeal unemployed

New Deal hasimproved my chancesof getting a goodjob I
ND helpful SiTongly Slightly Netther Slightly Strongly No opinion Not
in agree agree agree nor disagree disagree applicable I

disagree

U
Increasing 74 54 31 21 8 17 1
confidence
Improving 67 49 29 17 9 20 2
skills

Learnrng 63 47 31 22 10 17 2 U
skills
Getting 49 39 21 16 9 S 2 U
work
expcnence
Looking for 80 70 51 42 21 25 3
work
None of 4 9 26 37 65 66 96 I
these

Weighted 1020 i408 712 520 761 116 III
base
Unweighted 1030 l46i 695 552 758 123 i08
base
Base New Deal participantsandex-NewDeal unemployed at time of survey interview Note- percentages U
addto more than 100 becauserespondentscould give more than one answer The not applicable’ column
relatesto those who said they had not beenon New Deal or could not recall a
Table 5 22 Ways New Deal has been helpful for those participating in New Deal at time of survey U
Interview andex-NewDeal unemployed U

Count of responses Per centof r~p~ns-esPer cent of cases
Increasingconfidence 1932 18 42 U
Improvingskills 1758 17 38
Learning new skills 1735 16 37 U
Getting work experience 1360 13 29
Looking for work 2573 24 55 U
Noneof these 1213 i2 26

U
Total 10572 100 227

Base 4,649respondenl:son NewDeal at time of survey Interview and ex-NewDeal unemployed U

Whatdiffered was the extent to which respondentsfound New Deal helpful with any of U
thesefive items Table 5.23 shows the percentageof respondentsin eachgroup who
viewedNewDealashelpfulwith at leastoneof thefive items.
• Disadvantagedgroupsincluding those with drug or alcohol problems,ex-offenders, U

loneparents,theunqualified,andthosewith all four socialdisadvantages,wereleast
likely to sayNewDealhad helpedwith anyof thefive items. I
• BlackCaribbeanswere less likely thanotherethnic groupsto saythat New Dealhad

helpedwith theseemployabilityitems
• Where participantshadexperiencedbenefitstopsor reductionsthey were less likely

to sayNew Deal hadhelpedin theseways.

U
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U
I • Participantswith children or partnerswere less likely to say they New Deal had

U
helpedimprovetheiremployability

. Consortiumdeliveryareaswerethe leastlikely to havehelpedwith employability.

U
• Table 5 23 Percentageof NewDeal participantsand ex-Ncw Deal unemployedsayingNew Deal had been

helpful in increasingconfidence, improving skills, icarning skills, getting work experienceor looking for
• work

• ~ 1 .

U ~ ~6T~
Age

• 18-20years 76 2027
21-22 years 74 1279

U 23+years 71 1337

U ~. -

I -

Il
— Children 67 432
— NochiidreTl 75 - 4217

U -

Mamedlliving asroamed 68 608

U Single divorced,or ed 75 4041

U -

1
I Reading, writingornumer~yproblemsinceage 16 16 1110

No reading,writing or numeracyproblems 73 3539

I
E,~.offenders 62 424

I Not ex-offenders 75 4225

U
Job searchproblem in lastyear 73 3264

• No job search mblems 77 1385

U Work-limiting long-tern health problem 74 538
Long-terrahealthproblem, not work limiting 79 259

U No lon -term health roblem 74 3852

• ~.-

U
U — . -~ ... ..

U
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~ ~ I
Numberof socialdisadvantages
0 72 902

73 1739
2 78 (30?
3 74 585
4 _____ 64 ________________ 73

Region
Scotland 77 560
North east 79 443 1
North west 79 707
YorkshireandHumberside 75 773 I
Wales 73 204
West Midlands 76 313
EastMidlandsandEastAnglia 71 499
Southwest 80 65
London and southeast 67 1086 U

BaseNew Dealparticipantsandex-New Deal unemployedat time of survey interview

Respondents’New Dealstatusat thetimeof thesurveyinterview wasstronglyassociated
with what they viewedashelpful in New Deal (Table 5.24) Thoseparticipatingin the

voluntary and ETF Options viewed New Deal as being most helpful in getting work U
expenence, while thoseon (he full-time educationand training Option thought it most

helpful in learningnew skills Participantson Gatewayand post-Optionadvice were U
most likely to cite looking for work as the way in which New Deal hadhelped them.
Perhapssurprisingly,this was also the casefor participantson the employmentOption, U
although work experiencewas cited secondmost frequently. Fifty-five percent of the
ex-NewDeal unemployedsaid New Deal hadnot beenhelpful to them in any of these
ways Among participants,this figure wasroughlyone-in-ten,but it roseto 27 per cent U
amongGatewayparticipants,perhapsbecausetheywere at arelatively earlystagein their
programmeparticipation. U

TabLe5 24 HelpfuLnessofNewDeal amongparticipantsat survey interview and ex-New Dealunemployed U
Gateway ~ V~Qp ETF FTed/sr

0p Post-Opadvice Er-ND u.nemp
ND helpfidin % %
Increasing 39 54 69 62 54 48 20
confidence U
improvmgskills 22 57 64 54 71 46 15
Learning new 18 58 64 6! 75 47 13 U
skills
Getting work II 66 74 69 37 40 12
experience
Looking for 64 72 56 57 47 68 36
work
Noneof these 27 8 9 9 12 12 55

Weighted base 1423 621 170 127 776 418 1107
Un-weighted 1485 606 173 133 825 429 1070
base
Base NewDeal participants andex-NewDeal unemployedat tuneof surveyinterview U

U
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6 New Deal Leavers

U

Summary -

> Forty-oneper cent of respondentshad left New Deal by the time of the survey interview,roughly six monthsafterthey beganthe programme. Theseearly Jeaversare unlikely to be

U representativeof all leaversin theircharacteristicsordestinations

I > Thirty-eight per centof leaverswere in paid work by the time of the Interview, 30 per cent
were claiming unemployment benefits, 14 per cent were unemployed but not claiming

— unemploymentbenefIts,and 8 per cent describedthemselvesas long-term sick or disabled

• Most of theremaining10 percentwerelooking afterthehomeor in educationortraining

• > Half the }eave,-s were leaversfrom Gateway,a fifth were Option leavers,and the remainder
recalled little or nothing of New Deal. Option leavers had lower employmentrates than

• Gatewayleaversand those recalling little or nothingof New Deal. By wave two, Option

U completerswill becountedamongOption leavers,and it is likely that theirpost-programmedestinations will bedifferent

U
> A relatively small minority of leavers (8 per cent) cited problems with claiming or

U dissatisfactionwith New Deal as reasonsfor stoppingNew Deal However,87 percentof this

groupwereunemployedat thetime of thesurveyinterview

U > Employmentrateswere highestamongthoseviewing New Deal as ‘very useful’, and lowestamongthoseviewing it as ‘not at all useful’ andthosewho were unsure Employmentrates

U were positively associatedwith getting alongwith NDPAs and satisfactionwith NDPA help.
Employment rateswere also high amongparticipantsviewing careersguidanceunder New

• Dealashelpful. Theywereparticularly low amongparticipantswho foundwork expenenceor

U basicskill assistancemost helpful,suggestingthat theseparticipantsdid notnecessarilyexpectthe helpto leaddirectlyto ajob

I -> Womenwere more likely thanmento haveleft New Deal early, andto haveenteredpart-time

U employment. Men were more likely than women to leave for full-time employment or

I unemployment.

U > Non-white ethnic minority participantswere more likely than whiles to haveleft New Deal,andweremorelikely to recall little or nothingof theprogramme.Differencesacrossnon-white
• minority groupswere greaterthanthedifferencebetweennon-whitesandwhites. Respondents

from the Indian sub-continentwere more likely than any othergroupto haveleft New Deal,

U while Black Canbbeansweremorelikely to be stayersthan any othergroup,including whites.
Although white leavershad higheremploymentratesthan non-whites,differencesui labour

U marketdestinationswere greateramongnon-whiteethnic minorities than they were between

the white majonty and non-whiteminorities Black Caribbeanshad the lowest employment
rateandhighestunemploymentrate.

U
U
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Summary (cont)

> Having longer unemploymentspells and no job before the programmewere associatedwith
lower chancesof leaving New Deal early and leaving for paid work. Employment rateswere
particularly high amongthosewho had beenin a full-time job beforethe unemploymentspell U
leading to NDYP eligibility However,havinga part-timejob beforeenteringunemployment
did not improve subsequentemployment prospects There was evidenceof ‘churning’ or I
‘cycling~throughunemploymentamongthoseon governmentprogrammesbeforeenteringtheir
qualifying spell of unemploymenttheir rateof claimantunemploymenton leavingNDYP was
higherthanfor anyothergroup U

> Work-limiting health problemswere associatedwith an increasedlikelihood of leaving New U
Deal, andwith leavingwith nojob to go to.

> The most highly qualified were threetimes more likely to be in paid work at the time of the
surveyinterview thanleaverswith no qualifications Given the NDYP’s objectiveof improving
employability, it is of concernthat a quarterof those leaving the programmein the first six I
monthshad left with no qualifications,andthat 80 percentof this grouphadleft without ajobto
goto U

> Having basic skill problems was associatedwith staying on the progranurne,and with lower U
employmentrateson leavingNDYP. It maybe that participantswith basicskill problemswere
perseveringwith New Deal participationin the hope that the programmewould improve their
labourmarketprospects U

> Participantswith working partnerswere more likely thanothersto leave the programme,and U
more likely to enterjobs on leaving Thosewith unemployedpartnerswereno more likely than
singlepeopleto haveleft the programme,or to haveenteredpaid work on leaving Thosewith
children weremore likely thanthosewithout to haveleft NDYP, but relatively few hadentered
jobs, perhapsraisingquestionsabout young people’sability to maintainparticipation in New
Dealwhentheyhadcareresponsibilities

> Employmentratesfell and unemploymentand inactivity ratesrosewith the numberof social U
disadvantagesleavers faced. U

U
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U Four in ten respondentshad left New Deal by the time of the survey interview. This

U chapterfocuseson this groupof participantsandtacklesthreeissues:reasonsfor leavingtheprogramme,who left, andwherethey went. It is importantto bearin mind that little
• can be learnedabouttheeffectivenessof the programmefrom a descnptiveanalysisof

leavers’destinationssix monthsinto theprogramme.This is for two reasons.
U

First, thosewho left within the first six monthshad done so relatively early in their
1 programmeparticipation. They are not representativeof all thosewho will eventually
• leavetheprogramme Becausethey area selectgroup, it is not possibleto extrapolate

from their experiencesto generaliseaboutthe likely impactof programmeparticipation
• for particIpantsin general

U Secondly,without constructinga counter-factualasto where leaversmayhavegonein the

U absenceof New Deal, we have no information with which to compare leavers’destinations. The second wave analysis dunng 2000 will constructcounterfactual

U scenariosusingmultivariate analyseswhich takeaccountof selectioninto variouspartsof
the programme. This is not possible at this stagebecausethis selection processis

U incomplete,sincemanyare still at arelativelyearlystagein theirNew Dealparticipation

U Nevertheless,thedescriptiveanalysispresentedhereis valuablein sheddinglight on who

U leavesearlyon, andwherethey go. It servesasa foundationon which to build for the

secondstageof theresearch
The first sectionof the chapteranalysesthe reasonsrespondentsgavefor leaving New

U Deal In fact,many citing reasonsfor leavingwereon NewDealat thetime of interview,
indicating that some were refemng to short interruptions to their programme

U participation,so thesedataarenot analysedin detail. The secondsectionidentifies the
— first destinationsof New Deal leaversbasedon thework history informationcollectedin

— the survey The more detailedanalysisof leaversis containedin the third and fourth

U sectionsof the chapter,which focuson thosewho hadleft theprogrammeby the time of
the surveyinterview. Thethird sectioncomparesthe charactensticsof leaversandthose

I remainingon the programme(‘stayers’)to establishwhetherthereis anythingdistinctive

U about thosewho left theprogranimneearly. Somecomparisonsaremadeaccordingto thestagetheparticipantshad reachedin theprogrammebefore leaving The fourth section
U focuseson thedestinationsof leaversandthe characteristicsof thoseleaving to different

labourmarketstates.

U
6.1 Reasonsfor leavingNewDeal

U Respondentsrecalling time in New Deal activities were asked: ‘Since the time youstartedanyof theseNew Deal activities in (a dateis then given to cuethem) haveyou
U stopped taking part in New Deal for any of the reasonsshown on this card”

Respondentswere ableto identify asmanyreasonsasthey liked, andreasonsthat did not
U appearon the showcardwererecordedand havesubsequentlybeenaddedto the coding

frame In fact, aroundfour in ten (38percent) reportedreasonswhy they hadleft New
U Deal,including 2 percentciting morethanonereason

U
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U
One-third(32 percent)of thosereportingreasonsfor leavingNew Dealwereactuallyon U
the programmeat the time they were interviewed, indicating that manywere reporting U
reasonsfor a temporaryinterruptionto theirprogrammeparticipation.

U
Among thoseparticipating in the programme at the time of interview, those on the
employmentOption, and thoseon post-Optionadvice were the most likely to report I
havingleft New Deal atsomepoint (Table6 1).

Table6 1 Percentageof respondentswho had stoppedNewDeal at somepoint, by currentNew Deal status

% Unwcightcdbase U
Gateway 19 1485
EmploymentOption 39 606
Voluntary sectorOption 4 173
EnvironmentTask Force 10 133 U
Full-time educationandtraining 12 825
Post-Optionadvice 28 429 U
No longeron New Deal 87 1787
Base thoserecallingoneor moreactivitieson New Deal U

Table6 2 lists thereasonsgiven for leavingNewDeal Overhalf (55percent)had left to U
starta job Of these,seventy-onepercentwerein paidwork at the timeof the interview
EighteenperCent leaving for a job were on the employmentOption at the time of the U
surveyinterview this groupmay havebeenreferringto interruptionsto theirNew Deal U
astheytransferredonto theemploymentOption.

Ten per centof currentGatewayparticipantsand 13 per Cent of those on post-Option
advicereportedleavingNew Deal for a job at somepoint. This indicatesthat theyhad U

left theprogrammeforjobsthat hadnot lastedlong.

Only 1 percentreportedleavingNew Deal to claim otherbenefits,yet 14 percentleft the
programmedue to sickness,injury or disability, and a further 2 per cent left due to
pregnancy Thesereasonsfor leaving may haveinvolved benefit claims, althoughnot U
reportedassuch

U
Sevenpercentof thosecIting reasonsfor leaving New Deal hadstoppedtheprogramme
to go into full-time educationand training However,44 percent of theserespondents U
werecurrently on full-time educationand training underNew Deal This indicatesthat U

the ‘stoppage’ they were referringto arosefrom delaysin transferringto the full-time
educationandtrainingOption.

In 4 percentof all cases,respondentssaid they hadstoppedNew Deal due to problems U
with claiming or dissatisfactionwith New Dealasreasons.Thesereasonsweregiven by
12 percentof all respondentsrecordinga reasonfor stoppingNew Deal. The reasons
givenincluded: U

• dissatisfactionwith Optionstheyhaddone,or theOptionsofferedto them; U

U
k4~



U
I
U

ChapterSix

I • not gettingon with New DealPersonalAdviser;

• optingto sign off ormissing appointments,eitherbecause theyactively disliked NewDeal orsimply felt it wasnot worthwhile;

U • havingbenefitstoppedorreduced

• In 3 percentof caseswhererespondentsreportedreasonsfor leavingNew Deal theysaid

U theyhadbeentakenoff New Dealorsignedoff by EmploymentServicestaff.

• Table6 2 Reasonsfor leavingNew Deal

I
To start ajob 55

U To start workas self.ernployed 2
To look after thehome 6
To go into full-time education/training 7
Becamelong-termsick, injured, disabled 13

U Sickness,injury but not long-term 1Becamepregnant 2

U Prison/remand/criminalproceedings 1Movedontootherbenefits/partnerclaiming

I Went abroad/movedaway 2I decidedto signoff/leaveND 2

U
I wassignedoff/takenoff ND 3
Benefit stopped/reduced/suspended 1
Missedappointment/didn’tsign on

U New Deal cameto an end,Option/activityended 1
Breakbetweenstagesof NewDeal *

U Didn’t like Options offered 3
Didn’t geton with NDPA/no help from NDPA I

U Left NO, jusi didn’t like it
Otherreasons 2

U
Weightedbase 2266

• (Jnweightedbase 2167

U Base all those with New Deal experiencerecallingdatedactivities who hadstoppedtaking part in New
Deal, at least temporanly Respondentscould give multiple responsesto this question so the percentages

U add to more than 100

• 6 2 First destinationson leavingNewDeal

• Reasonsgiven for leaving New Deal do riot equatedirectly with destinationson leaving

U New Deal for two reasons. First, somegavereasonsfor leaving or stoppingNew Dealwhich were not relatedto wherethey were going on leavingthe programme. Secondly,
• manywere reporting reasonsfor a temporary interruptionto theirparticipationon the

programme However, respondents’first labourmarket destinationson leaving New
• Deal were identified by matching data collected on work histories and New Deal

U
U
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U
histories First destinationsare definedaswhat the respondentwas doing in the weeks
following thelastdatewhichtherespondentrecalleddoinga NewDealactivity I

Table6 3 First destinationson leavingNewDeal U

— Gatewayleavers Option leavers All
%

Full-tunejob (30-i- hoursper week) 33 21 30
Pan-timejob (under30 hoursperweek) 10 10 10
Self-employed 1 3 2
Government/TECFLECprogramme 1 2 2
Full-tuneeducationor training 2 7 4
Unemployedclaiming benefits 20 30 23
Unemployed,not claiming benefits 15 16 15
Long-term sick, injuredor disabled 10 7 9
Lookingafter family or home 5 3 4 U
Other 2 1 2

U
Weiglued base /233 468 170/
Unweig#uedbase 1196 — 447 1643
Base all NewDeal leaversrecallingpenodson New Deal U

Fourin ten leavers(40percent)went into paidwork on leavingNew Deal (TabLe6 3)!
Three-quartersof thosegoing intopaid workenteredfull-time jobs Thirty-eightpercent
of Jeaverssaid they were unemployedon leaving New Deal, rncluding23 percentwho
saidtheywereunemployedand claiming unemployment-relatedbenefits A tenth (9 per
cent)hadbecomelong-termsick, injuredordisabled. U

The destinationsof leavers differed dependingon the stagethey had reachedin New U
Deal Gatewayleaversweremore hkely thanOptions leaversto haveenteredajob (43
per centagainst31 percent)andtheywereless likely to havebecomeunemployed(35
percentagainst46 percent). This finding mayreflect the timing of the intel-view about U
six months after startingNew Deal, so that many of thosewho had left Optionswere
likely to havebeennon-completers3

6 3 Characteristicsofleaversandstayers

This sectioncomparesthe characteristicsof thosewho were on New Deal at the time of
the surveyinterview (‘stayers’) with thosewho had left the programmeby that point
(‘leavers’). An understandingof which participantsremainedon theprogrammegives an
in-sight into how the programmeis operating Often, the more ‘able’ participantsin a U
programmeleavebeforethe end becausethey havemoved into jobs or taken up other

Therefore,this analysisis conductedon therespondentsleavingon or afterGatewayor an Option It does

not include leaverswith little or no recallofNewDeal,sincetheydid not providedateinformationon their
participationin NewDeal. Theanalysisin Sections3 and 4 ofthechapteris basedon all leavers.

2 In 25 percentof cases,the respondent’slabourmarketdestinationwasanactivity that hadactuallybegun

beforetheirentryto NewDeal in the inajontyof cases,this wasa spell of unemployment In these U
instances,respondentsdid not view participation in NewDeal as affecting their labourmarketstatus
3Theexperienceofparticipantsenteringpost-Optionadvicewill be covered in the secondwaveanalysis

U
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• attractivealternativesto theprogramme.At thesametime, participantsmaybe unableor

U unwilling to ‘stay the course’ if theprogramme-is too demandingor not to their liking.Theseareamongtheissuesexploredbelow
U

in what follows, distinctionsaremadebetweenthreecategoriesof leaver.

U
U I thosewith Little orno recallof New Deal,including thosewith no recall ofNew Dealat all, thoserecallinga letter to attendaNew Deal interview, andthosewho recalled

U interviewswith a New Deal PersonalAdviser, but could not recall anythingaboutwhentheyhadtakenplace,

• • thosewho Left New Dealduring theGateway;

• thosewho left while on an Option,or attheendof an Option

Forty-onepercentof respondentshadleft New Deal by the time of Interview, including12 per Cent with littJe or no recall of the programme,21 percent who were Gateway

• leavers,and8 percentwho were Optionsleavers(Table6.4).

I The comparisonof leavers’and stayers’charactensticscoversa rangeof factorsknown

U to affect chancesof leavingunemploymentand finding ajob Theseattributesareoftencorrelated,sothat differencesbetweenleaversandstayersmaybecomesmalleror larger
U whenadjustedto takeaccountof intercorrelations.This will farm partof themultivanate

statisticalanalysisat stagetwo of theresearch

I
Table 6 4 NewDeal leavers

U __________________

U Leavers
Little or no New Dealrecall 13

U Left NewDeal dunng Gateway 21
Left New Dealon leaving anOption 8

U
All leavers 41

I
CurrentlyonNewDeal 59

I
Weighted base 6010

• Un~ghtedbase 6010
Base all respondents

U
Thecharacteristicscoveredare:gender,age;ethnicity; periodof unemploymenton entry

I to New Deal, activity prior to enteringunemployment,whetherthe individual had ever

U beenin paidwork pnorto New Deal, healthproblemor disability, problemsof numeracyand literacy; qualifications;carlicenceholdingand vehicleaccess;partners.children and

U lone parenthood;housingtenure;responsibilityfor housingcosts;multiple disadvantage,
job searchproblems.In addition,analysesarepresentedby local New Deal deliverytype

I andregion.

U

U
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Resultsarereportedwhere thereis an indication of a differencebetweenstayersand
leaversthat could be of practical significance. Where there is no comment on a U
characteristicnotedin the abovehst, this indicatesthat thereis no apparentassociation
betweenthecharacteristicandleaverstatus

U
631. Gender

I
Womenwere lesslikely thanmen to beon New Dealby the time of the surveyintex-view
(55 percentagainst61 percent,Table6.5) Womenwerealso more likely to haveleft
with little or no recall of New Deal (16percentagainstII percent),indicating a more
fleetingexperienceof theprogramme

U
Table6 5 Gender,by leaverstatus

____________________ •
Male Female

U
Left,litrJeornorecallofND 11 16
Gatewayleaver 21 21
Optionleaver S S

U
Stayer 61 55

Weightedbase 4281 1729
Unweightedbase 4252 1758
Base all respondents

6 3.2. Ethnicity
U

Table6 6 Ethnicity, by leaverstatus

_____________________________ U
White Non-whiteethnic No answcr

% U
Left, little or norecall ofND 12 16 (22)
Gatewayleaver 20 23 (6)

Option leaver 8 5 (22)
U

Stayer 60 56 (50)

U
Weightedbase 5002 998 (10)
Unwcightedbase 4635 1357 (18) I
Baseall respondents

U
A slightly smallerproportionof theethnicminontieswason New Deal at the timeof the
survey interview than in thecaseof thewhite majority (56 percentagainst60 percent; U
Table6 6) Thirty-six per centof leaversfrom ethnicrrunontiesrecalledlittle or nothing
ofNew Deal, comparedto 30 percentof whites, suggestingthat ethnic minority leavers
hadhad amorefleetingexperienceof New Deal.

As mentionedin ChapterFour, previous researchshowsthat variationsbetweenethnic
minority groupsin termsof labourmarketexpenencesareat leastasgreatasbetweenthe
ethnic minonties and the white majority (Modoodet aL, 1997). In contrastto most I

U
14G



I

I

I
ChapterSix

I

I surveysof the unemployed,thereare sufficient respondentsto makecomparisonsacross
non-white ethnic groupsstatisticallyreliable in some cases En this case,differences

I acrossnon-white minonties are indeed greater than the difference betweenethnic

minoritiesandwhites Respondentsfrom theIndiansub-continentweremorelikely thanothernon-whiteminontiesandthewhite majority to haveleft theprogrammeby thetime
• of the survey interview This was due, in large part, to their increasedlikelihood of

leavingtheprogrammewhile on theGateway(Table6.7). indianswere morelikely than
I any othergroupto haveleft theprogramme. Black Caribbeans,on theotherhand,were

morelikely to be stayersthanany othergroup,includingwhites

• Theseresultsconfirm theimportanceof goingbeyondwhite — non-whitecomparisonsinanalysingtheethnic dimensionof NDYP, andraisesquestionsaboul how the programme

• is working for differentnon-whiteethnicgroups.

U Table6 7 Ethnic group,by leaverstatus

I White Black Black Black. Inthan Paktstan Banglades Chinese Other
—~ Caribbean ~fncan other hi

U Left, 12 13 14 II 20 15 16 (19) 23

I litticirio
recall
Gateway 20 15 22 20 31 25 29 (0) 22

U
Option 8 5 I 7 7 6 4 (0) 5

U leaver

• Stayer 60 67 62 61 42 54 51 (81) 51
Weighted 5002 203 106 69 119 282 78 (9) 132•
(Jnweighie 4635 258 143 100 158 392 130 (12) 164

I dbase
Base all respondentsexceptdo not knowon ethnicity

6.3.3: Qualifyingspellofunemployment
U
I Table6 8 Qualifyingspellof unemployment,by leaverstatus

<ómths 6-<12mths 12 - < 18 18 - < 24 24- < 36 36mths+
• ,nths mths

% %
• Left. littlelno 12 13 12 12 11 11

recall
U Gateway 23 19 22 22 [8 [3

leaver
I Option leaver 8 8 7 7 8 8

I Stayer 57 60 60 60 63 68

I Weighted 1589 1527 627 312 309 3717
ba-se

I Unwtedbase 1583 /448 63) 306 334 379
Base the79 percentofcaseswith reliableandprecisedateinformation.

I
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I
The qualifying spell of unemploymentis thetime spentunemployedup to entryto New I
Deal, asrecalledby the respondent.Twenty-oneper centof respondentsdid not give
precise information, so results with this variable should be treatedcautiously. The
likelihood of beingon the programmeby thetime of the survey tnterview was greater
amongthosewith qualifying spellsof unemploymentof threeyearsormore (Table6.8).
This is primarily becausethe very long-termunemployedwere much lesslikely to have U
left the programmedunng the Gateway. This finding is not very surpnsmg,since the
probabilityof leaving unemploymentdeclineswith unemploymentduration(e.g. White, U
LissenburghandBryson,1997)

634 Activityprior to thequalifyingspellofunemployment U

Table6 9 Labourmarketstatusbeforequalifying spell ofunemployment,by leaverstatus U
FT PT SE Govt FT Onemp linemp, LTsick Home Other Missing
job job prog educ, claunin not

ZrOLfl ,g claimin

% % % 9~ %
Left. 12 15 (21) 10 Ii 12 14 tt 17 13 (9 I
little/no
recall
Gateway 22 23 (34) 16 16 26 24 21 IS 21 19
leaver

Option 8 6 (2) 6 8 8 7 10 8 10 8
leaver

Stayer 58 56 (44) 68 65 54 55 58 57 57 54
U

Weighted 2134 387 (45) 3/5 1306 429 328 89 49 248 680
base
tinweighr 2017 380 (40) 306 1395 441 357 84 51 247 691
edbase
Base all respondents Note thoseunemployedand claiming benefitspnor to the qualifying spell of
unemploymentwerethosewhosequalifying spell wasnot an unemploymentspell

As mentionedin ChapterOne, researchhasestabhshedthat what peoplewere doing U
before becomingunemployedis an importantdeterminantof wherethey go on leaving
programmes(Walker et at, 1999) Irithcations from this descnptiveanalysisare that I
labourmarketstatusbeforeentenngunemploymentis a predictorof whetherparticipants
were likely to have left the programmeearly. Thosewho had beenon a government U
programmebeforeenteringunemploymentwere the most likely to still be on New Deal
at thetime of thesurveyinterview (68percent,Table6.9). This mayreflecta degreeof
‘churning’ or ‘cycling’ in and out of governmentprogrammesamong a minonty of
participants,a phenomenonidentifiedin previousresearch.Thosewho had previously
beenin full-time educationandtrairnngalso stoodout as more likely to be stayersthan U

I
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I other respondents. This was not becausethey were on the full-time educationand

• trainingOption- theywereno morelikely thanotherparticipantsto be doing this ~

• Those most likely to have left New Deal were thosewho had previously beenself-
employed.56 percent had left the programme,most of them before they had tried an

I Option.

• 63.5. Nopreviousjob

U One might haveexpectedthat thosewith experienceof full- and part-timejobs would

• have beenin a better position that others to leave the programmeearly,becausetheir
work experiencemight improvetheirchancesof employment. Having a full- orpart-ume

I job immediatelybeforethe qualifying spell of unemploymentdid not seemto increase
— the likelihood of beingan early leaver(Table6 9) However,thosewith any previousjob

were more likely thanthosewithoutpreviousjob experienceto haveleft New Deal by the
• time of the survey interview (43 per cent against37 per cent; Table 6 10) This is

becausetheyweremore likely to haveleft theprogrammeduringGateway.

I
Table 6 10 Previousjob expcrience,by leaverstatus

Previousjob No previous job•
Left, little/no recall 13 12

• Gatewayleaver 22 18
Option leaver 8 8

I
Stayer 57 63

U
Weightedbase 4173 1837

U Unweightedbase 4050 1960
Base.all respondents

U
U
U
I
U
U
I
I
U ____________

U ‘Twenty-two percentof thosepreviouslyin full-time educationand training wereon theeducationand
trainingOptionat the time of the surveyinterview, aswere 22 per centof those previously in a part-time

I job and 22 percentofthoseunemployedand not claiming benefits
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636 Healthproblemor disabilay

Table6 II Healthproblemsor disabilities,by leaverstatus

No Health Health Health Health Health prob
problems problem affecting affecting affecting nor affecting

lasting 1+ kind/amount kind ofwork amount of kind/amount
yrs, ofwork work of work

Left, 13 13 17 8 15 10
IittleIno
recall
Gateway 20 23 27 20 14 20
leaver
Option 7 10 9 11 0 11 1
leaver

Stayer 60 54 47 61 71 59
U

Weighted 4868 1077 496 235 18 328
base U
Unw:e,dbase 4885 1048 466 254 21 307

Base all respondents U

63.7. QuallflcaziorLs

Table 6 12 presentsthe leaver status for respondentsby their highest qualification, I
combininginformation on academicandvocationalqualifications s
Table6 12 Highestqualification, by leaverstatus

No I~/VQlevel 1 JWQlevel3 NYQ level 4 Other j
gua~ftcatton,sor2 or 5 Qucth~ficatzons

U
Left, little/no 14 11 15 14 15
recall U
Gateway 21 20 22 25 18
leaver
Optionleaver 7 8 6 8 9

U
Stayer 58 60 57 52 58

U
Weighted 1463 3408 475 270 394
base U
Unweighted 2601 3332 459 257 361
base U
Base all respondents

U
Onemight expecta higherleaverrateamongthebetterqualified,if theycanconverttheir
qualifications into betteremploymentchances Although, asshown later, employment 1
ratesverehigheramongbetterqualified leavers,the only apparentdifferencein leaver

U
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• rateswas the higher leaverrateamongthe bestqualified holding the equivalentof an

U NVQ Level 4 or 5 This might be explainedby the opportunitiesunderNew Deal forparticipantswith qualificationsbelow NVQ Level 3 to improve theirqualifications,an

U opportunitythat might tie someof themto theprogramme

• 6.38 Literacyandnwneracyproblems

• Respondentswith basicskill problemswere more likely to remain on the programme
thanthosewithout suchproblems. Sixty-fourpercentof thosewho,sincethe ageof 16,
hadexpenencedproblemsreadingor wnnngEnglishwere on theprogrammeat thetime

• of the survey interview (Table 6 13) Similarly, 64 per centof all thosewith problems
with numbersorsimple arithmeticwere stayers Thestayerratewas highestfor all with

• readingor wnting problems,whetheror not theyhadproblemswith numbers However,

U
the stayerratedid not differ muchbetweenrespondentswith no basicskill problemsand
those with numbersproblemsbut no problemsreadingor wnting English (the figures

U being58 and61 percentrespectively)

• The next section shows that leavers with basic skill problems had much lower
employmentratesthanother leavers Together,thesepiecesof evidencesuggestthat

• participantswith basicskill difficulties werepersevenngwith New Deal participationin

thehopethat the programmewould improvetheir labourmarketprospects

Table6 13 Basicskill problems,by leaverstatus

U
No basic skills Problems with Problems wz,th Problems with
U problems reading, writing reading, wnting numbers only

and numbers only
%

Left, little/no 13 12 13 9
U recall

Gatewayleaver 22 14 17 18
• Optionleaver 7 9 7 12

U Stayer 58 64 64 61

• Weightedbase 4672 477 595 266
Unweighted 4667 490 600 253

• base
Baseall respondents

U
63 9 Driving licenceholdingand vehicleaccess

• Possessionof a driving licencehasbeena competItiveadvantagein the youth labour
market since~àtleast the early 1980s, substantiallyincreasingthe job chancesof the

• unemployed(White andMcRae, 1989). It is an importantentry qualification for many
jobs and, when coupledwith accessto a vehicle, may provide the individual with a

• competitiveadvantagein looking for work furtherafield, andawayfrom public transport

U
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routes. On theotherhand,licenceholding andvehicleaccessareassociatedwith social
class,andmayproxyaccessto otherresourcesthat may facilitatejob entry Eitherway,
holdersofdriving licencesweremore likely thanthosewithouta licenceto haveleft New U
Deal by the time of interview,andthosewith a licenceandvehicle accesswerethemost
likely to haveleft (Thble6 14) U

Table6 14 Dnving licencepossessionandvehicleaccess,by leaverstatus U

No driver’s lAcence Driver’s licence, no vehicle Driver’s licence and velucle
access access

U
Left, littlcino recall 12 12 16
Gatewayleaver 19 23 27 U
Option leaver 8 10 8

U
Stayer 62 55 49

U
Weightedbase 4516 513 981
Unweightedbase 4623 508 879

Base all respondents
U

6.3 1O~Partners, childrenandloneparenthood
I

Respondentswith partnersweremore likely thanthosewithout partnersto haveleft New
Deal by the surveyinterview(49 percentcomparedto 40 percent: Table6.15) Further U
investigationrevealsthat this differential is accountedfor by thosewith workingpartners.
70 per centof those with partnersworking part-time and 73 per cent of those with
partners working full-time had left the programme Those with partners who were I
unemployedandclaiming benefitswere no more likely to haveleft theprogrammethan
single people — 53 per cent had done so As shown in the next section,those with U
working partnerswerethemselvesmorelikely to leavetheprogrammeforjobs, a finding
consistentwith otherevaluationresearch(for exampleWhite, Lissenburghand Bryson,
1997)

Table6 15 Pastnerstaius.by leaverstatus

Single, divorcedorseparated Marnedor living asmarried U
Left, littlrfno recall 13 14 U
Gateway leaver 20 24
Optionleaver 7 11 U
Stayer 60 51 Ui

Weighted base 5169 841

Unweightedbase 5199 811
Base all respondents •

Thosewith partnerswere also more likely than single respondentsto havechildren U
Leaver rateswere higheramongthosewith children (49 percentcomparedwith 40 per

cent among those without children), so this can also help to explain the difference

U
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1 betweenleaver ratesby partnerstatus. It is possiblethat having dependentchildren

• increasesthe pressureon participantsto leavethe programmein searchof moneyto meet
householdneeds,which will begreaterthantheneedsof singlepeople,otherthingsbeing

• equal Leaver rates were particularly high among the small numberof lone parent
respondents(62percentcomparedwith 4~percentfor all otherrespondents)

6.3.11 ‘Housingtenureandhoustngcosts

a Table6 16 Housingtenure,by leaverstatus

I Not in Owned Mortgage Social Private Rent free, Other Don’tpriv ret outright . loan rented rented squatting know

• %
Left, 12 12 15 12 11 (6) 18 9

• little/no
recall

— Gateway 16 20 23 20 21 (32) 20 7
— leaver

U Option II 7 8 7 11 (14) 7 7leaver

I Stayer 61 61 54 61 57 (48) 55 78

U Weighted 142 669 1232 2888 859 (36) 95 91
base

• Unweigh: 130 673 1100 3071 825 (41) 81 89
edbase

U Base all respondents

U Leaver rates differed by housing tenure (Table 6 16). The small number of those

U squattingand living in rent-free accommodationappearedto have the highest leaver
rates.Thoseliving in pnvateresidencesbeingpurchasedthrougha loanor mortgagealso

U had high leaver rates. The higheststaying on rateswere found amongthoseliving in
social rented accommodation,private residencesowned outright, and those living in

• placesotherthanprivateresidences.However,thedifferencesarenot large

U Table6 17 Responsibilityfor housingcosts,by leaverStatUS

Sole Partner Shared with Parents, Others Don’t know No costs
• responsibility others relatives

%

U Left, 13 19 14 13 9 5 12little/no
I — recall
— Gateway [9 29 23 21 17 26 19

U leaverOption 10 12 12 7 6 5 7

U leaver

U Stayer 59 40 5J. 59 68 63 62
Weighted 1/20 lii 537 2865 335 10 890
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U
base

Unweig/ue 1177 105 496 2803 398 /7 884 U
d base
Baserespondentsliving in pnvateresidences U

Analysisof leaversandstayersamongthoseliving in pnvateresidencesshowsthat those
living in accommodationpaidfor by a partnerwerethemostlikely to haveleft New Deal
by thetime of the surveyInterview (60 percent;Table 6.17) This group wasalso the
most likely to have little or no recall of the programme. Leaverrateswere identical U
amongthosesolely responsiblefor their housingcosts and thosewhosehousingcosts
weremetby parentsorotherrelatives(59percent) 1

6.3 12 Multiple disadvaniage
U

Table 114 in ChapterOneshowedthedistribution of respondentsalongfour dimensions
of socialdisadvantagewhich previous researchshowsimpair job chances~not havinga I
job prior to programmeparticipation;havingnoqualifications,havinga long-termhealth
problem,andliving in social rentedaccommodation.An index of multiple disadvantage I
runningfrom 0 (none of thesedisadvantages)to 4 (all fourof them)can be constructed
for eachrespondent.5There are no significant differencesin leaverratesfor different
levels of disadvantagemeasuredin this way, with one exception.the 2 per cent of
respondentswith all four disadvantageswere more likely than othersto havelittle or no
recall of the programme(19 per cent, compared with 14 per cent for those with 3 1
disadvantages,12 percentfor thosewith I or 2 disadvantages,and 14 percentfor those
with noneof thesedisadvantages)

6.3.13 Region

I
Given the interestin regionalvariationsin New Deal delivery, leaverstatusis presented
for each region in Table 6 18 There are sizeabledifferencesacrossregions. For U
instance,leaver rateswereparticularly high in London andthe SouthEastand Scotland
(45 per cent),andparticularly low in theNorth WestandNorth East(35 and 36 per cent
respectively) Leaverswith little orno recall of theprogrammeweremostin evidencein
Wales(18 percent)andthe South West(17percent) Therewere also differencesin the
percentageof respondentsleavingNew Deal asOptions leavers,with EastMidlandsfEast U
Anglia having the highestpercentageof Options leaversand the South Westthe lowest
(10percentandSpercentrespectively) U

There are no immediateor obviousexplanationsfor thesedifferences,and they may be
confoundedby other factors, suchas local labourmarket conditionsand differencesin

_____________ U
~This scorehasnot beenvalidatedin anyway Thereareno theoreticalgroundsfor confining the indexto
thesevariablesNor doesthescaletakeaccountof intercorrelationbetweenthe includeditems.
It is not intendedto measuremultipledisadvantagein any rigorousway Rather,the indexis presentedby
way of an illustration of the relationshipbetweenleaverstatusandmultipledisadvantagesThevariableis
ordinal, in thathigherscoresarcdeemedto representgreatersociallydisadvantage,but it is not an interval
scale

U
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• New Deal delivery Thestagetwo multivariateanalyseswill establishwhetherregional
differencesin leaverratespersistwhencontrollingfor otherlocal factors.

U

U
Table6 IS region,by leaverstatus

I Scodand NE NW Yorks/Hu Wales W Mids E SW Lon andmber MidsJEA SE

I
% % % % %

Left, 13 11 11 9 18 12 14 17 16
little/no

• recall
• Gateway 26 17 18 22 14 24 19 21 21

leaver
Option 6 8 7 8 9 6 10 5 8

I leaver

• Stayer 55 65 64 61 59 58 57 58 55

• Weighted 742 558 893 1001 251 410 668 82 1404
base

• Unweiglu 653 523 1006 890 331 452 609 109 1437
edbase
Baseall respondentsNote basedon unit of deliveryregions

• 6.3 14 Units ofdelivery

U Table6 19 presentsleaverstatusesamongdifferent typesof New Deal delivery It breaks

with the approachof presentingresultsonly where significant differences areapparent
becausethe lackof significantdifferencesis, in itself, an interestingfinding Leaverrates

• wereremarkablyconstantacrossthefour main typesof contractdelivery

I Table6 19 Unitsof delivery,by leaverstatus

U ES individual contract ESjoint parrnerslup Consortium Privatesectorled
%

U Left,liffle/norecall 12 12 16 15
Gatewayleaver 21 20 19 18

II Opuonleaver 8 8 7 8

• Stayer 59 60 58 59

U Weighted base 4174 1071 293 472
Unweighied base 4153 961 286 610

U Base all respondents

U 6 4 Characteristicsofthoseleavingto differentlabourmarketdestinations

U This sectionfocusessolely on respondentswho had left New Deal by the time of the

U
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survey interview, and presents associations between their charactenstics and
circumstancesandthe labourmarketstatusthey werein at interview. Onecan not draw
causalinferencesaboutthe impactof New Deal on labourmarketoutcomesfrom these
descriptiveanalysesforreasonsoutlinedat thebeginningof thechapter

I
The analysiscovers the characteristicsdealt with in the last section. Only results
showingsignificantdifferencesarepresented.For the purposesof presentation,the ten- U
categorylabour marketstatusvariable hasbeencollapsedinto threestatusesfor most
tables

• paid work, including full-time employment, part-time employment and self-
employment. U

• unemployment, including being unemployed and claiming benefits, being
unemployedbutnotclaiming benefits,andgovernmentprogrammeparticipation,

• other, including full-time education and training, long-term sickness,injury or
disability, family responsibilitiesandthecatch-all ‘other’ code.

I
However,due to the interest in full-time employment,figures for full-time employment
ratesappearin bracketsin thepaidwork rowsof tables.

Table 6.20 shows the labour market statusesof leaversat the time of the survey U
interview Almost four in ten were in paidwork (38percent),which is roughly in line
with the planningassumptionsmadeby thosedesigningtheNDYP. Forty-five percent
of leaverswereunemployed,and 17 percentweredoingsomethingelse U

Two-thirds of thosewho were unemployedsaid they were unemployedand claiming
benefits. They accountedfor almostone-third(30 percent) of all leavers. This figure
raisestheissueof thenumberof leaverswhosaidtheywerestill claiming theJobseeker’s

Allowance— peopleonemight haveexpectedto be on theprogramme.6

Table6 20 Labourmarketstatusof leaversat timeofsurveyinterview U

_________ S
Full-time job 27
Part-timejob 9 U
Self-employed 2
Governmentprogramme I S
Full-timeeducation/training 3
Unemployed,claimingbenefits 30 U
Unemployed,notclaimingbenefits 14
Long-termsick, injuredor disabled 8 5
Lookingafterborne 4

1 5

6 Onepossibility is thatthelargerthanexpectedcaseloadsof NDPASrequireadvisersto pnorinsecases
whoseprogrammeparticipationis atan earlystage Somewho haverecentlycompletedor left anOption.
or passedfrom GatewayontoanOptionthathasyet to start,may find thattheir contactwith NDPASand
trainingprovidersis low or non-existent,whereuponthey mayconcludethat they areno longeron the

programme,but simply claimingunemploymentbenefits
U
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U
Weighted base 2468

— Unweighted base 2353
Base.all leavers

In all, 28 per cent of leavers said they or their partnerwas claiming the Jobseeker’s
Allowanceat the time of the survey interview A further 14 per cent said they were

• claiming Income Support, a benefit whose claimants In thiS age group are almost
exclusivelylone parents,suggestingthat somemay haveconfusedIncomeSupportwith

U non-contributoryJobseekei-’sAllowance Table 6 21 shows these results by marital
status.

Table621 ISA and IncomeSupportreceiptamongleaverbencfii uwts,by mantalstatus

5 Sin gje. divorced or separated Married or living as married

• JSA 27 32
IncomeSupport 13 17

• Neither 60 51

5 Weightedbase 2052 415
Unweighiedbase 1981 372

5 Base all Leavers

I Among leaverswho said they wereunemployedandclaiming benefitsat the time of the
survey interview, around three-quarterslived in a benefit unit claiming Jobseeker’s

5 Allowance,and a further 15 per centsaid they were claiming IncomeSupport (Table
6 22). Sincethis informationis collectedlateon in the interview,well afterthequestions

• aboutlabour marketstatus,the benefit claimmg questionsact as a check on the labour
markerstatus‘unemployedand claiming benefits’ it seemslikely that in all but around
10 per centof cases,leaverssaying they were unemployedand claiming benefitswere

U indeedclaimingJobseeker’sAllowanceor IncomeSupport

5 Table 6 22 ISA and Income Support receipt among leaver benefit units, by whether respondent
unemployedandclaimingbenefitsat timeof surveyinterview

U
Unemployed and claiming benefits Unemfioyed andnor claiming benefits -

iSA 73 8
• IncomeSupport 15 13

Neither 11 79
U

Weightedbase 744 1724
• Unwergluedbase 740 1613

Base.all leavers
U

The remainderof this section deals with the characteristicsof leaversto different

U destinations

U
U
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64.1. Gender

Womenand men leaving New Deal hadsimilar employmentrates(37 and 39 per cent U
respectively;Table6.23)but womenwerelesslikely to be in full-time employmentat the
surveyInterview (22 percentagainst29 percent). Womenwere less likely thanmen to I
be unemployedbut more likely to be in the ‘other’ categorybecause10 per centwere
looking afterthe home,comparedwith only 2 percentof menleavingNew Deal

Table 6 23 Gender, by leaver destinations I

Male Female

Paidwork 39 (29) 37 (22)
Unemployed 47 40
Other 15 23

Weighted base 1690 777
Unweighted base 1608 745
Base all leavers.Note figures in parenthesesare full-time employment rates

642 Age 5

Table624 Age, by leaverdestinations

18-2~years 21-22 years Over 22_years
I

Paidwork 34(24) 37(27) 45(31)
Unemployed 48 49 37
Other 18 14 iS

Weighted base 1010 664 792 U
lJnwevghiedbase 9 652 739
P~aseall leavers Note. figuresin pareiithesesarefull-time employmentrates

Employment rateswere higher and unemploymentrates lower among older leavers
(Table6.24)

S
6.41 E:hntcziy

I
Table6 2.5 Ethnicity, by leaverdestinations

U
White Black Black Black Indian Pak,..ctani Ban glades Other

Caribbean African Other hi I
Paid work 39 (29) 18 (11) 30 (10) 51(27) 36 (18) 39 (22) 43 (26) 28 U

(22)
Unemploy 44 70 37 38 43 43 40 52 5
ed
Other 17 12 32 10 22 19 17 20 U
Weighted 2025 67 40 27 69 13) 38 65 5
base
Unweight 1782 84 46 40 80 180 60 69 5

U
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e4base

U Base all leaversexcept 2 Chinesecasesand .5 ‘no answers’ Note figures in parenthesesare full-timeemploymentrates

Whiteshad higheremploymentratesthannon-whiteethnic minorities on leaving New
• Deal (39 per cent against 34 per cent). However, differences in labour market

destinationsweregreateramongnon-whiteethnicminorities thantheywere betweenthe
U white majority and ethnic minonties (Table 6 25). The employment rate among
5 participantsfrom the SouthAsian sub-Continentwas39 percent This was thesameas

the ratefor whites, althougha greaterproportionof Whiteswas in full-time jobs Black
5 Caribbeanshad the lowest employmentrateandhighestunemploymentrate(18 percent

and70 percentrespectively)
U

644 Qualifying spellofunemployment

Table6.26 Qualifying spellofunemployment,by leaverdestinations

U <6 mtks 6 - < 12 mrh~ 12 - < 18 iS - < 24 24. < 36 3órnths +trzths m:h~ mths

I Paid~rk 42 (32) 41(31) 44(29) 33(23) 35 (23) 34(22)
— Unemployed 45 42 39 52 48 49
— Other 13 17 17 15 17 17

U Weighted 688 618 250 125 115 119
base

I Unweighied 658 563 250 110 hO 117
base

I Baseleaverswith reliableandprecisequalifying spells. Note figures in parenthesesarcfull-time

employmentrates

— Among thoseleavingNew Dealwithin the first six months,job prospectscontinuedto be
— affectedby individuals’ recentunemploymenthistories. Thosewith a qualifying spellof
• unemploymentofeighteenmonthsor more hadlower employmentrateson leaving New

Deal thanthosewith shorterdurationqualifying spells. Theyhadcommensuratelyhigher
U unemploymentrates. Thedifferencein employmentrateswasdueentirelyto lower full-

time employmentratesamongthosewith aqualifying spellof eighteenmonthsormore.

However,therewere no differencesbetweenthe employmentandunemploymentratesof
thosewith qualifying spellsof 18-24monthsandthosewith longerquahfymgspells

S
645. Activitypnor to thequalifyingspell of unemployment

U Table 6.27 showsthat whereparticipantswent on leavingthe programmecorrespondedwith wherethey were beforeentering the programme For instance,employmentrates

werehighestamongthosewhoseactivity beforebecomingunemployedwasa full-time
job Havinga part-timejob beforeenteringunemploymentdid not improvesubsequent

5 employmentprospects

U
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Thereis also evidenceof some ‘churning’ or ‘cycling’ through unemploymentamong —
thosewho were on governmentprogrammesbefore entering their qualifying spell of
unemployment On leaving New Deal, 40 per cent of this group found themselves
unemployedandclaiming benefits,a higherpercentagethanfor anyothergroup

U

U

Table6 27 Labourmarketstatusbeforequalifying spellof unemployment,by leaverdestinations

FT job PTjob SE Govt FT Uneinp Unemp U Home Other Missing
prog educ. clatmmg no: sick

train claiming U
% % % % % % %

Paid 44 38 43 34 39 32(18) i9(13) 33 13(5) 32 39(26)
work (35) (22) (39) (25) (25) (32) (24)
linem 42 45 31 46 48 56 67 26 44 49 32 —
ploycd —
Other 14 17 26 20 14 12 14 40 42 19 29

Weigh: 892 /72 25 99 456 199 148 38 21 107 3/1
ed I
base
Unwei 789 I6~ 19 89 491 188 154 35 22 /05 295
glued
base
Base all leavers Note those unemployed and claiming benefits prior to the qualifying spell of
unemployment were those whose qualifying spell was not an unemploymentspell Note figures in

parenthesesarefull-time employmentrates

6.4.6 No previousjob

U
Thosewith a job at some point before entenngNew Deal were more likely to be
employedon leavingtheprogramme(40per Cent against34 percentfor thosewithout a U
previousjob, Table 6 28). It wasalsomorelikely that thejob would be full-time.

Table6 28 Previousjob expenence,by leaverdestinations

Previous job No previous job

Paid work 40 (29) 34 (22)
Unemployed 44 47
Other 16 19

Weightedbase 1784 684
Unweighied base 1628 725 5
Baseall leavers Note figuresin parenthesesarefull-time employmentrates

This appearsto be further evidencethat labourmarket disadvantagesbeforeNew Deal
entry persistedon leaving the programme,and affectedparticipants’ post-programme
employmentprospects.

I
U
I
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U
• 64.7. Healthproblemordzsabiliry

I The lastsectionshowedthat those with work-limiting healthproblemsweremore likely

U to haveleft New Deal than thosewithout suchproblems Theseproblemsalso adversely
affectedrespondents’employmentprospectson leaving New Deal Most of those with

I work-limiting healthproblemswho had left New Deal haddonesowith no job to go to,
suggestingthat they had chosento leave the programmebecausethey did not find it

S worthwhile, or becausethey were unableto persevereon the programme.7 However,
— wherea healthproblemor disability wasexpectedto last a yearor more, but was not
— work-limiting, employmentprospectswerenot significantlydifferent from thosewho had
• left theprogrammewith no healthproblems(Table 6 29)

5 Table6 29 Healthproblemsor disabilities,by leaverdestinations

U No problems Health affects Health affects Health affects Healthproblem
kind and kind of work amount of work not affecting
amount of kind or amount

work of work
U %

U Paidwork 41(29) 15(13) 31(21) 89 (21) 38(30)Unemployment 45 39 49 11 48
• Other 13 47 19 0 14

• Weighted base 1977 261 91 5 134
— Unweiglued 1896 238 103 6 110

U baseBase all leavers Note figuresin parenthesesarc full-time employmentrates

Thosewith healthproblemsthat limited thekind and amountof work theycoulddo had
• particularly low employment rates (15 per cent). Thirty-eight per cent with health

problemslimiting the kind andamountof work they could do classified themselvesas
U long-termsick, injuredordisabledat the surveyinterview.

6.48 Qualifications
U

Therewas a strong associationbetweenqualification levels and employmentrates,on
U leaving New Deal. The mosthighlyqualifiedwere more thanthreetimesaslikely to be

in paid work at the time of the surveyinterview than leaverswith no qualifications (69
percentagainst20percent,Table6.30)

The valueof qualificationsat NVQ Levels 1 and 2 is illustratedby the fact that the
• employmentandfull-time employmentratesweretwiceashigh amongleaverswith these

qualificationsthan theywerefor leaverswith noqualifications

“In fact, whenasked‘Generallyhow usefulhaveyou found theNew Deal”, Ieaverswere less likely to say
‘very useful’ if they hada long-termwork.Jimiunghealthproblem (9 percentsaid so. comparedto 12 per

I centof thosewith no long-termhealthproblem.and 14 percentof thosewith a long-termhealthproblem
that wasnot work-limiting)

1
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An explicit objectiveof New Deal is to improve,participants’employability. Onewayin
which it tries to achievethis is by enablingpartIcipantsto engagein educationortraining I
leadingto a recognisedqualification. Yet a quarter(25 per cent)of those leaving the
programmewithin the first six months(10percentof all respondents)had left with no
qualifications,and80 percentof this grouphadleft without ajob to go to.

Table 6 30 Highestqualification,by leaverdestinations

I
No NVQ level / or NVQ level 3 NVQ level 4 or Other
qualifications 2 5 qualifications I

Paidwork 20 (14) 42 (29) 49 (36) 69 (56) 37 (27) 5
Unemployed 59 42 32 25 42
Other 20 16 19 6 21 U
Weighted base 616 1355 203 129 164
Unweighted 626 1281 195 110 14)

- base 5
Base all leavers Note figures in parenthesesare full-time employmentrates

U
64 9 Literacyandnumeracyproblems

Leaverswho had experiencedliteracy or numeracyproblemssince the age of 16 had

lower employmentratesthanotherleavers(27 per centagaInst41 percent,Table 6.31),

primarily becausethey were less likely to have enteredfull-time jobs Over half the
leavers with basic skill problems had become unemployed. Their claimant
unemploymentrate was 11 percentagepoints higher than the rate for leaverswith no
basicskill problems(39percentagaInst28 percent)

Leaverswho hadhadbasicskill problemssincetheywere 16 accountedfor 2 percentof
all respondents.Although a relatively small groupof participants,they were certainly
facingconsiderablelabourmarketthfficultteson leavingtheprogramme •

I
Table6 31 Basic skill problems,by leaverdestinations

II
No basic skilLs Problems with Problems with Problems with
problems reading, wntlng reading, writing numbersonly I

andnumbers on4y

% % %
Paidwork 41(29) 26(17) 28(20) 24(15)
Unemployed 43 52 55 54
Other 16 22 17 22

Weightedbase 1975 172 217 103
Unweighted 1870 175 220 88

base —

Base all icavers Notc~figures an parentheses are full-time employment rates —

U
I



U
I

U

ChapterSix

S 64.10-Driving licenceholdingandvehicleaccess

Holding adriving licencesubstantiallyimprovedleavers’chancesof gettinga job, but the
• combination of a licenceand vehicle accessproved particularly advantageous(Table

6 32) Theemploymentrateof thosewith a licenceandvehicleaccesswasnearlydouble
5 that for leaverswithout a licence (60 percent against32 per cent) The differencein

employmentrateswaspnmanlydue to differencesin the chancesof enteringfull-time
I employment.

Table6 32 Driving licencepossessionandvehicleaccess,by leaverdestinations

- No driver’s licence Driver~s licence, no Driver’s licence and

I vehicle access vehicle access

U Paidwork 32 (22) 39 (27) 60 (45)
Unemployed 50 45 29
Other 19 16 11

U Weightedbase 1734 231 502
Unweiglized base 1719 218 416

Base all leavers Note figures in parenthesesarefull-time employmentrates

6 4 .1) Partners,childrenandloneparenthood

• Employmentratesweresirmlaramongsingle leaversandthosewith partners(38 and 37
percentrespectively). However,thosewith working partnerswere more likely to leave

• the programmefor a job thansingle leavers (Table 6 33) Leaverswere most likely to

U
enter a full-time job where they had a partner who was also in a full-time job
Employmentrateswere lowest,andunemploymentrateshighest,whererespondentswere

5 living with unemployedpartners The link betweenclaimants’ job chancesand the
employment status of partners has been identified in many studies, but there are

U competing views as to why the link exists (Millar, 1994). Some point to
‘complimentanty’ betweenpartners,othersto the possiblefinancial disincentiveeffects

U of working when living with an unemployedpartner, and others to the impact of

U householdresourceson claimants’ ability to find andhold ontojobs

5 Table6 33 Labourmarketctatusof partner,by leaverdestinations

• FT job PTjob U, claiming ~U.nor claiming Home No_partner

Paid work 54 (40) 53 (26) 12 (8) 26 (18) 37 (22) 38 (28)
Unemployed 29 19 58 70 45 45

• Other 17 28 30 4 17 17

I Weighted base 107 31 71 28 132 2052Unweiglired base 75 30 57 31 129 198!
Base all leaversbut for presentationpurposespartnerstatuscolumnsare excludedwheretheycontain 20
unweightedcasesor fewer Note figuresin parenthesesarefull-time employmentrates

U There are signs that care responsibilitiesplayed an important role in respondents’

I
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I
participationon the programme,and where they went on leaving the programme. The
lastsectionnotedthat thosewith children were more likely to haveleft New Deal by the I
time of the surveythan thosewithout children. However,relatively few were entenng
jobs Theemploymentratefor leaverswith children was26 percent,comparedwith 40
percent amongleaverswithout children (Table 6.34). Furthermore,higherproportions
of the jobs enteredby thosewith children were part-time. Unemploymentratesacross
the two groups were similar becausethosewith children were twice as likely to be 5
classified‘Other’ This is becauseaquarter(25percent)of leaverswith childrenhadleft
theprogrammeto look aftertheirchildren I

Among toneparentleavers,theemploymentratewas6 percent,with 3 percentin full- I
time jobs Forty-fourper centof lone parentleaversgavelooking aftertheirchildrenas
theirmain actIvity atthetime of thesurveyinterview

U
These findings raise questionsabout the ability of young people to maintain their
participation in New Deal when they havecareresponsibilities It is possiblethat the I
figures are picking up the effects of recentchildbirth, requiring women to leave the
programme. I
Table6 34 If dependentchildren,by leaverdestinations I

No children Children
%

Paidwork 40 (29) 26 (13)
Unemployed 45 43
Other 15 31

Weighted base 2177 290 I
Unweighted base 2095 258
Base all respondentsNote figures in parenthesesarc full-time employmentrates I

Therewere73 weightedcases(68unweightedcases)of womenwho werepregnantat the I
time of the surveyinterview. In mostcases(87percent) they were pregnantwith their
first child In all but 11 percentof thesecases,thewomanhadleft NewDeal

6 4 12 1-lousingtenureandhousingcosts

I
Employmentrateswerehighestamongleaversliving in owneroccupiedaccommodation,
and lowest amongthose in social rented accommodation,squatsand other rent free U
accommodation, and those living in Institutions and othernon-privateresidences(Table
6.35) The differences are large- employment rates among those in social rented
accommodation were two-thirds those of respondents living in owner-occupied
accommodation(30 percentcomparedwith 49 percent). This housingtenureeffectmay
be an indication of the degreeto which young peoplefrom moresocially disadvantaged I
backgroundsloseout to the more advantagedin competitionfor jobs. The numbersin
rent free accommodationand non-privateresidencesaresmall, making interpretationof I
the resultshazardous. However, it is possiblethat their high unemploymentrateson
leavingtheprogrammemaybe explainedin part by thedifficulties of gettingandholding
ontoajobwhenone’shousingsituation is unsettledordifficult.

I
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I
Respondents with sole responsibility for their housing costs had relatively low

employmentrateson leavingNew Deal,but theywerenot much lower thanemployment
• ratesamongthose whosehousingcosts were met by parentsor other relatives(34 per

centagainst38 per cent) Employmentrateswere highestwhere leaverswere sharing
• housingcostswith peopleotherthan relativesor partners 47 percentof respondentsin

I this situation were working. It is possiblethat working becomesmore feasiblewhenhousingcostsarereducedthroughsharingthe burden. On the otherhand,young people
• mayonly moveawayfrom hometo live with othersoncetheyhaveajobto go to.

Table6 35 Housingtenure,by leaverdestinations

5 Not in Owned Mortgage Social Private Rent free. Oilier Don’t
priv res ourright , loan rented rented squatting know

I
Paid 25 (23) 47 (36) 50(38) 30 (20) 42(26) 32(21) 42 30(17)

U work (32)
Unemplo 60 37 39 49 41 62 53 65

U Other 15 17 II 21 17 6 5 4

U leaver

I Weighted 55 259 561 1138 372 19 42 20
base

— Unweighi 46 264 470 1150 342 18 35 28
— edbase

Base all leaversNote figures in parenthesesarefull-time employmentrates

• Employmentrateswere particularly low (26 per cent) wherehousingcosts were being
met by a partner. Respondentsin this situationwere muchmorelikely thanin othercases

‘5 to be unemployedandclaimingbenefits,or lookingafterthechildren

I 6.4 13 Multiple disadvantage

I. Recentdebatesaboutsocialexclusionhavebrought into focus onceagain the problems

I associatedwith multiple disadvantage,first discussedin the 1960sand 1970swhenPeter
Townsenddevisedthe concept of multiple deprivation (Townsend,1979: Townsend,

I 1987) Therehasbeenconcernthatthosefacingmultiple socialdisadvantagesmaysuffer
more thanothers in the labourmarket Table 6.36 seemsto support this contentionby

I presentingleaver destinationsfor respondentswith different degreesof multiple social

U disadvantages.The table indicatesthat employmentratesfell and unemploymentratesrosewith thenumberof socialdisadvantagesleaversfaced
U

Table6.36 Multiple socialdisadvantage,by leaverdestinations

I ________________
None One Two Three Four•

Paid work 56(43) 41(28) 31(22) 18 (12) 9(6)
I Unemployed 35 45 48 55 58

Other 9 14 21 28 32
U
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Weighted base 544 892 661 286 39 I
Unweighted base 456 855 653 290 48
Base all leaverswith non-missingdataon four dataitemsin the index Note figures in parenthesesare full- U
tune employment rates

Before readingtoo muchinto this table,the readershouldbearin mindthat this indicator
is not exhaustiveand hasnot beenngorously validated(seefootnote4). Respondents
scorea point for eachof thefollowing four knownmarkersof disadvantage

• Living in social rentedaccommodation, U
• Having no qualifications,
• Suffenngfrom a healthproblemordisabilityexpectedto last for morethana year; U
• Having no job beforethequalifying spellof unemployment

Thepercentagein the £Other~categoryalsorosewith the degreeof social disadvantage.
This was due to the increasingincidenceof long-term sickness,injury and disability
amongthe mostsociallydisadvantaged.Among thosewith a scoreof zeroon the social U
disadvantageindex, the rate of long-term sicknesswas 3 per cent. This roseto 19 per
centamongthosewith ascoreof 3, and23 percentamongthosewith ascoreof 4.

U6.4 14’Jobsearchproblems

I
The employmentrate atthe time of thesurveyinterview was 31 percentamongleavers
reportingone or morejob searchdifficulties overthe previousyear,comparedto 54 per I
cent reporting no such difficulties. The full-time employment rate for those with
problems was half that of those with no problems (21 per cent against40 per cent).
Thosereportingproblemswere more likely to saythey were unemployedandclaiming
benefits (33 percent against24 per cent)and long-termsick (12 percentagainstI per
cent). I

64.15’Regwn I

Therewere notable differencesin labour marketdestinationsfor leaversin different
regions of Bntazn However, it is not possibleto say whetherthe observeddifferences
aretrue regionaleffectswithout controllingfor otherfactorswhich varywith region,such

as thecompositionof theunemployed,labourmarketconditions,and soon The region
with the lowest employmentand full-time employment rates was the South West.

London andtheSouthEasthadthesecondlowestfull-time employmentrate

Table 6.37 region,by leaverdestinations

U
Scotland NE NW Yorks/Hu Wales W Muir E SW Lon arid

mber Mid ilEA SE I
% % % % %

Paidwork 35 (27) 40 38 39 (28) 35 (28) 43(30) 41(31) 31 36(24) 1
(29) (28) (20)

Unempio 46 41 43 42 54 43 41 50 49 U

U
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I
Other 20 19 19 19 ii 14 18 19 14

Weighted 335 197 324 390 103 17] 285 35 627
U base

Unweighi 281 181 355 343 119 180 241 47 606
I

Base all leavers Note basedon unit of delivery regions Figuresin parenthesesarefull-time employment
U rates

U 6.4 16 Units ofdelivery

Table 6 38 Unitsofdelivery, by leaver destinations
I

ES individualcontract ESjoin~pannership Con.sortium Pnvate sector led

•
Paid work 38 (28) 40 (24) 40 (28) 38 (27)

• Unemployed 44 44 47 49
Other 18 [7 13 13a Weighted base 1726 425 122 194

U Unweighted base 1629 383 -~ 109 232Baseall leavcrsNote figuresin parenthesesarefull-time employmentrates

Leaver unemploymentrateswere higher in private-sectorand consortium-led units of

I delivery than they were in other delivery areas,though the differenceswere not great
(Table 6 38). Leaversin private sector areaswere most likely to say that they were

• unemployedand claiming benefits (37 per cent said so, comparedto 30 per cent in
consortiumand ES individual contract areas,and 27 per cent in ES joint partnership

• areas) However,employmentrateswereroughly similar acrossthe four delivery types
The dLfference in unemploymentrates is explainedinsteadby the percentagesin the

~Other’ category this was largerin delivery areaswherethe ES operatedaloneor in a
• Jointpartnership Herelong-termsicknessrateswerea little higher(10percentin ES led

areas,7 per centin ES Joint partnershipareas,and 4 percent in both consortiumand
1 pnvacesector-tedareas).

I 6 5 ExperiencesofNewDeal andsubsequentlabourmarketoutcomesfor leavers

1 This section analysesassociationsbetweenrespondents’experienceson New Deal and
• theirsubsequentlabourmarketdestinations.It is worth stressingthat perceptionsof New

Deal may be influencedby subsequentlabourmarketexperiences,ratherthanthe other
I way round,sothat what respondentssayabouttheirNewDealexpenencesmaysaymore

about their satisfactionwith their currentcircumstancesthan it does about New Deal
I Furthermore, as statedearlier, the survey came early on in respondents’New Deal
• participation,soassociationsidentified heremay not hold with datacollectedoncemiDst

of therespondentshavecompletedtheir programmeparticipation

U
65.1. Pointat whichleftNewDeal

U
I. At the time of the surveyinterview, Options leavershad lower employmentratesthan
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Gatewayleaversandthoserecalling little or nothingof New Deal(the figures are31, 41
and37 percentrespectively;Table6.39) Overhalfof Option leaverswere unemployed,
comparedto four-in-tenGatewayleavers

These findings are not surprising since those leaving Options in the six months after
programmeentryaremostly Optionnon-comptetersleaving throughdissatisfactionwith
New Deal, orbecauseof difficulties in maintainingtheirparticipation. By wavetwo of U
the survey,Option completerswill be countedamongOption leavers,and it maybe that
theirpost-programmedestinationswill be different.

I
Table6 39 Pointatwhich left NewDeal,by leaverdestinations

I
L.eft. liii! elno recall Gateway leaver Option leaver

I
Paidwork 37 (26) 41 (31) 31(19)
Unemployed 47 39
Other 16 19 13

Weighted 764 1235 468
Unwezghted 709 1197 447
Base all leavers Note figures in parenthesesarefull ~ employmentrates

U
6.5.2 Breab in NewDealparticipation

Leaversreporting breaksin their New Deal participationhad higheremploymentrates

than those reporting no breaks (41 percent against32 per cent). Conversely,their U
unemploymentrateswerelower (39percentagainst54 percent). It is not clearwhy this
shouldbe so

6.5.3: NegativeexperiencesofNewDeal orbenefitclaiming
U,

As mentionedearlierin thechapter,4 percentof respondentssaid theyhadstoppedNew
Deal dueto problemswith claiming ordissatisfactionwith New Deal. In fact, this group U
madeup 8 per centof leavers Almost nme-tent.hsof them(87 percent;TabLe640)were I
unemployedat the time of the survey interview, including 56 per cent who were
unemployedbut notclaiming benefits. I

Table640- Negativeperceptionsof New Deal or benefit claiming given asreasonsfor leavingNew Deal,
by leaverdestinations

I
No negative reasonsgiven Negative pe~ç~ptzonsas reasons or lenvzng

U
Paidwork 41(29) 8 (4)
Unemployed 41 87
Other 18 5

U
Weighted base 2261 207

Unweighted base
Base all leaversNote figuresin parenthesesare full-time employmentrates

U
U
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I All respondentswereaskedhow much they agreedordisagreedwith the statement:‘On
New Deal peoplearepushedinto thingstheydon’t wantto do.’ Therewasno association
betweenresponsesto this questionanddestinationson leavingtheprogramme.

6.54 Benefitreductionsandhardship

U
Leaverswho had beensubjectto benefit reductionsorstoppageshad lower employment

• ratesandhigherunemploymentratesthanparticipantswho had‘eft without any benefit
— sanctions(Table 6 41). Among thosesanctioned,it wasthosewho subsequentlysuffered
— hardshipwho were leastlikely to be in jobs by the time of thesurveyinterview. It may
a be that theprocessof sanctioningclaimants,andtheexperienceof hardshipin thefaceof

benefit stopsarid reductions,may reduceparticipants’chancesof subsequentlygetting
• jobs Alternatively,thetypesof peoplewho weresanctionedmight bethe sortsof people

who areleastlikely to getandhold ontoajob.

Table6 41 Benefit penaltiesandhardship,by leaverdestinations

— No swps/reduczions Benefit stoppedireduced, Benefit stop pedlreduced, no
— hardshq, hardship

U Paidwork 42(30) 18(13) 31(17)
Unemployed 40 67 53

‘U Other i8 15 16

I Weighted base 1980 356 132
Unweighted base 1858 343 152

U Baseall ieavcrsNote figuresin parenthesesarc full-time employmentrates

U 6.5 5 Overall usefulnessofNewDeal

Perhaps not surprisingly, leaverswho viewed New Deal as most useful were also those

• mostlikely to be in paidwork at thetime of thesurveyinterview (Table 642) Similarly,
leaverswho saidit hadnot beenat all usefulweremostlikely to be unemployed.

•
Table642 Usefulnessof NewDeal,by leaverdestinations

I
Very useful Fairly usefid Not v useful Nor at all Not sure No recall of

1 useful ND
%

U Paidwork 47 (32) 38 (29) 39 (27) 31(21) 28 (20) 41(31)
Unemployed 36 43 41 56 44 44

I Other 17 18 20 13 28 15

U Weighted 280 749 436 516 86 401
base

• Unweighted 262 738 428 477 83 365
base
Base all kavers NoteS thequestionaskedwas Generally.how usefuldid you/haveyou found your time
on New Deal” Figuresin parenthesesarefull-time employmentrates

U
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6.5.6 HelpfulnessofNewDealcomponenis

All respondentswere askedto identify which elementof New Deal they thought had i
helpedthem themost Guidancewith careerswasmoststrongly associatedwith higher
employmentratesandhigherfull-time employmentrates(Table6.43).

Those sayingtheyfound the work experienceor basicskill assistancemosthelpful had I
the lowest employmentratesand highestunemploymentrates This indicatesthat they
did notnecessanlyexpectthehelp to leaddirectly to ajob However,thesearethe sorts
of peopleonemight haveexpectedto find still on theprogramme.

Table 643 Helpfulnessof New Dealcomponents,by leaverdestinations U

Careers NDPA Help Help Work Further Help with None
guidance interviews looking gettingjob expene educand reading/

for jobs interviews nce training wriungfia
nguage

% To To To U
Paid 45(36) 41(30) 41(30) 39 (30) 30(22) 31(27) 26 (3) 36
work (24)
Uriemp 44 39 43 41 58 39 58 48
Other 11 20 17 20 12 29 17 16

Weighted 83 399 391 124 62 91 40 847
base
Unweight 82 406 347 112 56 104 35 815
ed base
Base all leaversexcept the 31 unweightedcasesanswering ‘Don’t know’ or ‘Somethingelse’ Note
figuresin parenthesesarefull-time employmentrates

65.7 SatisfactionwithNDPAhelp

Employmentratesdid not differ very much with satisfactionwith the help offeredby U
theirNewDeal PersonalAdviser,apartfrom thosewho expressedthemselveseithervery U
or completely dissatisfied Among leavers who were ‘completely satisfied’, the
employment rate was 44 per cent, comparedto 42 per cent among thoseexpressing I
themselves ‘fairly dissatisfied’ However, the rates for the very and completely
dissatisfiedwere28 and20percentrespectively.

U
6.5 8 Gettingalongwith theNDPA

I
Table6 44 Gettmgalongwith theNDPA, by leaverdestinations

Very well Quite well No: v well Not a: all well Not sure No NDPA
advice recalled U

To To To To
Paid work 43 (31) 35 (25) 28 (18) 18 (13) 29 (20) 44 (30) U
Unemployed 39 49 57 64 48 39
Other 17 17 15 18 23 17 1
Weighted base 926 924 i29 94 42 353 U

U
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• (inweighted 874 903 129 87 45 315

I baseBase all leaversNote figures in parenthesesare full-time employmentrates

U The associationbetweenlabour marketdestinationson leaving the programmeand the

• NDPA was much clearerin responsesto the question.‘how well do/did you get along
with your PersonalAdviser’~’Thosewho had got alongbetterhadhigheremployment

U ratesandlowerunemploymentratesthan thosereportingapoorrelationship(Table6 44)
Again, it is worth beanngin mind that this does not necessarily imply a causal

U relationshiprunningfrom gettingalongwith an adviserto betterlabourmarketoutcomes,

I
althoughthis is possible.Equallyplausibleis the suggestionthat thosein jobs atthetime
of the survey interview were wont to reflect more favourablyon their tIme with their

• NDPA thanthosewho wereunemployed

U Therewereno significantdifferencesin leaverdestinationsby whetherornot theNOPA

hadreferredparticipantsto otheradviceor assistance.
6.5.9: Delayedentryto theGateway

• Therewasno associationbetweenelapsedtime betweenenteringtheprogrammeandthe
first NDPA interview andleaverdestinations.

I

U 65.10 Timespenton the Gateway

I There was no associationbetweenthe time spent on Gatewayand subsequentleaveremploymentrates (Table 6.45). However, thosewho had spent5 monthsor more in
• Gatewayweremorelikely to beunemployedand lesslikely to be ‘Other’ on leavingthe

programmethan thosewho hadspentlessthan 5 monthson Gateway

U
Table645 Length ofGatewayspell,by leaverdestinations

No Gateway Gateway spell of less than 5 Gateway 5pell of 5 months or
U months more

To To To
U Paidwork 36 (26) 41(30) 39 (27)

Unemployed 48 39 47
• Other iS 19 14

• Weighted base 814 889 320
Unweighred base 757 844 308
Base all leaversexceptthe444 unweighted easeswith Gateway spellsbut dateproblemsNote figures in
parenthesesarefull-time employmentrates

U
U

U
U
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I
7 Perceptionsof the overall usefulnessof New Deal

U
Summary

> Nearly two thirds believedNew Deal was ‘very’ or ‘fairly’ useful while 30 per cent
believedit wasnot. Thesefindings comparefavourablywith theperceivedhelpfulnessof
Jobcentreservicesby thoseof similar agetaken from the comparisongroupusedui the U
Jobclub/J1Gevaluationof 1994/95.

> NDYP was perceivedas most useful by thosewith greaterexposureto the programme,
and positive perceptionsof NDPAs and the help they offered Conversely,thosewho
thoughtNew Deal ‘pushedpeopleinto things they didn’t want to do’, and those with
direct experienceof benefit stopsor reductions,were least likely to view NDYP as
useful. U

> New Deal was viewed most positively where it was perceived as increasing
employability — a third of thosewho said it had improvedconfidence,improved skills,
helpedlearn new skills, or acquirework experience,agreedNew Deal had been‘very
useful’ and a further half ‘fairly useful’. Thoseleast likely to view the programmeas
useful were thosewho thought it had done little or nothingfor theiremployability (see
ChapterFive). Theseincludedparticipantsfrom themostdisadvantagedgroups,suchas I
the multiply disadvantaged,ex-offenders,and drug or alcohol abusers Thesefindings
raise concerns about NDYP’s ability to reach the most severely disadvantaged
participants

U
U

Chapter Six focused on ways in which New Deal was addressingparticIpants’
employability. This chapterconsidersrespondents’general,overall impressionof the U
New Deal by consideringresponsesto the question: ‘Generally, how useful have you
found(did you find) theNew Deal?’

U
7.1 ComparisonofNDYPwith JobclubandJob interviewGuarantee(JIG) in 1994/5

U
Almost one-quarter(23 per cent) of respondentssaid they had found New Deal ~very
useful’, and another38 percentsaidtheyhad foundit ‘fairly useful’ (Table7.1) Nearly
a third (30percent)hadnot found it useful, halfof who saidit was ‘not at all useful’

Without somebenchmark,or point of comparison,it is notpossibleto judge from these
figureswhetherNew Deal is scoringwell orpoorly. Therefore,asa point of comparison,

Table 7.2 presentsresults from the evaluationof the Jobclub and JIG programmes U
conductedin 1994/95 (for details see White, Lxssenburghand Bryson, 1997). The

I
I
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• Jobclub/JIGsurveyaskedhowhelpful theJobcentreserviceshadbeen This is a similar
questionto the ‘usefulness’questionaskedofNIDYP participants

u Table7 1 Usefulnessof NewDeal

U Very useful 23 —

I Fairly useful 38Not veryuseful 16

U Notatall useful 14Not sure 2
Do notrecall NewDeal 7

U Weightedbase 6010Unweightedbase ___6OlO
Baseall respondents

• Possibly the most sensiblecompansonfor NDYP is with the Jobclub/JIGcomparisongroup, since the Jobcluband JIG participantsare selectedgroups whereasthe NDYP

I sampleis not 2 Taking‘very helpful’ and ‘fairly helpful’ together,thereis no evidenceof
any differencebetweenNDYP (66per cent)and the 1994/95compansongroup (65 per

• cent). However,NDYP comesout much higher on the ‘very helpful’ categoryand

considerablylower on the ‘fairly helpful’ category.

• Table7 2 Comparisonof NDYP usefulnesswith helpfulnessof Jobccntreservicesin 1994/95

I Undcr-25sin
NOYP Jobclub HG Jobclub/J1G

comparison group -

Veryhelpful 25 13 25 9

• Fairly helpful 41 55 52 56Very or fairly 66 68 77 65
• helpful

a Weightedbase 5599 198__ 192 176Base NDYP participantswith recallof New Deal Jobclub,JIG andJobclub/.flGcompansongroup taken

I from evaluationof Jobcluband JIG in 1994/95 Basesareconfinedto thoseageduridcr-25 Note NDYPfiguresbasedon questionrelating to ‘usefulness’of NDYP. while Jobclub/JIGfigures basedon responses

to questionrelatingto ‘helpfulness’of iobcentreservices

I However, the relevanceof this compansonis chiefly with respectto the Gatewayin
NDYP, in that JobclubandJIG werejob searchsupportprogrammesTable7.3 presents

I perceptionsof NDYP’s usefulnessby participants’ currentNew Deal status It shows. that, although Gatewayparticipantswere less likely thanotherparticipantsto sayNew
Deal was ‘very useful’, the figure is more than double that for the Jobclub/JIG

• comparisongroup,andhigherthanthefigure for Jobclubparticipantsin 1994195

U Althoughsimilarquestionsareaskedin otherlabourmarketevaluations,Investigationsindicatedthat they

U containedtoo few youngpeopleto makecomparisonsfeasible2 Eventhecomparisongroupis selectedto matchtheJobclub/IIGparticipantson age.gender,durationof

unemployment,andspatial location However,like theNDYP participants,thegroup is not self-selecting.
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Table7 3 Overall usefulnessofthe NewDeal by currentNewDeal status 1

Gateway Employment Volsector ETF FT ed/tr Post- Left New 1
Option Option Option Option Deal

advice
%

Very useful 21 45 35 31 4.0 30 11 I
Fairly 46 38 42 42 44 42 30
useful I
Notvery 19 11 14 15 10 18 18
useful U
Not atall 12 5 8 11 6 8 21
useful U
Notsure 2 1 * * 1 1 3
Norecall * 0 0 0 0 0 16

Weighted 1423 621 170 /27 776 418 2468
base
Unweiglued 1485 173 /33 825 429 2353 1
base
Baseall respondents

Nevertheless,Option participants viewed New Deal as more useful than Gateway I
participants,with the ranking of Options reflecting levels of Option satisfaction(see
Table4 17) U

7.2 Lrnksbetweenperceivedusefulnessandcurrent labour markerstatus

Perceptionsof the NewDeal’soverall usefulnessalso differedby labourmarketstatusat
thetime of thesurveyinterview (Table 7.4) Thosein full-time educationortrainingand I
thoseon governmentprogrammesweremost likely to view it as ‘very useful’ (38 and 33
percentrespectively),followed by thosein a full-time job or self-employment(26and25
percentrespectively). Thosewho were unemployedand not claiming unemployment-
relatedbenefitsweretheleasthkelyto view it asvery useful(8 percent).

I
Table 7 4 Overall usefulnessof theNew Dealby currentlabourmarketstatus

Very useful Fairly useful Nor very Nc’t at all Not surelNo Unweighted
useful useful recall base U

~Tjob 26 36 14 12 12 1107
FT job 20 31 20 16 13 343
Self- 25 26 17 19 13 51
employed
Govt prog 33 43 15 8 1 381 I
FTed/train 38 40 11 7 4 841
U,claiming 20 41 17 14 8 2519
U,noclaim 8 29 21 32 10 378
LTsick 11 36 24 17 13 237
Rome 17 28 14 IS 23 119
Other (18) (69) (1) (6) (6) (34)

I
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U Base all respondentsNote i-owpercentages

U 73 Perceptionsof New Deal usefulnessby participants’ characteristicsand New

U Dealexperiences

U Table7 5 showsthe percentageof respondentssayingNew Dealhad generallybeen ‘very
useful’, by theirpersonalcharacteristicsandhouseholdcircumstances.

U
• The table gives cause for concern about NDYP’s ability to reach the most

U disadvantagedgroups of participants Respondentsfrom some of the most

• disadvantagedgroups- namelyex-offenders,thosewith drug or alcohol problems,
and those with work-limiting long-term health problems,and those with all four

U disadvantagesin the multiple disadvantageindex — weremuch less likely to saythey
had found NDYP ‘very useful’. The gap was not apparenton all measuresof

U disadvantagetherewasno gap betweenthosewith and without basicskill problems,
— nor betweenthosewith and without housingproblems.3 Moreover, the very Iong-
— term unemployedactuallyfound NDYP more useful than participantswith shorter

U unemploymentdurationsdid. Nevertheless,thegeneralpictureis onewhich suggests
NDYP was viewed as less useful amongthose who might perhapsbe the most

U difficult to assist.
• Perceptionsof usefulnessdid not differ markedlywith householdcircumstancesor

U demographiccharacteristics,with the exception of ethnicity The white majonty
— were a little more likely than the non-whitemlnonty to view NDYP as very useful
— (24 percentagainst20 per cent),but differenceswithin the non-whiteminonty were

U more marked Bangladeshisand Pakistanis - the groups identified in previous
researchasthemostdisadvantagedin the labourmarket(Jones,1993) - were the least

U likely to view NDYP as ‘very useful’.

U
U
U
U

U
U
U
U
U
U _______

Respondentswereidentifiedas havinghousingproblemswherethey saidhavingno permanentplaceto
— live hadmadeit difficult to findor keepwork in the lastyear,or whereatthesurvey interview theyhadno

I fixed abode,lived in a hotelor bedandbreakfastaccommodation,or wereliving in ahostelor institution
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Table7 5 Percentageviewing NewDeal as ‘very useful’ by personalcharactenstics 1
U

____________________________ U
Age

18-20years 23 2551 1
21-22years 22 1617
23-i- years 25 1836 U

— . -

-~ ~— U
~ .

l~o~ -

UI

Childien 23 598
No children 23 5412 U

Mamed/hvutg asmarried 22 84i
Single.divorced,or separated 23 5169

•

0, I
3

U
Reading,writing or nu~yproblemsinceage16 24 1338

No reading.~iungor numeracy blems 23 4672
o - - U

Ex-offcnders 16 507
Not ex-offenders 24 5503 U
Jobsearchproblemin tastyear 22 - - 4142

No ob search blems 26 1868

Work-limiting long-termhealthproblem 17 749 U
Long-termhealthproblem,not work linuting 27 328
No long-termhealth roblem 24 4933 U

~ .

I

I
Lengthof qualifying spellof unemployment I
<6 months 22 1589
6-11 months 24 1527
12-Ilmont.hs 21 627
18-23months 21 312
24-35 months 26 309 1
36-i- months 31 377

Base all respondents I
U
U
U~
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U New Dealwas alsoperceivedasmoreuseful by thosewho showedflexibility in theirjob
— searchandhadlow wageexpectations Usefulnesswaspositivelyassociatedwith higher
— non-wagejob searchflexibility (Table 7 6). Those finding it ‘very useful’ had mean
• hourly net target wagesof £4.20, and meanhourly net minimum acceptablewagesof

£3.33 Thesefigurescomparedwith £4.61 and£ 3 70 respectivelyfor thosewho thought
• New Deal was ‘not at all useful’. Thosefinding New Deal ‘very useful’ also tendedto

have low job searchintensity, high job searchefficacy, and high non-financial work
I commitment.

Table 7 6 Helpfulnessof New Dealby job searchcharacteristics
I -- ~ ~~W~hsedbase

— Numberof job applicationsin 4 weeksbeforesurvey— None 26 3283
1-4 18 1394

U 5+ 21 _____ 1322

• ____________

Even if I had enough money to live comfortably for
therestof my life, I would still wantto work:
Stronglyagree 29 2245

• Slightly agree 21 1368
Neitheragreenor disagree 21 586

U Slightly disagree 21 523
Stronglydisagree 16 1288

U Base all respondents

When consideringthe overall usefulnessof New Deal, participantswere very outcome-

U oriented(Table7 7).

• • WhereNew Deal was perceivedasincreasingemployability, it was often viewedas
‘very useful’ Thus, two-thirds (68 percent)of thosewho strongly agreedthat New

U Deal had improvedtheirchancesof getting a goodjob consideredNew Deal ‘very
useful’, comparedto under5 percentwho disagreedwith thestatement.Almost half

U of those who said it had improvedconfidence,improved skills, helped learn new
skills or acquirework expenence,agreedNew Deal had been ‘very useful’. This
comparedto a third (34 per cent)who mentionedits value in looking for work, and

U only 2 percentamongthosewho said it wasnot helpful in anyoftheseways.
• Participantswere also influenced by their experiencesof the NDYP process

U Perceptionsthat NDYP ‘pushespeopleinto things they don’t wantto do’, anddirect
— experienceof benefit stopsor reductions,were both associatedwith more negative
— viewsof New Deal’susefulness.

• The relationshipwith the NDPA wasalso influential Whereparticipantsfelt they
had got on well with their NDPA, they were much more likely to view the

•
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programme as ‘very useful’ Perceptionsof usefulnesswere also positively
associatedwith more intensiveassistance,so that those recalling NDPA referrals U
weremore likely to seeNew Dealas ‘very useful’ ‘~

• As notedearlier,participantsin Options at thetime of thesurveyinterview hadfound
it moreuseful than those on Gateway However,overstayingGatewaymadelittle U
differenceto respondents’views of NDYP’s overall usefulnessThosewho hadnot
overstayedwere a little more likely to saythey had found it ‘very useful’, but the I
percentagessayingit hadbeen‘very’ or ‘fairly’ usefulwereidentical(69percent)

• Thereweredifferencesin perceptionsof New Deal’s usefulnessby delivery method.
Although therewereno big differencesin the percentagesviewing New Deal asvery

useful, the percentagesviewing New Deal as ‘very’ or ‘fairly’ useful in consortium
andprivate sectorled deliveryareaswere lowerthanthepercentagesfor Employment U

Service individual contractand EmploymentServiceJoint partnershipareas The
figures were47, 54, 62 and63 percentrespectively This is the samerankingas the
onefor perceptionsthat NDYP had improvedthe chancesof getting a goodjob (see
Table5 20).

U

U

I-

U

U

I
UI

U

U
I
U
U
w

~Therewas alsoa poSitiveassociationwith thenumberof issuesdiscussedwith theNDPA Themean
numberof itemsrecalledwas5 0amongthoseconsideringNewDeal ‘very useful’, and3 5 amongthose
whosaid it was not at all useful’

U
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U



I

I

I

B ChapterSeven

U Table77 ImpactofNewDeal experienceanddeliveryon percentageviewing NewDealas ‘very useful’

~
• On NDYP peopleare pushedinto things they don

want to do

I Strotiglyagree 7 29 1471Slightlyagree 16 49 1224

U
Neitheragreenor disagree 22 42 741
Slightly disagree 31 51 996
Stronglydisagree 52 34 1123

• ___ __

• Overstayedon Gateway 25 44 1392
Did not overstay 29 40 198 i
CurrentGateway,hasn’toverstayed 23 48 645

NewDeal useful in following ways

B Increasingconfidence 45 47 2284
Improvingskills 48 43 i960

• LearninZnewskills 47 43 1933
Getting work expenence 45 43 1482

U Looking for work 34 49 3142Nothinghelpful 2 16 1892

• __

Delivery type

• ESindividual contract 23 39 4174
ES joint partnership 24 39 1071

U Consortium 21 26 293Pnvatcsector 21 33 472

U Base all respondents

U

U
U
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Table A61. Genderby issuesdiscussedwith New DealPersonalAdviser A54

Table A62 Genderby Gatewaycourses A55 U

Table A63- Genderby howNewDealwashelpful A55

I
Table A64 Genderby whatNewDealcomponenthelpedthemost A56
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•
U Table Al: All and by gender, ‘Gethng a job is more down to luck

than the effort you put in.’
U Gettingajob is more downto luck thantheeffort you put in All Male Female

• % % %
Stronglyagree 15 15 13

U Slightly agree 23 24 21

U Neitheragreenordisagree 16 17 13Slightly disagree 24 21 23

Strongly disagree 25 23 28
Noopinion 1 1 1

U
• Weightedbase 6010 4281 1729

Unweightedbase 6010 4252 1758

Base:all respondents

Table A2: All and by gender, ‘My future depends on me.’
My futuredependsonme All Male Female

U 0% 0% %

• Stronglyagree 79 80 77
Slightfyagree 16 15 18

• Neitheragreenordisagree 2 3 3

U Shghtlydisagree 1 1 1
Stronglydisagree 1 1 1

• Noopinion 1 0 0

U Weighted base 6010 4281 1729

U Unwezghtedbase 6010 4252 1758

I U Base:all respondents

U
U
•
U

U
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U
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I
Table A3: All and by gender, ‘Having almost any job is better U
than being unemployed.’ U
Havingalmostanyjob is betterthanbemgunemployed All Male Female U

% %
Stronglyagree 41 41 43 U
Slightly agree 25 25 26
Neitheragreenordisagree 9 9 10
Slightly disagree 13 14 12 U
Stronglydisagree ii 11 9
Noopinion 1 0 0

I
Weightedbase 6010 4281 1729

Unweightedbase 6010 4252 1758 UBase: all respondents

I
Table A4: All and by gender, ‘I want to continue to train & U
develop so that 1 maintain & add to my work skills.’
I wantto continueto train& developsothat I maintain& All Male Female U
addto my work skills

% % U
Stronglyagree 60 60 62
Slightly agree 25 25 24 U
Neitheragreenor disagree 7 8 8 U:
Slightly disagree 4 4 4
Stronglydisagree 3 3 3 I
Noopinion 1 0 0

Weightedbase 6010 4281 1729 U
Unweightedbase 6010 4252 1758

U
Base:all respondents U

U~

U
U

U
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•
U Table A5: All and by gender, ‘Even If I had enough money to live

comfortably for the rest of my life, I would still want to work.’
U Evenif I hadenoughmoneyto live comfortablyfor therest All Male Female
• _ofmy life, I wouldstill wantto work

%U Stronglyagree 37 35 42

Slightly agree 23 22 24
Neitheragreenordisagree 9 10 8

• Slightly disagree 9 9 7
Stronglydisagree 21 23 18

1 Noopimon 1 0 0

U Weightedbase 6010 4281 1729

U Unweightedbase 6010 4252 1758

U Base:all respondents
•

• Table A6: All and by gender, ‘For someone like me, benefits give
U more security than trying to earn a wage.’

For someonelike me, trying to earnawagegivesmore All Male Female
secuntythanbenefits

U % % 0%

Stronglyagree 6 6 8
• Slightly agree 13 13 12
U Neitheragreenordisagree 12 12 12

Slightly disagree 21 21 21
U Stronglydisagree 46 47 46

Noopinion 1 1 2

U Weightedbase 6010 4281 1729
Unweightedbase 6010 4252 1758

U
U Base:all respondents

U

U
U
U
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a

Table A7: All and by gender, ‘I know the best ways to apply for
the kind of work that 1 want.’
I knowthe bestwaysto applyfor thekind ofwork thatI All Male Female— U
want

Stronglyagree 34 33 36 I
Slightly agree 38 38 37 -

Neither agreenordisagree 13 14 12 1
Slightlydisagree 10 10 9 U
Stronglydisagree 5 5 6
Noopinion 1 0 0 U

Weightedbase 6010 4281 1729 U
Unweightedbase 6010 4252 1758

Base:all respondents I

U
I

Table AS: All and by gender, ‘I know how to write a good
application letter.’ 1
I knowhow to write a goodapplicationletter All Male Female I

% 0% %
Stronglyagree 38 37 40
Slightly agree 32 32 31 I
Neitheragreenordisagree 9 10 8
Shghtlydisagree 12 12 12
Stronglydisagree 10 10 10
Noopinion 1 0 0

U
Weightedbase 6010 4281 1729

Unweighted base 6010 4252 1758 U
I

Ease:all respondentsI

UI

U
I,

I

U
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U
• Table A9: All and by gender, ‘I do well at job interviews when I

get them.’ -

U I do well atjob interviewswhenI getthem All Male Female

• 0% %
Stronglyagree 30 31 29

U Slightly agree 36 36 36
Neitheragreenordisagree 16 20 19
Slightly disagree 9 8 11

U Stronglydisagree 4 4 5
Noopinion 4 0 0

U
• Weightedbase 6010 4281 1729

Unweightedbase 6010 4252 1758
U

Base:all respondents

U

• Table AlO: All and by gender, ‘I have lots of experience relevant
U to work.’

I havelotsofexperiencerelevantto work All Male Female
%

• Stronglyagree 27 28 27
Slightly agree 33 33 33

• Neitheragreenordisagree 13 14 12
• Slightly disagree 16 15 18

Stronglydisagree 10 9 11
U Noopinion 1 0 0

• Weightedbase 6010 4281 1729

• Unweightedbase 6010 4252 1758

• Base:all respondents

U
•
U
I
U
U

U
U
U
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Table All: All and by gender, ‘I have many work related skills
that would make me a good employee.’ I
I havemanywork relatedskills thatwould makemeagood All Male Female~ U
employee

0% 0%
Stronglyagree 40 40 39
Slightly agree 35 35 34
Neitheragreenordisagree 12 12 12 U
Slightly disagree 8 8 9
Stronglydisagree 5 5 6
Noopmion 1 0 0

Weightedbase 6010 4281 1729 U
Unweightedbase 6010 4252 1758 i

Base:all respondents U

U
U

Table A12: All and by gender, some people do not really mind
being out of work I

Some peopledo notreally mind beingout ofwork. Others All Male Female U
feel it is just aboutthe worstthing thateverhappenedto
them Wouldyou look atthis cardandtell mewhich
numbershowsyourown feelingsaboutbeingout ofwork U

% 0%
I I do not really mind beingoutofwork 3 2 3 1
2 1 1 2
3 3 3 2

4 5 5 4 I
5 13 12 13
6 12 11 12 U
7 21 21 21
8 15 15 16
9 Beingout ofwork is just abouttheworstthingthatever U
happenedto me 28 28 26
lODon’tknow 1 * I

Weighted 6010 4281 1729 1
Unwe:ghted 6010 4252 1758 U

U
Base:all respondents

U

AlO U
U
U
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a
Table A13: Reason for dissatisfaction with course of New deal —
Full-time Education & Training Option —

U
Reasonfor dissatisfactionwith course % U

Not enoughteaching/trainingprovided 1 U
Poorquality training (general)/ not learninganything 12
Learnmorethroughwork thancourses 1

Training givendoesn’tmatchdescription 5 1
Inappropriatefor age/ level! studentsofdifferent standards 13
trainedtogether U
Classbehaviouroffensive/ poor/obstructive 8

Course is notwhatI wanted/ inappropriatefor meor myjob 18needs

Shortageof equipment/matenalsnecessaryfor practical 3
learning U
Haveto go dueto Newdeal/ haveto evenonholidaysdue 5
to New deal
Shortageof staffavailable 4
Poorstandardsofteaching 2
Coursebadlyorganised 5 U
Personallearningdifficulties 9
Moneyissues 2
Otherproblemswith tr~inrngcontent 2 1
other 19
Don’t know/ no reasongiven 21 U

U
Weightedbase 71 --

Unweightedbase 85

U
Base:all respondentscurrently in New DealFull-time Education andTraining

Option who were dissatisfiedwith the course

I
Note:multiple responseformatmeanspercentagescanaddup to morethan100, as
severalanswerscanbe givenby eachrespondent.

U
U

U
U
U
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Table AU: Ethnicity by current New Deal status

• White Blcwk- Back- Black- indian Pakistani Bangio4esh, Chinese Other

Caribbean African other
I % °‘~ % % %

Gateway 23 35 28 25 19 28 24 (43) 26
• Employment I I 6 2 6 6 5 5 (31) 2

Option
I Voluntary sector 3 3 1 1 2 3 1 (6)

Option
I U Environment 3 * 0 0 1 0 0 0

Task Force

I Sell-employment * 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Option

U Full-time 12 17 25 15 10 14 14 0 16
educationl

• trainingOption
Post-Option 7 6 7 15 4 4 7 0 6

U advice
LeftNew Deal 40 33 38 39 58 46 49 (19) 49

• Weightedbase 5002 203 106 69 119 282 78 9 132
Unwezghtedbase 4635 258 143 100 158 392 130 12 164

U
• Base:all respondentswho gaveethnic origin

U

U
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U

U
U
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U
U
I
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U
U

Table A15: Ethnicity by current labour market status

white Black- Back- Black- Indian Pakistani Bang!adeshi Chinese OtJi~~
Caribbean African other -

% %
Full-timejobof 22 7 5 17 15 15 17 0 13
30+ hoursper U
week -

Part-timejob of 5 4 9 6 8 9 8 (43) 5 U
under30 hours
per week I
Self-empfoyed 1 * 0 4 3 1 2 0 *

On 6 5 5 4 4 4 7 (6) 3
govermnernfTEC
[LEC
programme
FuU-time 13 17 29 16 17 19 18 0 19
educationor -

tr~!flIng

Unemployedand 40 54 39 47 31! 39 35 (45) 47
cl~ITflTng benefits
Unemployed,not 6 10 7 4 16 7 11 (6) 9
claiming benefits
Long-termsick, 4 4 1 4 3 1 0 1 a
injured or
disabled
Looking after the 2 2 2 1 * 3 2 0 *

home
Other 1 0 0 0 1 * C) 0 3

U
Weightedbase 5002 203 106 69 119 282 78 9 132

Unweighted base 4635 258 143 100 158 392 130 12 164!

a
Base:all respondentswho gaveethnicorigin

U
U
I

U
U
U

U

U
I
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U -.Table A16: Ethnicity by how well participants got along with
U New Deal Personal Advisers -

How well White Black- Back- Black- Indian Pak2slam Bangladesh; Chinese Other
do/didyou Caribbean African other

• getalong
• withyour

personal

U adviser
% % % % % %

Very well 53 46 43 52 51 52 54 (61) 47

• 38 41 42 36 43 38 38 (39) 41
Quitewell

U Not very 4 7 9 9 2 5 3 0 9

U wellNotatall 3 2 1 2 4 2 3 0

U well
Not sure 1 3 5 1 0 3 1 0 2
U

Weightedbase 4525 188 96 65 98 240 67 7 108
U Unwe:ghred 4220 239 130 93 137 343 116 9 145

base

U
Base:all respondentswho gaveethnic origin, who recalled NewDeal Advice

U
U
U

‘U
U
U
U

U

‘U
U
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UTable A17: Ethnicity by Tasters and short courses
White Black- Back- Black- Indian Pakistani Bangladeshi Chinese Other

Caribbean African other -

Typeof % % % % %
taster/short
course:
Time with 15 21 23 21 20 14 25 (8) 18 U
employers to -

find out about I
kindsofjobs
Visiting or 31 38 36 38 34 35 35 (8) 23 U
trying acourse
ofeducationor I
training
Goingona 13 23 18 20 12 17 18 (24) 13
shortcourse~
improvebasic
skis
Gomgona 14 14 10 15 17 16 19 0 8 U
shortcourseto
learnhow to U
find orapply
forjobs U
~Notaster1short 51 39 46 45 45 49 39 (68) 58
course

Mean number 0.73 0.87 0.94 0.82 0.83 0.97 (0.39) 0.62 U
ofTastersand 0.98
shortcourses U
undertaken

U
Weightedbose 4525 188 96 65 98 240 67 7 108
Unweighzed 4220 239 130 93 /37 343 116 9 145
base a

Base:all respondentswho gaveethnic origin,who recalledNew DealAdvice

Note: this is amultiple responsequestionsothat the percentages&ld to more than U
too. U

a
I
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U Table A18: Ethnicity by Issues discussed with New Deal

U Personal Advisers

U White Black- Back- Black- indian Pakistani Bangladesh: Chinese Other
Caribbean African other

U % % % %
Your 72 74 69 82 67 66 68 (84) 72

U expenenceand
skills

I U Whatwork you 71 66 67 69 62 58 49 (62) 65
might do in the

U future
Whateducation 63 62 65 65 54 55 60 (30) 66

U or training you
might need

U Thepossibility 18 15 11 29 12 11 12 (39) 15
of workingself-

U employed
Different ways 59 55 50 62 55 46 65 (68) 51

U oflooking for
jobs

U Makingjob 43 33 47 38 39 43 60 (62) 35
applications

U Your 52 42 51 59 51 39 41 (62) 41
responsibilities

U asajobseeker

U
Differentthings 71 59 58 69 68 58 63 (70) 65
you coulddo on
theNew Deal

U Somethingelse 1 4 2 0 2 2 3 0 3
Noneofthese 3 2 4 1 3 3 2 (8) 4

U Meannumber 4 51 4.10 4.20 4.73 4.10 3.78 4.21 (4.17) 4.12
of issues
discussed

U Weightedbase 4525 188 96 65 98 240 67 7 108

U Uirwe:ghled 4220 239 130 93 137 343 116 9 145
base

Base:all respondentswho gaveethnic origin,who recalled New DealAdvice
U

Note this is amultiple responsequestionsothat thepercentagesaddto morethan100.

I
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U
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U

Table A19: Ethnicity by New Deaf Personal Adviser referrals U
White Black- Back- Black- Indian Pakistani Bangladesh: Chmese Other U

Caribbean African other -

% U
ColIegeftEC/ 19 29 22 15 12 21 16 0 24
LECre U
courses/trammg
/work U
Independent 14 15 16 15 15 17 17 (24) 8 -

careersadvice I
Jobsearchskills 14 14 15 12 15 16 20 (8) 12
course U
Employerswith 12 17 12 16 18 8 12 (8) 11
vacanciesto fill I
Courseto 5 4 9 6 8 7 (14) 9
improve U
reading/writing
Mentor 4 5 2 9 10 3 3 0 4 U
Someoneto 3 6 3 13 4 4 1 0 2
assistin
becomingself-
employed
Healthadviser 2 2 1 1 1 1 1 0 1
Specialist 2 * 4 1 1 * 0 0 0
agencyto help U

offenders
None 45 41 40 46 40 45 37 (54) 51

Meannumber 0.78 0.95 0.89 0.93 0.80 0.80 0.86 (0.61) 0.73 U
ofreferrals

U
Weightedbare 4525 188 96 65 98 240 67 7 108
Unwezghted 4220 239 130 93 137 343 116 9 145
base

Base: all respondentswho gaveethnic origin,who recalledNewDealAdvice U

Note: this is a multiple responsequestionsothatthepercentagesaddto more than 100. U

U
U
U
U
U
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U
I Table A20: Ethnicity by Mentors

U White Black- Back- Black- Indian Pakistani Bang!adeshi Chinese Other

U Caribbean African other% % % % % %
U referred 4 5 2 9 10 3 3 0 4

to a
U mentor

U Weighted 4525 188 96 65 98 240 67 7 108

I baseUn~:gki 4220 239 130 93 137 343 116 9 145
ed bare

U Base: all respondentswho gaveethnic origin, who recalledNew Dealadvice

U
U TableA20a: Ethnicity by mentors’ helpfulness

Helpfulnessof White Non-white ethnic
U mentor

u
very helpfui 45 (45)

I quitehelpful 40 (29)

I Not very 5 (13)helpful

U Notatall 4 (4)
helpful

U Notsure 5 (8)

U Weighted base 170 39

U Umve:ghted base 171 51

U Base~all respondentswho gaveethnic origin,who recalledNew Dealadvice and

U werereferred to a mentor

U
U
U
U
U
U
U A19
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Table A21: Ethnicity by overall usefulness of the New Deal I
- U

White Black- Back- Black- Indian Pakistani Bang!adeshi Chinese Other
Caribbean African other U

% % % %
Very useful 24 19 23 28 23 18 15 0 18

Fairly useful 38 41 35 30 34 40 4 (74) 44 I
Notveryuseful 16 15 17 16 14 19 18 (6) 14
Notatalluseful 14 15 16 17 14 ii 13 C) 8 U
Notsiire 2 4 2 6 2 2 3 0 2
Cannotrecall 6 5 6 2 13 10 7 (19) 15
New Deal U
Weightedbase 5002 203 106 69 119 392 78 9 132 U
(Jnwe:ghzed 4635 258 143 100 158 282 130 12 164
base

Base: all respondentswho gaveethnic origin U
U

Table A22: Ethnicity by whether New Deal has improved my U

chances of gettingagood job

New Dealhas White Black- Back- Black- Indian Pakistam Bangladeshi Chinese Other U
improvedmy Caribbean African other

chances of U
gettinga good
job I

% % % % I
Stronglyagree 20 14 22 20 20 18 21 (13) 13
Slightly agree 28 28 34 17 24 31 30 (31) 35
Neitheragree 16 15 9 21 21 18 16 (6) 22 U
nor disagree
Sllgbtly 11 15 9 14 10 10 8 (38) 9 U
disagree
Strongly 18 22 18 20 14 13 12 0 7

disagree

No opinion 3 3 5 8 10 4 7 (6) 1
Not applicable 4 2 4 1 2 5 6 (6) 12 U

Weightedbase 5002 203 106 69 119 392 78 9 132 U
Unwe:ghted 4635 258 143 100 158 282 130 12 164
base

U
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I Base: all respondentswho gaveethnic origin
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Table A23: Ethnicity by On New Deal are pushed into things they U
don’twanttodo

U

On NewDeal White Black- Back- Black- Indian Pakistan: Bangladeshi Chinese Other I
peopleare Caribbean African other
pusiie~into U
things they -

don’t wantto U
do

% % % % % U
Stronglyagree 24 32 26 27 23 23 24 (13) 17
Slightly agree 21 18 19 27 28 21 20 (6) 18 1
Neitheragree 12 11 12 7 10 14 8 (5) 13
nordisagree
Slightly 17 15 5 20 15 15 16 (44) 16
disagree
Strongly 19 16 26 15 20 18 21 (19) 23
disagree
No opinion 4 8 8 4 10 3 8 (6) 7
Not applicable 3 1 4 4 6 3 (6) 6

I
Weightedbase 5002 203 106 69 119 392 78 9 132

Unweighted 4635 258 143 100 158 282 130 12 164 U
base

U
Base: all respondentswho gaveethnic origin U

Table A24: Ethnicity by percentage with benefit stopped or U
reduced

White Black- Back- Black- Indian Pakistan: Bangladesh: Chinese Other U

Caribbean African other
% % % I

Benefit stopped 19 24 22 22 16 20 17 (6) 16 U
or reduced
s~ce U
September1998

Weightedbase 5002 203 106 69 119 392 78 9 132 U
Unweighted 4635 258 143 100 158 282 130 12 164
base

U
Base: all respondentswho gaveethnic ong.n

U
A22 I
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I
Table A25: Ethnicity by what New Deal component helped the U
most

U:

White Black- Back- Black- Indian Pakistan: Bangladesh: Chinese Other
Caribbean African other U

¾
Guidancewith 4 5 3 2 6 5 3 0 8 I
careers
Interviewswith 26 20 30 17 20 33 21 (54) 21 U
NDPA
Help looking 17 12 17 17 22 15 20 (24) 18 U
for jobs
Help gettingjob 5 10 4 7 7 2 10 (6) 8 I
interviews
Work 6 4 2 2 2 3 3 0 1 1
experience
Further 12 19 21 23 12 15 12 0 16 U
educationand

1
Helpwith 2 2 4 5 1 2 4 0 2
reading/writing U
~anguagc
Other 1 2 1 2 1 1 2 (8) 0 1

None 22 27 19 26 30 24 26 (8) 26 U

Weighted base 4670 192 100 67 103 253 72 7 113
Un’wezghted 4353 243 134 97 142 363 121 9 150
base

Base: all respondentswho gave ethnic origin,who recalled NewDeal I
U

U
U
U

U
II
I

U
U

U
I
U
U
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Table A26: Ethnicity by how New Deal was helpful

U -

I White Black- Back- Black- Indian Pakistan, Bangladesh, Chinese OtherCaribbean African other

U °“° % %
Increasmg 40 33 49 37 42 45 47 (39) 50

U confidence
Improving 36 30 31 26 37 34 37 (14) 28

• skills
Learningnew 36 31 36 29 27 25 36 (16) 23

• skills
Gettingwork 28 22 15 ii 21 22 22 0 16

U experience
Looking for 56 55 53 55 63 59 66 (47) 54

• work
No helpful 26 30 28 32 25 27 22 (39) 24

• things

• Weightedbase 4681 193 100 67 103 253 72 7 113

U Unweighted 4362 244 134 97 142 363 121 9 150
base

U Base: all respondentswho gaveethnic origin, who recalled NewDeal

I
Note:this is amultiple responsequestionso that thepercentagesaddto morethan.

U 100.

U
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I
Table A27: Regions by current New Deal status

Scotland North North Yorkchwel Wales West East South London
Las: west ifuinbi Midlands Midlands West & South

lAnglia east

% % % U
Gateway 22 24 25 24 18 29 23 18 24
Employment 12 13 12 12 9 8 10 18 8 N

Option —
Voluntary 2 3 2 4 3 3 2 5 3 —
sectorOption
Environment 2 2 2 3 9 1 3 0 1
TaskForce
Self- 0 0 * 1 0 0 * 0 0 U

employment

Option
Full-time 10 14 14 13 12 12 15 12 13
educanon/
trainmg
Option
Post-Option 8 10 8 6 9 6 5 4 7
advice
Left New 45 35 36 39 41 42 43 42 45
Deal

Weighted 742 558 893 1001 251 410 668 82 1404
base
Unwe:ghzed 653 523 1006 890 331 452 609 109 1437 -

base U

Base: all respondents U
U
U

U
I

U
U

UI

U
I

A26 I
U
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1 Table A28: Regions by current labour market status

U Scotland North North Yorkshjrel Wales West East South London

U East west tlumbs Midlands Midlands West & South/Anglia east

• % % % % % %
Full-tunejob 22 21 21 20 20 18 22 22 18

U of 30+ hours
per week

U Part-timejob 4 5 5 6 5 6 5 6 6
of under30

U hoursper
week

U Self- * 1 * 2 * 1 1 1 1employed

‘U On 8 9 5 4 10 5 4 8 4
governnlent/
TEC/LEC
programme

U Full-time 7 13 16 15 12 16 16 16 13
educationor•
Unemployed 44 41 39 67 42 44 38 39 41

U and claiming
benefits

I U Unemployed, 4 3 6 9 6 5 5 4 11
not cthlTfllTIg

benefits
Long-term 7 4 4 5 3 2 5 1 3

U sick, injured
ordisabled

U Looking after 2 2 2 2 2 1 3 2 3
the home

U Other 1 * * * * 1 1 2 1

U Weighted 742 558 893 1001 251 410 668 82 1404
base
Unweighzed 653 523 1006 890 331 452 609 109 1437
base

U Base: all respondents

U

U
U
U
U A27

U
U
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I
Table A29: Regions by how well participants got along with New U
Deal Personal Advisers

How well Scotland North North Yorkshire) Wales West Ec~t South London 1
do/didyou EaSt we~ct Fluflibs Midlands Midlands! West &

getalong Anglia Southeast
withyour U
personal
adviser U

% % % % % % % •
Very well 49 57 53 55 65 57 52 59 46

43 37 40 34 29 36 39 30 42 U
Quitewell

Not very 4 2 3 6 4 4 4 6 5 U
well U

Notatall 4 3 2 2 1 2 3 4 4
well U
Notsure 1 1 1 2 * 1 1 * 2 •~
Weighted 667 515 816 926 207 374 603 74 1220 ~
base
Unwezglued 584 483 922 825 298 417 547 97 1274 •
base

U
Base: all respondentswho recalledNew Dealadvice

I

I
U
U~
U
U

U
U
U
U
U

A28 U
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U Table A30: Regions by tasters and short courses

U Scotland North North Yorkshire) Wales West East South London

U East west Humbs Midlands Midlands/ West &Anglia South

U eastTypeof % % %

U raster/shortcow-se

Timewith 15 17 17 12 19 16 16 24 16
employersto

U find out about
kmdsofjobs

U Visittngor 28 32 35 31 33 40 27 44 30
trying a course

U of educationor

training
U Gouigona 10 12 18 12 5 17 12 19 16

shortcourseto
improvebasic
skills

U Goingona 10 13 17 18 8 10 18 19 11
shortcourseto

U learnhowto
find or apply

U for jobs
Notacter/short 54 50 46 52 50 41 54 41 52

U course

U Meao number 0.63 0.73 0 86 0.73 0.65 0.83 0.73 1.06 0.73
ofTastersand
shortcourses
undertaken

U
Weightedbase 667 515 816 926 207 374 603 74 1220

U Unweighted 584 483 922 825 298 417 547 97 1274
base

U Base: all respondentswho recalled New Deal Advice

Note. this is a mulliple responsequestionsothat thepercentagesaddto morethan

U 100.

U

U
U
U
U A29

U
U



U

Annex I
.
U

Table A31: Regions by Issues discussed with New Deal U
Personal Advisers U

Scotland North North Yorkshire] Wales West East South London
East ~st Hwnbs Midlands Midlands/ West & U

Anglia South
east

% U
Your 72 74 70 74 63 75 72 70 71
experienceand
skills
What work you 72 65 69 75 62 67 72 75 67
mightdointhe
future
What education 63 65 62 66 57 61 64 64 60
or trainingyou
mightneed
Thepossibility 15 19 18 22 15 17 22 22 14
ofworkingself-

employed
Differentways 63 62 56 64 47 57 55 65 53
oflooking for
jobs
Makingjob 46 43 46 51 36 42 41 54 35
applications
Your 57 51 50 59 45 51 46 55 44
responsibilities U
asajobseeker
Different things 68 77 69 74 73 70 70 73 65 U
you coulddo on
theNewDeal
Somethingelse * 1 2 1 1 1 2 6 2
Noneof these 2 2 3 2 3 1 4 5 U

Meannumber 4.55 4.58 4.41 4.85 3.99 4.41 4.42 4.84 4.10
of issues
discussed

Weightedbare 667 515 816 926 207 374 603 74 2220
Unweighed 584 483 922 825 298 417 547 97 1274 U
base

U
Base: all respondentswho recalled New DealAdvice

Note: this is a multiple responsequestionsothatthepercentagesaddto morethan 100.

U
U

AJO U
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U
i U Table A32: Regions by New Deal Personal Adviser referrals

U Scotland North North Yorkslurel Wales West East South London

U East west Humbs Midlands Midlands/ West &Anglia South

U %
• None 55 45 41 43 55 39 46 38 44

Coflege/TEC/ 14 23 iS 20 19 25 20 31 19
U LEC re

courses/training

U /work
Independent 8 ii 17 15 8 20 14 10 15
careersadvice
Job searchskills ~1 12 18 17 11 12 12 16 14
course
Employerswith 14 11 11 11 12 12 9 28 13

U vacanciesto fill
Courseto 2 3 5 5 5 6 4 8 8

U improve
reading/writing

U Mentor 2 4 4 3 2 6 3 13 5
Someoneto 2 6 3 2 4 5 4 3 3U
becomingself-

U employed
— Healthadviser * 4 4 2 2 1 2 5 2
— Specialist 1 4 1 2 2 * 3 2 1

U agencytohelpoffenders

Meannumber 0 57 0.78 0.85 0 83 0.66 0.91 0 73 1 20 0.83
• ofreferrals

U Weightedbase 667 515 816 926 207 374 603 74 1220
Unwe:ghted 584 483 922 825 298 417 547 97 1274

U base

U Base: all respondentswho recalled NewDealAdvice

Note this is amultiple responsequestionsothatthepercentagesaddto morethan100

U
U
U
U
U A31

U
U
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I

Table A33: Regions by Mentors
Scotland North North York~hireJ Wa1e~s West East South London U

Last west Hwnbs Midlands Midlands/ West &
Anglia South U

east

% % % % % U
%referredto 2 4 4 3 2 6 3 13 5

a mentor

Weightedbase 667 515 816 926 207 374 603 74 1220
Unwezghzed 584 483 922 825 298 417 547 97 1274 U
base

% finding the 48 42 48 37 84 56 21 20 53
mentorvery
helpful U

Weightedbase 14 19 34 32 4 24 19 10 55 U
Unweighted 21 19 40 23 7 19 31 10 52 U
base

U
Base: all respondentswho recalledNew Dealadvice

U

I

U
U

U
U

U

U
U
U
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U Table A34: Regions by Overall Usefulness of the New Deal

U

U Generally, Scot/and North North Yor/cshirel Wales West East South London
howuseful ~5t Humbs Midlands Midlands/ West &

U did you find Anglia South
east

I /haveyou
foundyour

U timeonthe
NewDeal?

U % % % %
— Very useful 22 28 24 23 23 24 25 28 20
— Fairlyuseful 41 40 44 38 36 39 34 30 34

U Notveryusefu] 16 15 13 17 15 19 17 12 17
Notatalluseful 13 10 12 15 10 10 15 20 16
Notsure 2 2 1 3 1 1 2 3 4

U Cannotrecali 6 6 5 4 14 7 7 7 9
NewDeal

U Weightedbase 742 558 893 1001 251 410 668 82 1404

I Unweiglued 653 523 1006 890 331 452 609 109 1437
base

U
U Base: all respondents

U

U
I
I
U

U
U
U

U

U
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Table A35: Regions by New Deal has improved my chances of
getting a good job

U
NewDeal has Scotland North North Yorkthzrel Waler West Last South London
improvedmy East west Humbs Midlands Midlands/ West &
chancesof Angha South
getting a good &ist
job j

U
Stronglyagree 17 26 22 19 15 24 20 22 16
Slightly agree 30 26 30 28 32 29 25 29 26 1
Neulieragree 15 19 15 17 17 15 18 15 15
nordisagree
Slightly 10 8 11 11 II 11 10 9 14
disagree
Strongly 20 12 16 19 14 15 iS 18 19
disagree
Noopmion 2 3 3 4 8 2 5 2 3
inapplicable 5 5 2 2 2 3 4 6 6

U
Weightedbase 742 558 893 1001 251 410 668 82 1404
Unwezghzed 653 523 1006 590 331 452 609 109 1437
base

Base: all respondents I

I
U
I
I
I

U
U
1

I
U
I
U
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U
• Table A36: Regions by on New Deal are pushed into things they

don’t want to do

U
OnNewDeal Scotland North North Y~hjrei Wales West E4s1 South London

• peopleare Earl west Numbs Midlands Midlands! West &
pushedInfo Anglia South

U tinngs tiiey
don’t want to

U do

I % %

• Stronglyagree 23 28 25 23 28 23 27 23 24
Slightly agree 20 20 20 22 24 22 IS 19 21

U Neitheragree 12 10 11 15 13 13 13 8 12
nor disagree

I St’ghuy 21 14 19 15 15 14 17 22 16
disagree

U Strongly 16 20 21 20 15 19 21 18 17
disagree

I Noopunon 4 3 3 6 3 5 4 5 6

inappLicable 4 4 2 1 2 5 2 5 5

U Weightedbase 742 558 893 1001 25! 410 668 82 1404
Unwe:ghzed 653 523 1006 890 33] 452 609 109 1437

• base

I Base: all respondents

I Table A37: Regions by Percentage with benefit stopped or
U reduced

U
Scot/and North North Yorkclurel Wales West East South London

• East west Humbs Mid1and~ Midlands! West &
Anglia South

U — east
% % % %

B Benefit stopped 24 14 19 21 18 18 21 22 17

I or reducedsince

September1998

Weightedbase 742 558 893 1001 251 410 668 82 1404

U Unweighzed 653 523 /006 590 331 452 609 109 1437
base

U
U

A35
U

U
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Base: all respondents

ITable A38: Regions by what New Deal component helped the
most U

I

Scot/and North North Yor/crhzrel Wales West East South London U
East west flumbs Midlands Midlands/ West &

Ang/za South U
east

% % % % % I
Giudancewith 3 4 6 3 1 6 6 6 4 U
careers
interviewswith 25 36 30 27 28 27 24 15 20
NDPA
Heiplooking 20 15 17 13 15 17 14 17 19
for jobs
Help gettingjob 5 4 8 5 3 7 6 4 5
interviews
Work 7 5 5 7 9 3 5 3 4
expenence
Further 9 13 13 13 9 14 16 15 13
educationand
training U
Help with 1 2 2 3 3 3 1 6 2
reading/writing
Ilanguage
Other 1 * J * j * / 2 UI
None 29 22 20 28 31 21 27 33 32

U
Weightedbase 697 523 846 957 215 383 622 76 /267
Unweighze4 610 489 957 850 304 429 569 100 ~ U
bare U

Base: all respondentswho recalledNew Deal U

I

U

U
I

U
A36 U

U
U
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I
• Table A39: Regions by how New Deal was helpful

I
• — Scotland North North Yorkshire) Wales West East South London’

East west Humbs Midlands Midlands/ West &

• Anglia Southeast

I % % % % % 0%

Increasing 38 50 44 37 41 44 42 47 37
U confidence

improving 30 39 42 34 45 36 33 42 30
I skills

Learningnew 32 40 40 35 45 33 36 40 27
I skills

Gettingwork 29 30 30 28 38 26 27 32 19
expenence
Looking for 59 64 60 51 56 59 55 60 52

U work
NohelpfW 25 22 23 28 22 24 29 119 31

U things

U Weightedbase 697 523 846 957 215 383 622 76 1267

U Unweighted 610 489 957 850 304 429 569 100 1319

base

Base: all respondentswho recalled NewDeal

U
Note this is amultiple responsequestionsothat thepercentagesaddto morethan

100

I
U
U
I
•

U
U
I
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Table A40: Delivery model by current New Deal status U

- U
ES :ndivuh~al ESjoint Contractwitha Przvaiesectorled
contract partnership consortium U

%
Gateway 23 26 24 23 -

Employment 10 11 10 11 a
Option
Voluntarysector 3 3 5 3
Option
EnvironmentTask 2 2 2 4 1
Force
Self-employment * 0 0 * I
Option
Full-time 13 13 12 ii
education!
trainingOption U
Post-Option 7 6 6 7
advice
LeftNewDeal 41 40 42 41

U
Weightedbase 4174 1071 293 472
Unwerghtedbase 4153 961 286 610

Base: all respondents

U’
U
S
S
U
I

I
U
U
I

U
U
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U
Table A41: Delivery model, by current labour market status

U Esindividuat E5jomt Contractwitha Privatesector led
contract partnership - consortium

I % % 0%

I Full-umejob of 21 17 19 2030+ hoursper

U WeekPart-timejobof 5 6 7 7

I under30 hoursperweek

U Self-employed 1 1 1 1
Ongovernmentl 6 3 9 5

U TECILEC
programme

• Full-time 13 16 13 14
educationor

U tr~’mng
Unemployedand 40 43 35 45

• claiming benefits
Unemployed,not 7 7 9 5

U clanningbenefits
Long-term sick, 5 3 4 2

• injuredor disabled
Looking after the 2 2 2 2

U home
Other 1 1 0 1

U
Weightedbase 4174 1071 293 472

U Unweightedbase 4153 961 286 610

U
Base: all respondents

U
U

U
U
U
U

U
U
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U

Table A42: Delivery models by how well participants got along U
with New Deal Personal Advisers U
How well ES~ndzvidual E-Sjo’nz Contractwith a Privatesectorled

do/didyou get contract partnership consortium U
alongwith U
yourPersonal

Adviser U
% %

Very well 52 53 56 52
Quitewell 39 37 40 39

Notveiywell 4 5 3 5
Not at all well 3 3 1 1 U
Notsure 1 2 * 2

Weightedbase 3775 969 253 405 U
Unweightedbase 3764 879 259 545

Base: all respondentswho recalledNew Deal advice U

UI

U
U

U

U
U

U
U
U
U
U
U
U
U

A40

U
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U

I Table A43: Delivery models by tasters and short courses

U ESindividual ESjoint Contractwith a Privatesectorled

U contract paitnersiup consortiumTypeof % % %

U taster/short
cow-se

I~U
Tunewith 16 15 13 16
employersto find

U out aboutkindsofjobs

U Visiting ornying 31 35 30 32a courseof

U educationortraining

U Goingonashort 13 16 17 11courseto improve

U basicskillsGoingonashort 13 iS 15 20

U courseto learnhowto findor

U apply forjobsNo tasterfshort 51 48 52 47
course

• Meannumberof 0.73 0.81 0.75 0.79
Tastersandshort
courses

undertaken
I

Weighted base 3775 969 253 405
I Unweighzedbase 3764 879 259 545

Base: all respondentswho recalledNewDeal Advice
U
U

Note:this is amultipleresponsequestionsothatthepercentagesaddto morethan
100.

U
U

I
1
U
U

U

U
U
I
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U

Table A44: Delivery models by issues discussed with New Deal
Personal Advisers

ES individual ESjoint Contractwith a Privatesector
contract partnership consortium led U
0% 0% 0%

Your expenence 72 68 77 72
andskills

What workyou 69 69 69 71

mightdointhe

Whateducation 63 60 64 68
or training you

might need U
Thepossibility IS 14 11 28
ofworkingself-
employed
Differentways 59 55 51 59
oflooking for
jobs

Makingjob 43 44 31 48
applications U
Your 51 48 41 52
responsibihties U
asajobseeker
Differentthings 71 67 60 73 1
you coulddo on
theNewDeal U
Somethingelse 2 1 * 2
Noneofthese 3 3 4

3
U

Meannumber 4.48 4.27 4 03 4.75 U
of issues
discussed I

Weightedbase 3775 969 253 405 U
Umc~ighted 3764 879 259 545
base I

Base: all respondentswho recalledNewDealadvice U
U

Note: this is amultiple responsequestionsothatthepercentagesaddto morethan100

U
U

I
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I
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Table A45: Delivery models by New Deal Personal Adviser
U referrals
U ESindividual ESjoint Contractwith a Privatesector —

contract partnership consortiwn led

I % 0% %
None 46 42 45 43

U collegerI~c/ 19 21 19 19

U LECre.courses/training

U
/work
Independent 14 17 14 Ii

— careersadvice
— Jobsearchskills 13 16 11 19
— course
— Employerswith 12 10 8 14

vacanciesto fill

Courseto 5 5 7 5

U improve
reading/wnting
Mentor 4 5 2 4
Someoneto 3 3 4 4

assistin

becomingself-
• employed

Healthadviser 2 2 1 1
• Specialist 2 2 * 2

agencyto help

U offenders

U Meannumber .78 .83 .74 84
ofreferrals

I
U Weightedbase 3775 969 253 405

Unweigh.red 3764 879 259 545

U base

U Base: all respondentswho recalledNewDealAdvice

• Note: this is a multiple responsequestionsothatthepercentagesaddto morethan100

U
U
U
U
U
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I
Table A46: Delivery models by Mentors 1

ESindividual ESjoint Contractwith a Privatesector U
contract partnership consortium led

% %
%referredto 4 5 2 4 U
a mentor

I
Weightedbase 3775 969 253 405
Uiiwe:ghzed 3764 879 259 545 I
base I

%ftnding 47 44 50 27 1
the mentor
veryhelpful U

Weightedbase 143 44 4 17 U
U’~’weighze.d 156 33 8 25 I
base

U
l3ase1: all respondentswho recalled NewDealAdvice
~3ase2: all respondentsreferred to a mentor U

Table A47: Delivery models by overall usefulness of the New U

Deal U

ESindivithial ESjoint Contractwitha Privatesector
contract partnership consortium U
%

Veryuseful 23 24 21 21 U
Fairly useful 39 39 26 33
Not veryuseful 15 16 22 18
N~tataiJ 13 14 16 14 U
useful
Notsure 2 2 5 3 U
Cannotrecall 7 6 10 10
NewDeal U
Weightedbase 4174 1071 293 472 U
Uiiwezghted 4153 961 286 610
base

U
Base: all respondents

U
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Table A48: Delivery models by New Deal has improved my
chances of getting a good job

U
U
I New Dealhas ESrndividuai ESjomJ Contractwith a Privatesectorled

improvedmy contract partnership consortium
• chancesof getting

a good job
U
— % 0% 0%

— Strongly agree 19 22 19 17
• Slightly agree 29 26 21 27

Neitheragreenor 16 16 18 17
• disagree

Slightly disagree 10 12 14 16
U Stronglydisagree 18 18 18 13

U Noopinzon 3 3 3 6Not applicable 4 3 7 4

U
Weightedbase 4174 1071 293 472

U Unweightedbase 4153 961 286 610

Base: all respondents

U
U
U
U
U

U
U
U

U

U
lu
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Table A49: Delivery models by on New Deal are pushed into
things they don’t want to do U

- OnNew Deal ESindividual ESjoint Contractwith a Prrvã~sector!ed I
peoplearepushed contract partnership consortium
into thingsthey
don’t warn to do

I
Stronglyagree 26 22 24 21

Slightly agree 10 23 19 24 U
Neitheragreenor 12 15 10 15
disagree
Slightly disagree 17 17 12 16
Stronglydisagree 19 18 24 18
Noopimon 5 5 4 4 U
Not appLicable 3 2 7 3

Weightedbase 4174 1071 293 472
Unweightedbase 4153 961 286 610

U
Base: all respondents 1

U,

I
I

I

1
U

I
•
UI

U
a
I
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I Table A50: Delivery models by Percentage with benefit stopped

• or reduced -

U

U ESindividual ESjoint Contractwith a Privatesector

— contract partnership consortium led

%
I Benefit stopped 19 21 18 16

or reducedsince

I September1998

•
— Weightedbase 4174 1071 293 472
— Un’.veigFued 4153 96! 286 610

1 base

U Base: all respondents

U

I
U
U
I
I
U
1

U
U

I

U
U
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Table A51: Delivery models by what New Deal component
helped the most -

I
U

ESindividual ESjomt Contractwitha Privatesector
contract partnership consortium led U
% 0%

Gwdancewitli 5 4 5 3 1
careers
Interviewswith 26 28 27 24 1
NDPA
Help looking for 17 16 15 17 U
jobs
Help gettingjOb 5 8 4 7
interviews
Workexperience 6 4 7 5 1
Further 13 13 8 13
educationand
tr~immg
Helpwith 2 3 1 2
readingjwiiwzg/l 1
anguage
Other 1 * * 1 1
None 27 24 33 28

UI
Weightedbase 3895 1003 263 424
Unweightedbase 3882 909 268 568

U
Base: all respondentswho recalledNew Deal

!
1
I
U
I

U
I
U
I

I
I

A48
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U
U Table A52: Delivery models by how New Deal was helpful

U -

I ES individual ESjomt Contractwith a Privatesectorled
contract partne.rrhip consortium

I %
— Increasing 41 41 34 38
— con~dence

U Improvingskills 35 37 31 35
Learningnew 35 34 31 36

U
Getting work 27 25 24 26

I
Looking for 57 53 48 57

U work
Nohelpfulthings 26 27 36 27

U
Weightedbase 3895 1003 263 424

1 Unwe:glizedbase 3882 909 268 568

Base:all respondentswho recalledNewDeal
I

Note:this is amultiple responsequestionsothatthepercentagesaddto morethan100.

I
I
I
U
I
I
I
U
U
I
I
I
I
I
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Table A53: Gender by target and minimum acceptable take- U
home hourly pay for those not in a job and currently searching U
forajob,bygender - U

men women I
Target Minimum Target Minimum
% % % 04 U

Under50p 0 * * *

50pto~1.49 * 1 * 2
£1.50 to £2.49 1 7 4 13 U
£2.50 to £3.49 20 43 29 45
£3.5OtoE4.49 42 33 36 26 1
£4.50to £5.49 22 Ii 20 8 U
£5.50 ormore 14 5 10 5

U
Weightedbase 2042 2017 610 597
Unweightedbase 2070 2044 654 636

-.

Base:all respondentsseekingajob at tke time of the surveyinterviewandnot U
currentlyinajob,exdudingthosewithmissingdata. I

p.

U
U
U

I
I

I
U

I
I

I
I

U
I
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U Table A54: Gender by wage take-home hourly pay for those in a

U job or in New deal subsidised employment, by gender
men women

New Deal job NewDeal job
• subsidised

employment employment

1 °‘°
UnderSOp 6 0 7 0

U 50pto~1.49 9 1 4 1

I £1.50 to £2.49 20 8 18 9
£2.50to £3.49 37 37 44 38

• £3.50to £4.49 23 35 21 39
£4.5Otof.5.49 2 11 5 8

• £5.S0ormore 3 8 1 5

U Weightedbase 332 561 164 228

• Unweightedbase 335 489 147 230

•
• Base:all respondentsin a job or New Deal subsidisedemploymentoptionatthe

time of the surveyinterview, excludingthosewith missingdata.
U

U Table A55: Gender by satisfaction with help offered by New Deal
Personal Adviser

I Satisfactionwith helpofferedby NewDealPersonalAdviser Male Female

U
Completelysatisfied 17 22

U Very satisfied 27 29
Fairly satisfied 28 26

IU Neither 10 8

• Fairly diss~iis~ed 7 7
Very dissatisfied 4 4
Completelydissatisfied 5 4

U Noopimon 1 1

U Weighted 4057 1589
Unweighted 4038 1645

U
Base:all respondentswho recalledNew Deal

U
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Table A56: Gender by whether gets along with New Deal
Personal Adviser U

Get alongwith New DealPersonalAdviser Male Fem~i~ U

Very well 50 55
Quiteweil 41 36 U
Notverywell 4 5
Notatallwell 3 2
Notsure 2 2

Weighted 4057 1589 U
Umve~gJued 4038 1645 U

Base:all respondentswho recalledNew Deal U

Table A57: Gender by whether recalled completing a New Deal I
Action Plan U

U
Canyou recallcompletingaNewDealAction Planwith a Male Female
NewDealPersonalAdviser U

U
Yes 74 74
No 18 18
NotSure 8 8

Weighted 3883 1520
Unweighted 3873 1574

U
Base:all respondentswho recalledNew Deal

U

II

U

I
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Table A58: Gender by New Deal Personal Adviser referrals
Referralsby job centrestafilNewDealPersonalAdviser Male Femal~•

U At leastonereferralormore 56 54

• Independentcareersadvice 15 12
Job searchskills Course 14 13

• Courseto improvereading/writing 5 6

U Someoneto assistin becomingsell-employed 3 3
Someoneofferingsupportandencouragement:mentor 4 4

U Employerswith vacanciesto fill 12 11
Someoneata collegeiTEC?LECaboutcourses/training/work

U experience 20 19
• Advisor forhelpwith healthproblems/disabilities 2 3

Specialistagencyhelpingoffenderss~ichastheprobations
U serviceorNACRO 2 1

Other 4 4

II None 44 46

Weighted 3833 1520

U Unweighted 3873 1574

Base: all respondents who recalled New Deal
U

1 Table A59: Gender by whether referred to a mentor

U
Referredto amentor Male Female

U %
U Not referredto amentor 96 96

Referredtoamentor 4 4

U
Weighted 3883 1520
Unwezghted 3873 1574

U
Base: all respondents who recalled New Deal

U
U

U
U
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I
Table A60: Gender by helpfulness of mentor

Helpfulnessof mentor Male Female
U

Veryhelpful 46 42
Quitehelpful 39 36 1
Not veryhelpful 7 7 U
Notatallhelpful 2 10
Notsure 7 4 U

Weighted 143 67 U
Unweighted 159 64 U

Base: au respondents referred to a mentor U

Table A61: Gender by issues discussed with New Deal PersonaJ U

Adviser

NewDealPersonalAdviserdiscussed Male Female U

At leastoneor moreofthesethingsdiscussed 97 98 U
U

Experienceandskills 72 71
Whatworkmight do in future 70 67 I
Educationor training might need 63 62
Possibilityofworking as self-employed 19 15
Differentwaysoflooking for jobs 59 55 U
M~ikingjob applications 44 40
Responsibilitiesasjobseeker 52 47 U
Differentthings coulddo onNewDeal 70 69 U
Somethingelse 1 2
Noneofthese 3 2 U

Weighted 3833 1520 U
Unweighted 3873 1574 U

U
U
U
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I
Base:thoserecalling interviewswith New DealPersonalAdvisers,
Note:this is amultiple responsequestionsothatthepercentagesadd to morethan 100

I
I _Table A62: Gender by Gateway courses Male Female

•
TypeofGatewaycourse*:

• Timewith employersto thid outaboutkindsofjobs: in last

• sixmonths 32 31
Visiting of trying out acourseofeducationor training: in last

U six months 63 65

E Goingonashortcourseto improvebasicskills: in last sixmonths 25 33

I Goingonashortcourseto learnhowto find/applyfor jobs:
in last six months 30 24

U Weighted 1929 752Unweighted 1961 811

I
Base:thoserecallinginterviewswith NewDealPersonalAdvisers.

I *Note: thetype ofGatewaycoursesisa multiple responsequestionsothat the
• percentagesaddt to more than 100

U
I
U
U Table A63: Gender by how New Deal was helpful

U Male Female
% %

— Increasingconfidence 55 57
• improving skills 47 50

LearningnewskilLs 46 48
• (iettmgwork experience 35 38

Lookingfor work 76 78

• Weighted 2967 1151
Unweighted 2930 1193

I —

• Ease:all respondentswho recalled New Deal

U
I
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Table AM: Gender by what New Deal component helped the I

most

Male Female

% % - I
Guidancewith careers 4 5
Interviewswith aPersonnelAdviser 25 28 U
Helpwith looking forjobs 17 IS
Helpwith gettingjob interviews 5 6
Work experience 5 6 U
Furthereducationandtraining 13 11
Helpwith reading/writingoi languageskills 2 2 U
Anythingelse? 1 1
None 26 26
Don’t know 1 1

Weighted 3995 1591 1
Unweighted 3990 1637 1

Base: all respondents who recalled New Deal

U

Table A65: Gender by overall usefulness of New Deal

Generally,how usefuldid you find/haveyoufoundNew Male Female
Deal

U
Veryuseful 22 25 I
Fairly useful 40 34
Notveryusefiul 16 16 I
Notatalluseful 14 13
Notsure 2 4 I
HasnotbeenonorcannotrecallNewDeal 6 8

Weighted 4281 1729
Unweighted 4252 1758

Base:all respondents

U
I
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U
I
U Table A66: Gender by New Deal has improved by chances of
• getting a good job

U
NewDealhasimprovedby chancesof gettingagoodjob Male Femal~

• %
I Stxonglyagree 19 21

Slightly agree 29 24
I Neitheragreenordisagree 16 17

Slilglitly disagree 10 13
Stronglydisagree 18 15

U Noopinion 3 5
Not applicable 4 5

U
— Weighted 4281 1729
— Unweighted 4252 1758

1
Base:all respondents

1 Note:this is amultiple responsequestionso thatthepercentagesaddto morethan100.

I

I
U Table A67: Gender by on New Deal people are pushed intothings they don’t want to do
•

• OnNew Dealpeoplearepushedinto thingstheydon’t want Male Female
todo

U % %
— Stronglyagree 26 20
— Slightly agree 21 19
• Neitheragreenordisagree 13 10

Slightly disagree 16 19
I Stronglydisagree 18

U Noopinion 4 6Not applicable 2 4

U
Weighted 4281 1729

• Unweighted 4252 1758
•

Base:all respondents
U
I
•
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New Deal for Young People (NDLP) 15 a key element in the Government’s

Welfare to Work Strategy It aims to help young people who have been U
unemployed and claiming Jobseeker’s Allowance (iSA) for six months or

moreto find work and improve their longer term employability The

Employment Service (ES) has commissioned a major programme of research

and statistical monitoring to evaluate the effectiveness of NDYP I
As part of this evaluation, Policy Studies Institute (PSI) was commissioned to ~• I
undertake a national quantitative survey of participants in the programme

This survey is taking place in two parts Part one, conducted in spring 1 999 _____

with a sample of participants around six months after they had entered the ~‘

programme captures participants’ early experiences of NDYP Part two, to

be conducted after a further year, will focus on changes in employability

and labour market outcomes from the programme *

This report presents findings from stage one of the survey It describes the II
characteristics of participants, their experiences of the New Deal

programme after six months including experience of Gateway and early I
experience of Options, experience of looking for work and the perceived

impact of New Deal on improving employability It also reports on reasons I I

for leaving New Deal and perceptions of the overall usefulness of New Deal U

U
U
U
U
U

UI

I
U
I

All reports and their summaries are available from

jobseeker Analysis Division I
Department for Work and Pensions
Level 2, Rockingham House I
1 23 West Street, Sheffield, Si 4ER

Tel 01142596278
Fax 0114259 6463
red es rh@gtnet gov uk

1
This Report is aiso avaiiabie in Braiile and Large Print formats upon request I
Note all R&D pubiications are avaiiabie free of charge
However thl5 poiicy is under review and the position may change Report Ref ESR44


